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Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

Executive Summary [8354.4(a)]

§354.4 General Information. Each Plan shall include the following general information:
(a) An executive summary written in plain language that provides an overview of the Plan and description of
groundwater conditions in the basin.

Introduction

This Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was prepared jointly by the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (ASRGSA) and the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
(FCGMA) (the GSAs) to sustainably manage the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin
(Department of Water Resources [DWR] Basin No. 4-007; ASRVGB or Basin) in accordance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).

The State of California enacted SGMA, effective January 1, 2015, to provide a statewide framework for
groundwater management by locally formed Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs). Groundwater
basins deemed to have medium or high priority by the DWR are required to comply with SGMA. The
ASRVGB priority assigned by DWR was reduced from medium to very low in 2019, making SGMA
compliance optional. The GSAs are developing this GSP voluntarily under SGMA to be good stewards of
the Basin groundwater resources, ensure reliability of local water supplies, and create additional
opportunities to enhance groundwater supply and improve groundwater quality.

Figure ES-01  Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin and Adjacent Water Districts.
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Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

The ARSVGB is covered by two GSAs, the FCGMA and ASRGSA (Figure ES-01). The FCGMA is an
independent special district formed by the California Legislature in 1982 to manage and protect the
aquifers within its jurisdiction for the common benefit of the public and all agricultural, domestic,
municipal, and industrial users. FCGMA overlies approximately one third of the northwestern of the
Basin, west of the Bailey Fault (Figure ES-01). ASRGSA was formed in 2016 to manage the portion of the
Basin located outside of the FCGMA jurisdictional boundary. ASRGSA was formed pursuant to a joint
exercise of powers agreement (JPA) between Camrosa Water District (Camrosa WD or Camrosa) and the
County of Ventura. Camrosa WD provides retail water services to residential, commercial, and
agricultural customers in the Basin and surrounding region. The County of Ventura exercises water
management and land use authority on land overlying most of ASRVGB and provides jurisdictional
coverage for a small portion of the Basin that lies outside of Camrosa’s service area. SGMA identified the
FCGMA as the exclusive GSA for basins within its jurisdiction; however, this only included the western
portion of the Santa Rosa Valley Basin, west of the Bailey Fault (see ES-3; Basin Setting). The FCGMA also
manages the adjacent Pleasant Valley and Las Posas Valley basins pursuant to GSPs.

Following submittal of initial notifications on May 14, 2018, and February 24, 2017, from ASRGSA and
FCGMA, respectively, the two GSAs developed this GSP to comply with SGMA’s statutory and regulatory
requirements and initiated planning by engaging with stakeholders and holding public meetings
pursuant to an adopted Stakeholder Engagement Plan.

The goal of this GSP is to sustainably manage the groundwater resources and improve the water quality
of the ASRVGB for the benefit of current and anticipated future beneficial users of groundwater, without
causing undesirable results under future conditions (Section 4.2). This GSP outlines the approach to
maintain a sustainable groundwater resource free of undesirable results pursuant to the SGMA, while
establishing long-term reliability no later than 20 years from GSP adoption.

The content of this GSP includes administrative information, description of the Basin setting,
development of quantitative sustainable management criteria (SMC) that consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, identification of projects and management actions and
monitoring networks that will ensure the Basin is demonstrably managed in a sustainable manner no
later than the 20-year sustainability timeframe and for the duration of the entire 50-year planning and
implementation horizon.

This GSP is generally organized following DWR guidance documents (DWR, 2016d):

Section 1 - Introduction to Plan Contents
Section 2 - Administrative Information
Section 3 - Basin Setting

Section 4 - Sustainable Management Criteria
Section 5 - Monitoring Networks

Section 6 - Projects and Management Actions
Section 7 - GSP Implementation

Section 8 - References and Technical Studies

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page ES-2
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ES-1. Plan Area Description

The geographic area covered by this GSP and
managed by ASRGSA and FCGMA includes the
entire ASRVGB (DWR Basin No. 4-007), as
defined by DWR Bulletin No. 118, “California’s
Groundwater,” Update 2020 (DWR, 2020).
The Basin is in the southeastern portion of
Ventura County near the City of Thousand
Oaks and the City of Camarillo (Figure ES-02).
The ASRVGB is bordered by the following
basins: Tierra Rejada (4-015) to the east,
Conejo (4-101) to the south, Pleasant Valley
Basin (4-006) to the west, and Las Posas
Valley (4-008) to the north.

X . . Figure ES-02  Regional Map of ASRVGB and Adjacent Basins.
Land use in the Basin is generally split

between agricultural and low-density residential (53% and 35%, respectively), with agricultural land
making up most of the western half of the Basin and residential land making up the eastern half of the
Basin. Approximately 70% of the Basin is protected land under the Save Open Space & Agricultural
Resources (SOAR) program, which includes agricultural, residential, open space, and undeveloped land.
Thus, further intensive development is not expected to occur within the Basin for the foreseeable
future. The principal land use planning agency in the Basin is the County of Ventura, which recently
completed its 2040 General Plan (County of Ventura, 2020).

ES-2. Regional Water Management Framework

Groundwater management pursuant to this GSP complements or overlaps with existing and future
potential water management programs in the region. Importantly, certain future monitoring activities
may overlap with the GSP monitoring networks. The GSAs will coordinate with these programs to
minimize duplication of efforts/costs.

Camrosa Water District

Camrosa WD was established in 1962 with construction of its initial water facilities between 1966 -1969.
Its service area covers 31 square miles in southern Ventura County. Currently the District’s potable
distribution system services 32,100 residents and more than 3,000 acres of agricultural land, as well as
businesses and light industry (Camrosa, 2021). In addition to potable water, Camrosa WD provides non-
potable surface water and reclaimed water as well as wastewater collection services in certain portions
of the service area.

City of Thousand Oaks

In Water Rights Decision No. 1638 (Ventura County, 1997), the SWRCB ordered that unappropriated
water by the City of Thousand Oaks is to be provided to Camrosa via the Conejo Creek Project diversion
site. SWRCB required a minimum flow of 6.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) at the Conejo Creek Project
diversion point for the protection of public trust resources.
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Camarillo Sanitary District

Camrosa WD stores and resells surplus recycled water through a purchase agreement with the Camarillo
Sanitary District, which estimates an availability of 500-800 acre-feet per year (AFY) (Camrosa, 2021).
Any recycled water not delivered to Camrosa is delivered to City of Camarillo customers or discharged
by the City to Conejo Creek.

Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas MWD)

Calleguas MWD is the wholesale imported water agency from which Camrosa purchases imported water
to supplement local water supplies in the Basin. Calleguas MWD is a member agency of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. The Calleguas MWD Urban Water Management Plan
(Calleguas MWD, 2021) is a planning tool that generally guides the actions related to water supply issues
for the District service area.

Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan

The Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) prepared by the Watersheds Coalition of
Ventura County (2019) includes several “resource management strategies” that have the potential to
directly or indirectly affect water resources management in Ventura County, including the Calleguas
Creek Watershed and ASRVGB.

Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD)

The ASRVGB is within the Calleguas Creek Watershed in Ventura County, which includes programs
involving standards for water quality within the Basin. The Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance by the Ventura
County Planning Division (Ventura County, 2023) sets standards for dwellings within groundwater
Impact Areas for the Basin to limit impacts from septic systems and animal husbandry/keeping and
composting. In addition, the Ventura County Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program requires water
quality sampling, watershed assessments, business inspections, and pollution prevention programs.

RWQCB Water Quality Management Programs

ASRVGB falls within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
which has established a regional Water Quality Control Plan (i.e., Basin Plan, RWQCB-LA, 2019). The
Basin Plan contains the regional water quality regulations and programs to implement these regulations,
including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued under federal
delegation for discharges to surface water and total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). The Ventura County
Stormwater Quality Management Program is implemented to meet the requirements of the Ventura
County Stormwater Permits (i.e., Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System [MS4] permit), which includes
water quality sampling, watershed assessments, business inspections, and pollution prevention
programs. The Ventura County Agricultural Irrigated Lands Group Water Quality Management Plan
(VCAILG, 2020) is implemented to comply with the agricultural conditional waiver of waste discharge
requirements. The plan addresses measurement and control of discharges from irrigated farmland to
protect surface water quality. TMDL monitoring of surface water within the Basin is currently
coordinated by the Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL Compliance Monitoring Program (CCWTMP). The
RWQCB Basin Plan and water quality regulatory programs do not limit basin operational flexibility
because actions undertaken by RWQCB contribute to maintenance of groundwater quality below the
measurable objective concentrations.
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

FCGMA was formed by the California Legislature in 1982 as an independent special district to manage
the aquifers within its jurisdiction (FCGMA, 1982). Beneficial users of groundwater within FCGMA
jurisdiction are subject to the Agency’s GSPs, ordinances, and policies.

ES-3. Basin Setting and Groundwater Conditions

Overview

The ASRVGB is in an elongated east-

trending valley and consists of

multiple layers of alternating fine-

and coarse-grained unconsolidated

deposits, semi-consolidated deposits,

and consolidated formations

underlain by volcanic bedrock. The

Basin is roughly centered on an east-

west oriented structural syncline, and

the sedimentary deposits are thickest

in the center and westernmost areas,

thinning out to the Basin margins.

The aquifer system is semi-confined

and is characterized by distinct upper

and lower groundwater-producing

zones in the west with the  FigureES-03 Surface Geology for the ASRVGB.

stratification absent or not apparent

to the east; the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones are treated as a single principal aquifer
for purposes of sustainable groundwater management in this initial GSP. To facilitate discussion within
the GSP, the Basin has been subdivided into two areas, the western half and eastern half. In addition, a
key hydraulic feature within the Basin is the Bailey Fault, which acts as a relative barrier to flow,
separating the northwestern third of the Basin from the rest of the Basin (Figure ES-03).

Inflow into the Basin comes from mountain-block fracture flow from the Conejo volcanics from the
south and east, infiltration of streamflow, recharge as infiltration of precipitation and agricultural and
urban return flows, and mountain-front recharge from the north. There is a small component of
underflow from the Pleasant Valley Basin to the west, but that component is not well constrained by
data and is quantified within the range of uncertainty of the numerical model. The Arroyo Conejo and
Conejo Creek are the major surface water features recharging the groundwater in the south-central and
southwestern area of the Basin (Figure ES-04) — this surface water system is a perennial creek due to a
constant source of effluent from the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The shallow
groundwater in the vicinity of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek consists primarily of recirculated
surface water discharges sourced from the Hill Canyon WWTP and urban runoff from Conejo Valley,
both of which enter the Basin via Hill Canyon (Section 3.2.6). Groundwater extraction is the primary
outflow component for the Basin, and shallow groundwater also discharges to Conejo Creek in the
southwestern area.
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Basin Setting Components

Topography and Surface Water
Features. The ASRVGB is located
within the Lower Conejo Watershed in
southern Ventura County, which is
part of the larger Calleguas Creek
Watershed. The topography of the
Basin is generally broad and flat in the
west with ground surface elevations as
low as ~200 feet (ft) above mean sea
level (amsl) increasing to ~400 ft amsl
to the east as the valley narrows along
Santa Rosa Road, and elevations are as
high as ~700 ft amsl along the east-

trending ridge of the Las Posas Hills to
the north Figure ES-04  Surface Water Bodies and Gages for the ASRVGB.

The ASRVGB is within a Mediterranean-type climatic zone, characterized by a long summer-fall dry
season and a cool winter-spring wet season. On average 94% of the precipitation in the ASRVGB usually
occurs between November and April with an annual average precipitation of 13.2 inches with rainfall
varying from less than 5 inches in the driest years to more than 30 inches in the wettest years. There are
three primary surface water features in the ASRVGB with a combined drainage area of ~67 square miles:
the Arroyo Santa Rosa, the Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek (Figure ES-04). The Arroyo Santa Rosa is an
ephemeral creek, bisecting the Santa Rosa Valley in the eastern half of the Basin, and much of the
channel is composed of rectangular reinforced concrete trapezoidal rip rap. The Arroyo Santa Rosa and
its tributary primarily flow during storm events. The Arroyo Conejo enters the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley
through the Conejo Hills and Hill Canyon in the southwest, joining the Arroyo Santa Rosa just
downstream of the mouth of Hill Canyon. Conejo Creek starts at the confluence of the Arroyo Conejo
and the Arroyo Santa Rosa and flows in a westerly direction into the Pleasant Valley Basin and
eventually into Calleguas Creek downstream of the ASRVGB. The Arroyo Conejo-Conejo Creek is a
perennial creek, primarily due to effluent discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP.

Geologic Setting and Basin Hydrogeology. The ASRVGB is within the tectonically active Transverse
Ranges geomorphic province of California, characterized by mountain ranges and valleys with an east-
west orientation. Rocks in this region have been folded into a series of predominantly east-west-
trending anticlines and synclines associated with thrust and reverse faults. The Basin is aligned with the
east-trending Santa Rosa Syncline, which bisects the Santa Rosa Valley, extending westward into the
adjacent Pleasant Valley Basin. The northern edge of the Basin is delineated by the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault
Zone along the Las Posas Hills anticline, parallel to the Santa Rosa Syncline (Figure ES-03).

The bottom of the Basin is delineated by the Conejo volcanics, which is the primary bedrock unit
underlying the sedimentary formations that comprise the Basin and has a maximum depth of over 1,000
ft in the western part of the Basin, based on the interpretation of lithologic logs. The Basin materials
pinch out to the south and east where the Conejo volcanics outcrop along the Conejo Hills and the
western margin of the Tierra Rejada Basin, respectively. The synclinal structure of the ASRVGB extends
to the west into the Pleasant Valley Basin; however, the alluvial thickness and width of the valley
becomes constricted at the western boundary of the ASRVGB by a north-trending ridge of the Conejo
volcanics that form a saddle-like structure. Although flow across this western boundary may be limited
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to the groundwater-producing zones and is considered insignificant, it is interpreted to hydraulically
connect the ASRVGB to the Pleasant Valley groundwater basin.

The major hydraulic feature within the Basin is the Bailey fault, which is a northeast-trending vertical
fault that acts as a partial hydraulic barrier and political boundary for the Basin, separating the FCGMA
from the rest of the Basin to the east. Differences in both groundwater levels (up to ~80 ft) and water
quality data (Nitrate and total dissolved solids [TDS] concentrations) across the fault support the
hydraulic separation.

Six distinct hydrostratigraphic units (HSUs) were developed for the hydrogeologic conceptual model and
numerical model and consist of five layers of sedimentary units and the sixth bottom layer representing
the bedrock basement (Figure ES-05). Review of previous studies along with the interpretation of
lithologic logs, electrical-logs, and well screen information, supports the identification of upper and
lower groundwater-producing zones (HSUs 3 and 5, respectively) separated by semi-confining low-
permeability units, primarily in the western half of the Basin. The stratigraphy in the eastern half does
not exhibit the same layering that is observed in the well logs and electrical logs of the western half of
the Basin, where the alluvial thickness is generally greater than ~700 ft and there are alternating
deposits of fine- and coarse-grained materials; the basin-fill sediments to the east are mostly fine
grained.

Figure ES-05  Hydrostratigraphic Units in the ASRVGB.

The principal aquifer in the Basin is considered to be semi-confined due to the discontinuity of the clay
layers separating the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones. Transmissivity estimates from
aquifer and specific capacity tests and previous studies were used to derive preliminary estimates of

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page ES-7



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

hydraulic conductivities for the calibration of the numerical groundwater model. The calibrated
hydraulic conductivity for the HSUs within the Basin ranges from ~1-35 ft/day. The final calibrated
storage parameters ranged from 0.1 to 0.2 for the specific yield in the unconfined areas of the numerical
model (primarily layers 1 and 2), and for the confined areas of the model the specific storage ranged
from 10° to 2 X 10 per foot.

The primary sources of groundwater for the ASRVGB are inflow from the Conejo volcanics from the
south and east and streamflow percolation (Figure ES-06). The shallow groundwater is recharged by the
streamflow, of which perennial flows are primarily sourced by discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP
and urban runoff from Conejo Valley, both of which enter the Basin via Hill Canyon. Gaining sections of
the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek receive shallow groundwater that is primarily recirculated recycled
water and urban runoff (Section 3.2.6).

Agricultural Irrigation Return Flows

Mountain Front Recharge

aterall

Typically Dry,
Losing When Wet

Neither Gaining

Gaining Reach nor Losing Reach

Losing Reach Inflow from Conejo Volcanics

A Miles Pumping Not Shown

Figure ES-06 Primary Groundwater Recharge and Discharge Areas of the ASRVGB.

Secondary sources of groundwater for the Basin are from irrigation return flows, urban land use return
flows (applied water, septic systems, and distribution losses), and infiltration from precipitation.
Underflow from the Pleasant Valley Basin has been simulated in the numerical model, but rates are
within the range of uncertainty of the model and there is limited data to support this inflow component.

The inflow from the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is conceptualized as a deep source of subsurface recharge
to the Basin via fracture-flow, which is evidenced by higher groundwater levels observed in wells
completed in the bedrock to the east in areas where the bedrock very shallow or at the land surface.
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The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are a losing stream system and there are likely gaining and losing
sections along the stream; however, the infiltration of surface water is an important component of
inflow for the groundwater system. To the east, Arroyo Santa Rosa and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary
are ephemeral streams with rapid infiltration rates from stormflows and groundwater is not believed to
discharge to these streambeds.

Recharge of return flows from irrigation occurs in the areas of the Basin with agricultural land use, and,
where applicable, recharge to groundwater occurs through the return flows from applied waters in
residential areas, septic system leachate, and water distribution system losses (Figure ES-06). Outcrops
of the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones along the northern boundary of the Basin receive
direct recharge from precipitation. In addition, direct recharge from precipitation likely occurs in the
eastern area of the Basin, as evidenced by water levels responding to precipitation.

The primary groundwater discharge area for the Basin (other than via extraction wells) is in the
southwest area before Conejo Creek exits at the western boundary; however, discharge rates are very
small (<5%) compared to the overall inflow. Underflow to Pleasant Valley Basin is represented in the
numerical model during high groundwater level conditions but is a very minor component (<1% of the
total inflows) of the groundwater budget for the Basin, within the range of uncertainty of the model.

Groundwater generally flows from the east to west in the ASRVGB, following the surface drainage and
the topographic gradient of the Basin, with localized depressions caused by extraction wells and
localized highs in recharge areas (Figure ES-07). Southeast of the Bailey Fault, groundwater flow is

Groundwater
Flow
Direction

|
A Miles

Figure ES-07  General Groundwater Elevation Contours and Flow Directions.
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generally from an eastern to western direction, but flow from the Hill Canyon area is from the south to
north.

To the northwest of the Bailey Fault within the FCGMA, groundwater flow is toward the center of the
area. Groundwater levels in the ASRVGB generally fluctuate seasonally with the highest water levels
occurring in the winter to early spring and the lowest levels occurring in fall or winter (Figure ES-08).
Groundwater levels have generally been slowly declining since the 1990s northwest of the Bailey Fault
and overall steady southeast of the Bailey Fault. Groundwater levels have been increasing locally
southeast of the Bailey Fault since 2018 due to a significant reduction in Camrosa’s pumping due to
contamination issues (see well 02N20W25D01S on Figure ES-08). Changes in groundwater storage
within the Basin are primarily a function of groundwater pumping. Declines in groundwater storage have
been observed in the Basin during prolonged dry conditions; however, the Basin has also shown
relatively rapid recovery (particularly southeast of the Bailey Fault) in response to changes in pumping
and recharge during wet climate cycles.

Figure ES-08  Groundwater Level Seasonal Fluctuations.

The water quality of the Basin is characterized by elevated nitrate and TDS concentrations, which have
been observed in the Basin for several decades. In general, the quality of the groundwater in the
ASRVGB is influenced by (a) the leaching of nutrients from fertilizers and manure, (b) percolation of
return flows from applied waters and septic system leachate, (c) mineral dissolution, and (d) effluent
from the Hill Canyon WWTP. The state-regulated contaminant 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP) has also
been recently detected within the ASRVGB and has impacted Camrosa WD production wells at levels
above the Maximum Contaminant Limit (MCL). There is no known relationship between degraded water
quality and groundwater levels or pumping operations within the Basin.
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ES-4. Water Budget

The groundwater flow model was used to quantify water budgets for the historical, current, and
projected conditions, including the evaluation of uncertainty due to climate change (using climate-
change hydrologic datasets provided by DWR), anticipated land use changes, and projected population
increase, as required by SGMA (Appendix G). Based on the modeling analysis, the GSAs concluded that
these factors are not anticipated to have a material impact on future water demand and the water
budgets for the Basin because of land use policies and ordinances that greatly limit the potential for
material growth in the Basin (Section 3.3.3). Table ES-01 shows the different demand and supply
components for the historical and current water budget of the ASRVGB.

Table ES-01  Estimated Historical Demands and Supplies in the ASRVGB by Category and Source (in acre-feet).

M8 AG Total
Ml Ag Domestic  Total MEIGW  AgGW Domestic oy gy Supplies  Supplies  Supplies
VEET B2 Demand Demand Demand Demand Suppliest  Supplies* guppli s Supplies gztmsi il gztmsi il gztmsi il UGEELSHERY
ASRVGB*  ASRVGB!  ASRVGB
2012 ﬁglr?nv‘gl 1,964 | 4,737 |25 6,703 648 3,160 2.5 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2013 | Critical | 2,071 | 4,837 |25 6,911 849 3,282 25 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2014 | Critical | 2,218 5,136 |25 7,357 865 3,489 2.5 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2015 | Critical | 1,725 | 4,186 |25 5,914 742 2,829 25 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2016 | Critical | 1,724 | 4517 |25 6,243 672 2,886 2.5 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2017 ﬁgfr‘r’]‘; 1602 | 3394 |25 4999 | 865 | 2524 |25 3392 | 737 | 870 | 1,607 | 4999
2018 ﬁglr?nv‘gl 1,892 3,884 |25 5,778 984 2,864 2.5 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2019 ﬁim\gl 1,625 3,205 |25 4,832 585 2,307 25 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2020 ﬁglr?nv‘gl 1,772 3,557 |25 5,332 301 2,368 2.5 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2021 | Critical | 1,980 3,550 |25 5,532 238 2,181 25 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
Average
(2012-2021) 1,885 | 4,385 |25 6,272 804 3,005 2.5 3,811 1,081 1,380 2,461 6,272
Notes:

Sums of values may not match averages or totals due to rounding.

* Includes groundwater extracted from all irrigation wells within the ASRVGB.

*Includes both potable and non-potable sources, see Section 3.3.1.1 for additional details.
t Includes non-potable sources, see Section 3.3.1.1 for additional details.

+ Some groundwater produced for M&l is exported for use outside of the Basin.

The primary sources of groundwater inflow to the ASRVGB were quantified using the numerical model
as streamflow percolation, bedrock groundwater inflow from the Conejo volcanics from the south and
east, and recharge from infiltration of precipitation and return flows (Figure ES-09).
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Figure ES-09  Historical and Current Groundwater Inflows and Outflows to/from ASRVGB (acre-feet per year).

Mountain-front recharge from the north was a small inflow component of the groundwater budget. An
additional source of inflow includes a minor amount of subsurface inflow from the Pleasant Valley Basin
at the western boundary of the ASRVGB; this was derived from the numerical model and there is limited
data available to constrain this inflow component. Municipal and Industrial (M&I) pumping constitutes
the largest component of groundwater extractions from ASRVGB, followed by agricultural extractions
and one domestic well. Overall, groundwater extractions are the largest outflow component for the
Basin. The primary source of surface water flows entering the ASRVGB are from the perennial Arroyo
Conejo, of which most of the streamflow is sustained by effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP (see
Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.2.6). Most of the surface water entering the ASRVGB leaves the Basin through
Conejo Creek at the western boundary of the Basin, although a portion percolates to the groundwater in
the losing reaches of the Arroyo Santa Rosa and the Tributary, Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek.

Table ES-02 summarizes the average total inflows and outflows for the surface water and groundwater
budgets for the Basin. Major differences noted in the table are between the historical and current or
projected surface water totals; this is due to the historical water budget values average including a
historically dry period where flows were consistently low (2012-2016).

Table ES-02  Summary of Average Water Budget Components.
Surface Water H Groundwater
Historical (2012-2021)
Total in 16,729 4,493
Total out -16,729 -4,664
Change in Storage N/A -171
Current (2019-2021)
Total in 21,636 4,565
Total out -21,636 -3,564
Change in Storage N/A 1,001
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Table ES-02  Summary of Average Water Budget Components.

Surface Water Groundwater

Projected (2022-2072)

Baseline Total in 23,119 5,076
Baseline Total out -23,120 -5,235
Baseline Change in Storage N/A -159
2030 Climate Change Total in 22,592 5,071
2030 Climate Change Total out -22,592 -5,233
2030 Climate Change in Storage N/A -163
2070 Climate Change Total in 22,960 5,072
2070 Climate Change Total out -22,960 -5,234
2070 Climate Change in Storage N/A -162

Note: All values are acre-feet per year.

Overdraft Assessment

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(b)(5) require quantification of overdraft over a period of years
during which water year and water supply conditions approximate average conditions if overdraft
conditions exist.

Bulletin 118, Update 2003 describes groundwater overdraft as:

“The condition of a groundwater basin or subbasin in which the amount of water withdrawn by
pumping exceeds the amount of water that recharges the basin over a period of years, during
which the water supply conditions approximate average conditions. Overdraft can be
characterized by groundwater levels that decline over a period of years and never fully recover,
even in wet years. If overdraft continues for a number of years, significant adverse impacts may
occur, including increased extraction costs, costs of well deepening or replacement, land
subsidence, water quality degradation, and environmental impacts.”

The water budget results indicate a slight imbalance in the Basin currently and in the future. The annual
change in storage is within 10% error in uncertainty of model results, and undesirable results from
chronic lowering of groundwater levels have not occurred and are not projected to occur. Numerical
model results for the projected water budget also indicate that groundwater levels cyclically recover
following droughts. Nonetheless, the GSAs can manage future pumping appropriately through
monitoring.

Sustainable Yield

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(b)(7) requires an estimate of the sustainable yield for the Basin.
Water Code §10721(w) defines “Sustainable yield” as the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a
base period representative of long-term conditions in the Basin and including any temporary surplus
that can be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result.

Modeling results for the future projection period indicate that the projected inflows and outflows will be
approximately balanced during the 50-year SGMA implementation period even with climate change
considered. Therefore, an estimate of the sustainable yield is the modeled projected groundwater
extractions minus the modeled surface water depletions that could potentially cause undesirable results
for the depletions of interconnected surface water (ISW) sustainability indicator. This calculation results
in an estimated sustainable yield of ~5,300 AFY, depending on climate change assumptions (DWR, 2018).
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The projection period (based on historical climate data from 1972-2021) had an average precipitation
nearly equal to the overall historical average (1929-2021), so the estimated sustainable vyield is
representative of the long-term sustainability of the Basin.

Management Areas

Sustainable management of the ASRVGB requires dividing the Basin into two management areas: the
area within the FCGMA jurisdictional boundary, and the remaining areas within the Basin managed by
ASRGSA (Figure ES-01). These management areas are separated by the Bailey Fault, which acts as a
hydraulic barrier between the areas and results in differences in groundwater elevations and
groundwater quality.

ES-5. Sustainable Management Criteria

SMC were developed using the best available science and information for the Basin. The GSAs
characterized undesirable results and established minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones for each applicable sustainability indicator:

Chronic lowering of groundwater levels (Section 4.4).

Reduction of groundwater storage (Section 4.5).

1
2
3. Degraded water quality (Section 4.7).
4. Land Subsidence (Section 4.8).

5

Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water (Section 4.9).

The seawater intrusion sustainability indicator is not applicable in the Basin because of the significant
vertical and horizontal separation between the Basin and the Pacific Ocean.

SMC were developed with input from stakeholders in the Basin. The ASRGSA Board of Directors, FCGMA,
and stakeholders reviewed SMC proposals prepared by the GSP consulting team, and presentations
were given at Board of Directors meetings and workshops, which included information on SGMA
requirements, relevant information from the Basin Setting section, and results of additional analyses
completed to support SMC development. Outreach was performed throughout the SMC development
process to encourage input on the proposed SMC, including bill stuffers to all Camrosa WD customers,
letters to well owners in the Basin, e-mails to the interested parties list, telephone communications with
stakeholders, and public notices.

A key part of the SMC development process is defining undesirable results (GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.26(a)). The process for defining undesirable results consisted of multiple steps:

1. First, potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and
property interests, and other potential effects were evaluated and described qualitatively. This
was called “qualitative statement of undesirable results.”

2. The qualitative undesirable results statement was then translated into quantitative minimum
thresholds at specific monitoring network sites.

3. Lastly, a combination of minimum threshold exceedances representing undesirable results (per
GSP Emergency Regulations §354.26(b)(2)) in the Basin was established.
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Beneficial users and uses considered during SMC development included municipal and agricultural
groundwater beneficial uses and riparian vegetation dependent on surface water. There is also one
domestic well in the Basin that was considered. The GSAs concluded there are no groundwater
dependent ecosystems (GDEs) in the Basin because the potential GDEs (riparian vegetation along the
Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek) depend on surface water sourced from wastewater and urban runoff
discharges and/or shallow groundwater fed by these discharges (see Sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.7.2), and
groundwater production does not occur within the shallow groundwater system. The GSAs do not have
jurisdictional authority on land-use, surface water flows, or wastewater discharges from Hill Canyon
WWTP that sustain the riparian habitat; hence, the GSP does not address or manage any future changes
to surface flows (or beneficial use of the same) from increased recycled water demands or other actions
that could decrease the discharge rates. The GSP addresses potential pumping-induced depletions of
interconnected surface water by establishing sustainable management criteria that would prevent
undesirable results including significant and unreasonable effects on riparian vegetation habitat (Section
4.9). There are currently no active surface water diversions within the Basin. Diversions located
downstream of the Basin were considered.

For this GSP and pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(d), a groundwater elevation minimum
threshold serves as the metric for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels (Section 4.4), reduction of
groundwater storage (Section 4.5), and land subsidence (Section 4.8) sustainability indicators. Adequate
evidence demonstrating groundwater levels are a reasonable proxy is presented in Sections 4.4.2, 4.5.2,
and 4.8.2.

The GSAs have considered public trust resources in development of this GSP by considering the impacts
to ISW and by setting minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable results under SGMA.

Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels and Reduction of Groundwater Storage. Because
groundwater levels and storage are correlated in the ASRVGB, groundwater storage SMC are identical to
the chronic lowering of groundwater levels SMC. In addition, SGMA requires that the GSP address
potential significant and unreasonable effects that could be caused by pumping during dry periods. The
GSAs have developed SMC for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator to
ensure that potential undesirable results related to groundwater extraction are avoided during periods
of low groundwater levels and storage. Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(c)(1), depletion
of supply effects on beneficial users and effects on other sustainability indicators were considered when
developing the minimum thresholds.

The groundwater level and storage minimum thresholds were selected to prevent potential significant
and unreasonable effects, including causing beneficial users to be unable to meet their basic water
supply needs with either groundwater or delivered water supplies. It was concluded that potential
significant and unreasonable effects may occur if pumping causes groundwater levels to decline below
historical low levels because available historical information indicates that undesirable results were not
encountered historically. Therefore, minimum thresholds were selected based on the historical low
groundwater levels in the monitoring wells (Figure ES-10).
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Figure ES-10  Example Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective for Groundwater Level and Storage

Sustainability Indicator.

The combination of minimum threshold exceedances that is deemed to cause significant and
unreasonable effects in the Basin for chronic lowering of groundwater levels and depletion of

groundwater storage in more than
50% of the groundwater level
monitoring sites for either
management area for two successive
years (Figure ES-11). Two vyears is a
reasonable duration to confirm that
any minimum threshold exceedances
are not due to seasonal variability or
a short-term aberration. If this
combination of minimum threshold
exceedances occurs, the GSAs will
assess whether the minimum
threshold exceedances were caused
by groundwater extraction.

The groundwater level and storage
measurable objectives were
developed by applying the concept

Figure ES-11  Groundwater Level Monitoring Well Locations.

of providing a reasonable margin of operational flexibility under adverse conditions (GSP Emergency
Regulations §354.30(c)). Adverse conditions for the ASRVGB include drought-phases of the long-term
climatic-driven groundwater level cycles. The reasonable margin of operational flexibility was
determined to be groundwater levels from the 50-year modeled projection that are sufficiently high to
prevent levels from dropping below the minimum thresholds. The measurable objectives were
developed for each monitoring site by evaluating the modeled groundwater level data for the projected

Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Page ES-16



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

period and are intended to apply following wet periods. Failure to meet the measurable objectives
during other times shall not be considered failure to sustainably manage the Basin.

Degraded Water Quality. GSP

Emergency Regulations 354.28(c)(4)

requires GSAs to address significant

and unreasonable impacts on

beneficial uses caused by

groundwater pumping or projects or

GSP projects/management actions

that spread contaminant plumes or

cause dissolved constituent

concentrations to increase to levels

that significantly and unreasonably

impact beneficial uses. The key

aspect of the regulation is causation

— plume spreading or concentration

increases are only significant and

unreasonable under SGMA if caused Figure ES-12  Groundwater Quality Monitoring Well Locations.
by groundwater pumping or the

GSA’s implementation of project or management actions.

There are no identified contaminant plumes from point sources in the Basin, and available monitoring
well data (Figure ES-12) indicate that concentrations of naturally occurring constituents (indicator
constituents include TDS, sulfate, and boron) are controlled by the quality of surface water flowing into
the Basin via the Arroyo Conejo, not groundwater pumping.

Nitrate and TCP — non-point source contaminants from above-ground sources and land use — have
impacted Camrosa’s public supply wells. Elevated concentrations have been mitigated by blending with
purchased imported water; however, the low MCL for TCP (5 nanograms per liter [ng/L]) now requires
treatment via a granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment plant that is currently under construction.
Given the treatment methods in place for nitrate and TCP, SMC were developed specific to these
constituents to address feasibility of treatment to drinking water quality standards.

SGMA undesirable results are considered to occur when the average concentration for all representative
monitoring wells in either management areas exceed the minimum threshold concentration for a
constituent for two consecutive years. Two years is a reasonable duration to confirm that any minimum
threshold exceedances are not due to seasonal variability or a short-term aberration.

The degraded water quality measurable objectives are set equal to the minimum thresholds for all
constituents to reflect the fact that the GSAs have no ability to improve water quality by managing
groundwater pumping due to the lack of a causal relationship between pumping and groundwater
quality. SGMA also provides for setting measurable objectives at levels for the purpose of improving
conditions, but failure to achieve those measurable objectives is not grounds for a DWR inadequacy
determination (§354.30(g)); therefore, a secondary measurable objective for each constituent was
established to represent an aspirational goal to improve water quality within the Basin (Table ES-03).
The secondary measurable objectives are set at the RWQCB Water Quality Objective (WQO) (TDS, and
chloride), MCL (nitrate and TCP), or the upper bound of existing data if existing concentrations are
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already below the WQQO (sulfate and boron) — the latter representing an aspirational goal to not degrade
existing water quality for those constituents. Setting the secondary, “aspirational” measurable
objectives contributes to achieving the second part of the sustainability goal: “...The GSAs also desire to
collaborate with other agencies and stakeholders within the basin to improve the groundwater quality of
the ASRVGB.” If the minimum threshold or measurable objective is exceeded, the GSAs will investigate
to determine if the exceedance is caused by pumping, a GSP project, or a GSP management action.

Table ES-03  Sustainable Management Criteria for the Degradation of Water Quality.

Secondary

MT Rationale MO Rationale

Constituent

Preserve ability to blend with

Preserve ability to blend with

MO

Nitrate (as imported water for potable uses. imported water for potable uses.
23.4 . ) 23.4 . . 10
N) Reduce reliance on imported Reduce reliance on imported
water for blending. water for blending.
250 Practical limit of concentration for 250 Practical limit of concentration for
TCP (nglL) economical carbon change-out (nglL) economical carbon change-out 5 (ng/L)
g frequency of the GAC system. g frequency of the GAC system.
Prevent further degradation of Prevent further degradation of
TDS 1,040 | water quality for all beneficial 1,040 | water quality for all beneficial uses 900
uses. consistent with RWQCB WQO.
Preserve existing water quality - .
Sulfate 300 consistent with RWQCB WQO. 300 Preserve existing water quality. 225
Prevent further degradation of \?v;\éfgtumcﬁgrdaeg:iﬁﬁﬂ?; cl
Chloride 180 \t,)V:r:eerfigg?ng efor agricultural 180 beneficial use consistent with 150
' RWQCB WQO.
Boron 1 Preserve existing water quality for 1 Preserve existing water quality for 0.4

agricultural beneficial use. agricultural beneficial use.

Land Subsidence. No land subsidence has been documented historically in the Basin, and the Basin is
considered to have a low estimated potential for inelastic land subsidence. Although numerical
modeling for the water budget suggests that future groundwater levels will remain above historical low
levels (which would prevent inelastic subsidence due to groundwater extraction), sustainable
management is prudent because groundwater levels could decline below historical levels and trigger
inelastic land subsidence if actual future conditions differ significantly from those assumed in the
projected water budget analysis.

GSP Emergency Regulation §354.28(d) allows the use of groundwater levels as a proxy for other
sustainability indicators if a significant correlation between groundwater elevations and the other
sustainability indicators can be demonstrated. The preconsolidation stress, the effective stress threshold
at which inelastic compaction begins, generally is exceeded when groundwater levels decline past
historical low levels (California Water Foundation, 2014). Therefore, groundwater levels are an
appropriate proxy for monitoring inelastic land subsidence due to groundwater extraction, and the SMC
for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels and reduction of groundwater storage sustainability
indicators are used for the land subsidence sustainability indicator. In addition to using groundwater
levels as a proxy, InSAR data will be reviewed annually, and to determine whether InSAR-indicated land
surface elevation changes were caused by groundwater conditions, InSAR data will only be considered
when groundwater levels are below historical low levels.
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Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek stream system has
primarily losing conditions; however, it is perennial due to the constant source of water from the Hill
Canyon WWTP effluent and additional surface water flow from the North and South Fork Arroyo Conejo
streams that drain Conejo Valley. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are interconnected with the
shallow groundwater in the Basin. SMC have been developed for the depletions of ISW sustainability
indicator to ensure that potential undesirable results related to groundwater extraction are avoided.

There are two different types of ISW depletion that can potentially affect beneficial uses: direct and
indirect depletion. Direct depletion occurs when the cone of depression in the water table from
pumping wells near the stream system induces surface water flow directly into the well. Direct depletion
is primarily associated with the pumping wells located adjacent to the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek.
Indirect depletion is caused by wells located away from the stream system that do not have cones of
depression that intersect the streambed. Currently, there are few wells located close enough to
interconnected stream reaches to cause significant direct depletion. Indirect depletion of surface water
is related to groundwater levels and storage because indirect depletion occurs as a result of the regional
groundwater gradient relative to the stream location. Depletion amounts were quantified based on
numerical modeling results, and the minimum threshold for depletions of ISW includes both direct and
indirect depletion.

Within the Basin there is riparian vegetation dependent on surface water, but no diversions for
municipal or agricultural supply. ISW depletion effects on surface water diversions downstream of the
Basin boundary were evaluated by reviewing projected depletion rates estimated using the numerical
model. Beneficial users relying on surface water diversions from the Conejo Creek downstream have
historically met their demands and streamflow bypass requirements (i.e., there have been no reported
instances when a beneficial user was unable to meet their water supply needs) and no undesirable
results have been documented. Additionally, through engagement with stakeholders and the GSAs,
there has not been any evidence presenting impacts to interconnected streamflow; therefore, it was
concluded that significant and unreasonable effects have not occurred historically with respect to the
ISW sustainability indicator for agricultural, municipal, or domestic beneficial uses, but could potentially
occur if groundwater levels decline below historically low levels in the future. Furthermore, any
beneficial uses or users located upstream or downstream of the diversions have been protected
historically based on the absence of documented impacts. The GSAs determined that the small rates of
ISW depletion quantified using the numerical model are neither significant nor unreasonable with
respect to the surface water diversions downstream of the Basin boundary.

As discussed above, adverse impacts have not been documented to occur historically; therefore,
undesirable results are not expected to occur as long as future depletions do not exceed the maximum
historical depletion rate. The maximum historical depletion rate (including both the direct and potential
indirect depletion) within the Basin was evaluated using the numerical model results for groundwater
level and storage historical lows and was calculated to be 1,150 AFY (~1.6 cfs). Only one ISW depletion
minimum threshold is identified in the GSP; therefore, any minimum threshold exceedance is
considered to constitute undesirable results for the Basin. The ISW depletion measurable objective is
the same as the minimum threshold.

ES-6. Monitoring Networks

The GSP Emergency Regulations require monitoring networks be developed to collect data of sufficient
quality, frequency, and spatial distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water
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conditions in the Basin, evaluate changing conditions that occur during implementation of the GSP, and
for implementation of the SMC for the Basin. Monitoring networks should accomplish the following
(§354.34(b)):

= Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in the GSP.
=  Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

= Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds.

= Quantify annual changes in water budget components.

Groundwater Levels and Storage Monitoring Network. Groundwater levels are currently monitored in
14 wells across the Basin by Camrosa WD and Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD)
(Figure ES-11).

Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network. Groundwater quality is currently regularly analyzed in 14
wells (Figure ES-12), 5 of which are public supply wells and are sampled in accordance with State of
California Division of Drinking Water (DDW) requirements. All wells are sampled for parameters relevant
to the degraded water quality SMC (TDS, sulfate, chloride, boron, nitrate, and TCP [Camrosa water
supply wells only]) among other analytes useful for tracking water quality (i.e., common ions, etc.).

Land Subsidence Monitoring: Groundwater levels will be used as a proxy to detect and monitor the
potential onset of inelastic land subsidence that may result from future groundwater extractions in the
Basin (i.e., if groundwater elevations decline below historical low levels). To ensure the best available
data is used for monitoring land subsidence, InSAR data will be utilized when groundwater levels are
below historical lows.

Streamflow Monitoring. Two active surface water flow gages (gage 800 and Confluence Flume) are
maintained by other entities (CCWTMP and Hill Canyon WWTP) (Figure ES-04): gage 800 provides
continuous monitoring of streamflow for the Conejo Creek outflow from the Basin, and the Confluence
Flume provides streamflow data for the Arroyo Conejo during the summer months. The Arroyo Conejo
and Conejo Creek are part of the same surface water system and are a continuous source of streamflow
infiltration into the Basin due to effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP and surface water outflows from
the Conejo Valley to the south.

Pursuant to §352.6, monitoring data will be stored in the GSAs’ Data Management System. Data will be
transmitted to DWR with the GSP, annual reports, and GSP updates electronically on the forms provided
by DWR.

ES-7. Projects and Management Actions

The 50-year future modeling projections developed for the projected water budget suggest that the
measurable objectives for the applicable sustainability indicators will be met without the need for
projects or management actions. However, projects are included to respond to potential changing
conditions in the Basin:

= Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project: This project will consist of a survey of
the monitoring network wells within the Basin to address GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4
monitoring network data and reporting standards, and potential research of areas of limited
coverage to assess the expansion of the monitoring network using existing wells.
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=  Water Quality Management Coordination: This project will consist of coordinating with and
supporting the actions of other entities in their efforts to manage and improve groundwater
quality in the Basin. These entities include the Camrosa WD, Ventura County (land use, well
permitting, agricultural irrigators), the State Municipal Stormwater Program (MS4), the
CCWTMP, and the City of Thousand Oaks.

= Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project: This project will consist of the construction and
operation of a desalter plant for Camrosa WD groundwater production. Desalination of
groundwater is a preferred water treatment that would allow Camrosa WD to discontinue their
blending operations and significantly reduce their reliance on imported water, in addition to the
GSP sustainability goal to “improve the groundwater quality of the ASRVGB.” Camrosa WD is
currently in the early planning stages for the desalter; therefore, the project yield and other key
parameters have not yet been determined.

= Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project: This project will consist of numerical modeling and
field-scale pilot testing to validate model results, followed by the construction of recharge ponds
and a delivery system within the Basin. Camrosa WD is currently in the early planning stages for
the recharge project; therefore, the project yield and other key parameters have not yet been
determined.

ES-8. Plan Implementation

Implementation of the GSP requires robust administrative and financial structures, with adequate
human resources to ensure compliance with SGMA. The activities associated with the GSP
implementation are:

1. Agency administration.

Legal counsel.

Outreach and coordination.

Monitoring (groundwater levels, groundwater quality, and surface water).
Annual reporting.

Developing projects and management actions.

Updating the groundwater model.

Assessing/updating the GSP every 5 years.

L 0 N o Uk W N

Responding to DWR comments.

Estimated costs for the GSP implementation were developed based on the scope items listed above
assuming 3% annual cost increases and a 5% contingency. Based on these factors, the estimated total
cost of the GSP Implementation over the 20-year planning horizon is $6.21 million. The total estimated
cost through the first 5-year assessment is $1.23 million. The estimated costs are based on the best
available information at the time of Plan preparation and submittal. It represents the GSA’s current
understanding of Basin conditions and the current roles and responsibilities of the GSAs under SGMA.
The GSAs will coordinate with other entities in the watershed to reduce or eliminate duplicative
activities. If any GSP implementation activities are performed by others in the future, the costs for those
activities will be removed from the GSP implementation budget at that time.
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Funding for FCGMA GSP implementation will be obtained from a groundwater extraction fee
implemented pursuant to FCGMA’s non-SGMA and SMGA authorities. ASRGSA is currently funded by
contributions from its member agencies (Camrosa WD and the County of Ventura). Other funding
options may be evaluated over time as the GSP implementation progresses. ASRGSA obtained a
$177,081 Proposition 1 Sustainable Groundwater Planning Grant from DWR to fund, in part,
development of the GSP. The GSAs will seek additional grants for GSP implementation, although, to be
conservative, the budget assumes no additional grant funding.

Key GSP implementation schedule items are as follows:
= GSP adoption by the GSAs in late May 2023 for submittal to DWR in June 2023.

= Most of the budget categories consist of ongoing tasks and efforts that will be conducted
throughout GSP implementation (i.e., administration, coordination, outreach, monitoring, etc.).

= GSP reporting will occur on an annual basis following the submittal of the GSP, with reports for
the preceding water year due to DWR by April 1.

=  Periodic evaluations (every 5 years) and any associated GSP amendments will be submitted to
DWR by April 1 at least every 5 years (no later than 2028, 2033, 2038, and 2043).

= The schedule the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement and Water Quality
Management Coordination Projects is expected to begin during the initial 5-year
implementation period, and schedules for the Desalter and Basin Recharge Projects will be
developed as part of preliminary project planning.
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Definitions of Key SGMA Terms

California Water Code
Sec. 10721
Unless the context otherwise requires, the following definitions govern the construction of this part:

(a) Adjudication action means an action filed in the superior or federal district court to determine
the rights to extract groundwater from a basin or store water within a basin, including, but not
limited to, actions to quiet title respecting rights to extract or store groundwater or an action
brought to impose a physical solution on a basin.

(b) Basin means a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined in Bulletin 118 or as
modified pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 10722).

(c) Bulletin 118 means the department’s report entitled California’s Groundwater: Bulletin 118
updated in 2003, as it may be subsequently updated or revised in accordance with Section 12924.

(d) Coordination agreement means a legal agreement adopted between two or more groundwater
sustainability agencies that provides the basis for coordinating multiple agencies or groundwater
sustainability plans within a basin pursuant to this part.

(e) De minimis extractor means a person who extracts, for domestic purposes, two acre-feet or less
per year.

(f) Governing body means the legislative body of a groundwater sustainability agency.

(g) Groundwater means water beneath the surface of the earth within the zone below the water
table in which the soil is completely saturated with water, but does not include water that flows in
known and definite channels.

(h) Groundwater extraction facility means a device or method for extracting groundwater from
within a basin.

(i) Groundwater recharge or recharge means the augmentation of groundwater, by natural or
artificial means.

(j) Groundwater sustainability agency means one or more local agencies that implement the
provisions of this part. For purposes of imposing fees pursuant to Chapter 8 (commencing with
Section 10730) or taking action to enforce a groundwater sustainability plan, groundwater
sustainability agency also means each local agency comprising the groundwater sustainability
agency if the plan authorizes separate agency action.

(k) Groundwater sustainability plan or plan means a plan of a groundwater sustainability agency
proposed or adopted pursuant to this part.

(I) Groundwater sustainability program means a coordinated and ongoing activity undertaken to
benefit a basin, pursuant to a groundwater sustainability plan.

(m) In-lieu use means the use of surface water by persons that could otherwise extract groundwater
in order to leave groundwater in the basin.

(n) Local agency means a local public agency that has water supply, water management, or land use
responsibilities within a groundwater basin.
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(o) Operator means a person operating a groundwater extraction facility. The owner of a
groundwater extraction facility shall be conclusively presumed to be the operator unless a
satisfactory showing is made to the governing body of the groundwater sustainability agency that
the groundwater extraction facility actually is operated by some other person.

(p) Owner means a person owning a groundwater extraction facility or an interest in a groundwater
extraction facility other than a lien to secure the payment of a debt or other obligation.

(g) Personal information has the same meaning as defined in Section 1798.3 of the Civil Code.

(r) Planning and implementation horizon means a 50-year time period over which a groundwater
sustainability agency determines that plans and measures will be implemented in a basin to ensure
that the basin is operated within its sustainable yield.

(s) Public water system has the same meaning as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety
Code.

(t) Recharge area means the area that supplies water to an aquifer in a groundwater basin.

(u) Sustainability goal means the existence and implementation of one or more groundwater
sustainability plans that achieve sustainable groundwater management by identifying and causing
the implementation of measures targeted to ensure that the applicable basin is operated within its
sustainable yield.

(v) Sustainable groundwater management means the management and use of groundwater in a
manner that can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing
undesirable results.

(w) Sustainable yield means the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period
representative of long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus that can be
withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result.

(x) Undesirable result means one or more of the following effects caused by groundwater
conditions occurring throughout the basin:

(1) Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion
of supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon. Overdraft during a period
of drought is not sufficient to establish a chronic lowering of groundwater levels if extractions
and groundwater recharge are managed as necessary to ensure that reductions in groundwater
levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by increases in groundwater levels or
storage during other periods.

(2) Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage.
(3) Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion.

(4) Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant
plumes that impair water supplies.

(5) Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land
uses.

(6) Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse
impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water.

(y) Water budget means an accounting of the total groundwater and surface water entering and
leaving a basin including the changes in the amount of water stored.
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(z) Watermaster means a watermaster appointed by a court or pursuant to other law.
(aa) Water year means the period from October 1 through the following September 30,
inclusive.

(ab) Wellhead protection area means the surface and subsurface area surrounding a water well or
well field that supplies a public water system through which contaminants are reasonably likely to
migrate toward the water well or well field.

Official California Code of Regulations

Title 23. Waters

Division 2. Department of Water Resources
Chapter 1.5. Groundwater Management
Subchapter 2. Groundwater Sustainability Plans
Article 2. Definitions

23 CCR § 351
§ 351. Definitions.

The definitions in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, Bulletin 118, and Subchapter 1 of this
Chapter, shall apply to these regulations. In the event of conflicting definitions, the definitions in the Act
govern the meanings in this Subchapter. In addition, the following terms used in this Subchapter have
the following meanings:

(a) “Agency” refers to a groundwater sustainability agency as defined in the Act.

(b) “Agricultural water management plan” refers to a plan adopted pursuant to the Agricultural
Water Management Planning Act as described in Part 2.8 of Division 6 of the Water Code,
commencing with Section 10800 et seq.

(c) “Alternative” refers to an alternative to a Plan described in Water Code Section 10733.6.
(d) “Annual report” refers to the report required by Water Code Section 10728.

(e) “Baseline” or “baseline conditions” refer to 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.

(f) “Basin” means a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined in Bulletin 118 or as
modified pursuant to Water Code 10722 et seq.

(g) “Basin setting” refers to the information about the physical setting, characteristics, and current
conditions of the basin as described by the Agency in the hydrogeologic conceptual model, the
groundwater conditions, and the water budget, pursuant to Subarticle 2 of Article 5.

(h) “Best available science” refers to the use of sufficient and credible information and data, specific
to the decision being made and the time frame available for making that decision, that is consistent
with scientific and engineering professional standards of practice.

(i) “Best management practice” refers to a practice, or combination of practices, that are designed
to achieve sustainable groundwater management and have been determined to be technologically
and economically effective, practicable, and based on best available science.

(j) “Board” refers to the State Water Resources Control Board.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page xvi



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

(k) “CASGEM” refers to the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program
developed by the Department pursuant to Water Code Section 10920 et seq., or as amended.

() “Data gap” refers to a lack of information that significantly affects the understanding of the basin
setting or evaluation of the efficacy of Plan implementation, and could limit the ability to assess
whether a basin is being sustainably managed.

(m) “Groundwater dependent ecosystem” refers to ecological communities or species that depend
on groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near the ground surface.

(n) “Groundwater flow” refers to the volume and direction of groundwater movement into, out of,
or throughout a basin.

(o) “Interconnected surface water” refers to 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.

(p) “Interested parties” refers to persons and entities on the list of interested persons established by
the Agency pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.4.

(g) “Interim milestone” refers to a target value representing measurable groundwater conditions, in
increments of five years, set by an Agency as part of a Plan.

(r) “Management area” refers to an area within a basin for which the Plan may identify different
minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, monitoring, or projects and management actions
based on differences in water use sector, water source type, geology, aquifer characteristics, or
other factors.

(s) “Measurable objectives” refer to specific, quantifiable goals for the maintenance or improvement
of specified groundwater conditions that have been included in an adopted Plan to achieve the
sustainability goal for the basin.

(t) “Minimum threshold” refers to a numeric value for each sustainability indicator used to define
undesirable results.

(u) “NAD83” refers to the North American Datum of 1983 computed by the National Geodetic
Survey, or as modified.

(v) “NAVD88” refers to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 computed by the National
Geodetic Survey, or as modified.

(w) “Plain language” means language that the intended audience can readily understand and use
because that language is concise, well-organized, uses simple vocabulary, avoids excessive acronyms
and technical language, and follows other best practices of plain language writing.

(x) “Plan” refers to a groundwater sustainability plan as defined in the Act.

(y) “Plan implementation” refers to an Agency's exercise of the powers and authorities described in
the Act, which commences after an Agency adopts and submits a Plan or Alternative to the
Department and begins exercising such powers and authorities.

(z) “Plan manager” is an employee or authorized representative of an Agency, or Agencies,
appointed through a coordination agreement or other agreement, who has been delegated
management authority for submitting the Plan and serving as the point of contact between the
Agency and the Department.
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(aa) “Principal aquifers” refer to aquifers or aquifer systems that store, transmit, and yield significant
or economic quantities of groundwater to wells, springs, or surface water systems.

(ab) “Reference point” refers to a permanent, stationary and readily identifiable mark or point on a
well, such as the top of casing, from which groundwater level measurements are taken, or other
monitoring site.

(ac) “Representative monitoring” refers to a monitoring site within a broader network of sites that
typifies one or more conditions within the basin or an area of the basin.

(ad) “Seasonal high” refers to the highest annual static groundwater elevation that is typically
measured in the Spring and associated with stable aquifer conditions following a period of lowest
annual groundwater demand.

(ae) “Seasonal low” refers to the lowest annual static groundwater elevation that is typically
measured in the Summer or Fall, and associated with a period of stable aquifer conditions following
a period of highest annual groundwater demand.

(af) “Seawater intrusion” refers to the advancement of seawater into a groundwater supply that
results in degradation of water quality in the basin, and includes seawater from any source.

(ag) “Statutory deadline” refers to the date by which an Agency must be managing a basin pursuant
to an adopted Plan, as described in Water Code Sections 10720.7 or 10722.4.

(ah) “Sustainability indicator” refers to any of the effects caused by groundwater conditions
occurring throughout the basin that, when significant and unreasonable, cause undesirable results,
as described in Water Code Section 10721(x).

(ai) “Uncertainty” refers to a lack of understanding of the basin setting that significantly affects an
Agency's ability to develop sustainable management criteria and appropriate projects and
management actions in a Plan, or to evaluate the efficacy of Plan implementation, and therefore
may limit the ability to assess whether a basin is being sustainably managed.

(aj) “Urban water management plan” refers to a plan adopted pursuant to the Urban Water
Management Planning Act as described in Part 2.6 of Division 6 of the Water Code, commencing
with Section 10610 et seq.

(ak) “Water source type” represents the source from which water is derived to meet the applied
beneficial uses, including groundwater, recycled water, reused water, and surface water sources
identified as Central Valley Project, the State Water Project, the Colorado River Project, local
supplies, and local imported supplies.

(al) “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.

(am) “Water year” refers to the period from October 1 through the following September 30,
inclusive, as defined in the Act.

(an) “Water year type” refers to the classification provided by the Department to assess the amount
of annual precipitation in a basin.
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1.0 Introduction to Plan Contents [Article 5 §354]

§354 Introduction to Plan Contents. This Article describes the required contents of Plans submitted to the
Department for evaluation, including administrative information, a description of the basin setting, sustainable
management criteria, description of the monitoring network, and projects and management actions.

In 2014, the State of California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). This law
requires groundwater basins in California that are designated as medium or high priority be managed
sustainably. Satisfying the requirements of SGMA generally requires five basic activities:

1. Form one or multiple Groundwater Sustainability Agency(s) (GSAs) to fully cover the basin;
2. Develop one or more Groundwater Sustainability Plan(s) (GSPs) that fully cover the basin;
3. Implement the GSP to achieve sustainable groundwater management;

4. Annual reporting to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR); and

5

Prepare and submit a written assessment of the GSP at least every 5 years to DWR and
amend the GSP as necessary.

This GSP addresses the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin (DWR Basin 4-007; ASRVGB or
Basin), which is managed jointly by the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(ASRGSA) and the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). The Basin is located in
southeastern Ventura County, north of the City of Thousand Oaks (Figure 1.0-01). ASRGSA is the GSA for
the portion of the Basin located east of the Bailey Fault, and FCGMA is the GSA for the portion of the
Basin within its jurisdictional boundary, which is the portion of the Basin west of the Bailey Fault
(collectively referred to as “the GSAs”). DWR prioritized the Basin as very low, and the GSAs are
developing this GSP to undertake management of the Basin voluntarily as is provided for in Water Code
§ 10720.7 (b).

This GSP provides administrative information, describes the Basin setting, develops quantitative
sustainable management criteria (SMC) that consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, identifies projects and management actions and monitoring networks that will ensure the
Basin is demonstrably managed in a sustainable manner no later than the 20-year sustainability
timeframe (2043) and for the duration of the entire 50-year planning and implementation horizon
(2073).

Following submittal of initial notifications from ASRGSA and FCGMA on May 14, 2018, and February 24,
2017, respectively (Appendix A), the GSP was developed to comply with SGMA’s statutory and
regulatory requirements. As such, the GSP uses the terminology set forth in these requirements (see
e.g., Water Code § 10721 and 23 California Code of Regulations (CCR) §351), which is oftentimes
different from the terminology utilized in other contexts (e.g., past reports or studies, past analyses,
judicial rules, or findings). The definitions from the relevant statutes and regulations are provided in the
section titled “Definitions of Key SGMA Terms,” provided in preface to this GSP.

The GSP includes all of the required elements of the GSP Emergency Regulations (see Appendix B),
organized into eight sections plus tables, figures, and appendices. Each section contains a blue text box
at the beginning stating the exact CCR Article text relevant to the section’s content.
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The GSP sections are organized as follows:

Executive Summary - provides an overview of each of the Plan Sections listed below.
Section 1 - Introduction to Plan Contents provides an overview of SGMA and the plan contents.

Section 2 - Administrative Information provides information about the GSA, a description of the
Plan area, and a summary of information relating to notification and communication by the
Agency with other agencies and interested parties.

Section 3 - Basin Setting describes the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the Basin, current
and historical groundwater conditions, the Basin water budget, and designated management
areas within the Basin.

Section 4 - Sustainable Management Criteria describes the Basin sustainability goal and the
SMC developed for each of the applicable SGMA sustainability indicators. The seawater
intrusion sustainability indicator is not applicable to the Basin. The applicable sustainability
indicators for the Basin are

chronic lowering of groundwater levels,

- reduction of groundwater storage,

- degraded water quality,

- land subsidence, and

- depletions of interconnected surface water.

Section 5 - Monitoring Networks describes the monitoring networks that will be utilized to

characterize groundwater and surface water conditions in the Basin, evaluate changing
conditions that occur through GSP implementation, and demonstrate sustainable management.

Section 6 - Projects and Management Actions describes projects and management actions
included in the GSP to meet the sustainability goal for the Basin in a manner that can be
maintained over the planning and implementation horizon.

Section 7 - Plan Implementation describes steps to implementation, implementation costs,
funding, and schedule.

Section 8 - References and Technical Studies: provides a list of references and technical studies
relied upon by the GSA in developing the Plan.

Appendices providing supporting information referred to in the GSP:

Appendix A provides a copy of ASRGSA's and FCGMA'’s Initial Notification to DWR for the GSP.
Appendix B contains a summary table for the required elements of the Plan.

The formation of ASRGSA and FCGMA Pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8 is provided in
Appendix C.

The plan for ASRGSA’s and FCGMA’s engagement with stakeholders is provided in Appendix D.
A list of public meetings held with the GSAs pursuant to §354.10 is provided in Appendix E.
Comments and responses regarding the GSP pursuant to §354.10 are provided in Appendix F.
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=  Appendix G contains a technical memorandum that describes the Numerical Groundwater
Model.

= Time-series plots of water quality data with associated minimum thresholds and measurable
objectives are provided in Appendix H.

= Hydrographs for all wells with observed water levels in the ASRVGB are provided in Appendix .

= The approach for developing SMC for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels and associated
time-series plots of modeled versus observed groundwater levels are provided in Appendix J.

= The approach to estimating annual change in storage for the Basin is provided in Appendix K.

= The Data Management System (DMS) documentation is provided in Appendix L.
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2.0 Administrative Information [Article 5,
SubArticle 1]

§354.2 Introduction to Administrative Information. This Subarticle describes information in the Plan relating to
administrative and other general information about the Agency that has adopted the Plan and the area covered
by the Plan.

Section 2 describes information relating to administrative and other general information about ASRGSA
and FCGMA and the area covered by the GSP.

2.1 Agency Information [8354.6]

This section describes ASRGSA and FCGMA and their authority in relation to the SGMA. ASRGSA and
FCGMA are the GSAs responsible for managing ASRVGB (DWR Basin 4-007, located in southeastern
Ventura County (Figure 1.0-01).

The ASRVGB is managed jointly by two GSAs, ASRGSA and FCGMA, which together provide full coverage
of the Basin. The two GSAs are also designated as management areas for the Basin (Section 3.4).

ASRGSA was formed in 2016 to manage the portion of the Basin located outside of the FCGMA
jurisdictional boundary. ASRGSA was formed pursuant to a joint exercise of powers agreement (JPA)
between Camrosa Water District (Camrosa WD or Camrosa) and the County of Ventura (Figure 1.0-01;
Appendix C). Camrosa WD provides retail water services to residential, commercial, and agricultural
customers in the Basin and surrounding region. The County of Ventura exercises water management
and land use authority on land overlying most of ASRVGB and provides jurisdictional coverage for a
small portion of the Basin that lies outside of Camrosa WD’s service area (Figure 1.0-01).

SGMA identified the FCGMA as the exclusive GSA for basins within its jurisdiction; however, this only
includes the portion of the Basin located west of the Bailey Fault (see Section 3.1 for a description of the
Basin features). FCGMA is an independent special district formed by the California Legislature in 1982
(i.e., a special act district) to manage and protect the aquifers within its jurisdiction for the common
benefit of the public and all agricultural, domestic, and Municipal and Industrial (M&I) users. The
FCGMA is also the GSA for the adjacent Pleasant Valley and Las Posas Valley basins.

On January 9, 2015, FCGMA elected to serve as the exclusive GSA within area of the Basin included
within its statutory boundary, as provided for in Section 10723(c)(1) of the California Water Code. DWR
officially designated FCGMA as a GSA for its portion of the Basin on May 12, 2015. On December 8,
2016, ASRGSA gave notice to DWR of its decision to form a GSA for the remainder of the Basin. DWR
officially designated ASRGSA the exclusive GSA for its portion of the Basin on March 8, 2017. Copies of
the information required pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8 for GSA Formation are provided in
Appendix C.
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2.1.1 Name and Mailing Address [8354.6(a)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include
a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(a) The name and mailing address of the Agency.

=  GSA Names:
- Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (ASRGSA)
- Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA)

=  ASRGSA Mailing Address: 7385 Santa Rosa Road, Camarillo, CA 93012

= FCGMA Mailing Address: 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009

2.1.2 Organization and Management Structure [8354.6(b)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include
a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(b) The organization and management structure of the Agency, identifying persons with management authority
for implementation of the Plan.

ASRGSA is governed by a six-member board of directors, consisting of five directors appointed by
Camrosa and one by the County of Ventura. Information regarding current ASRGSA Board
representatives can be found on ASRGSA’s website: https://asrgsa.com. Further information about
ASRGSA'’s organization and management structure can be found in the ASRGSA JPA and bylaws, which
are included in Appendix C. ASRGSA staffing is provided by Camrosa WD with project management
assistance from Bondy Groundwater Consulting, Inc. The Camrosa General Manager, Tony Stafford,
serves as the ASRGSA Executive Director.

FCGMA is governed by five Board of Directors (Board) members who represent the (1) County of
Ventura (County), (2) the United Water Conservation District (UWCD), (3) seven mutual water
companies and water districts within the Agency (Alta Mutual Water Company, Pleasant Valley County
Water District, Berylwood Mutual Water Company, Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas MWD),
Camrosa WD, Zone Mutual Water Company, and Del Norte Mutual Water Company), (4) the five
incorporated cities within the Agency (Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, Port Hueneme, and Moorpark), and
(5) the farmers (FCGMA 2019). Four of these Board members, representing the County, UWCD, the
mutual water companies and water districts, and the incorporated cities, are appointed by their
respective organizations or groups. The representative for the farmers is appointed by the other four
seated Board members from a list of candidates jointly supplied by the Ventura County Farm Bureau
and the Ventura County Agricultural Association. An alternate Board member is selected by each
appointing agency or group in the same manner as the regular member and acts in place of the regular
member in case of absence or inability to act. Information regarding current FCGMA Board
representatives can be found on FCGMA'’s website: http://www.fcgma.org. FCGMA staffing is provided
by contract with the County of Ventura Public Works Department. The County Public Works Director,
Jeff Pratt, serves as the FCGMA Executive Director.
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2.1.3 Plan Manager and Contact Information [8354.6(c)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include
a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(c) The name and contact information, including the phone number, mailing address and electronic mail address,
of the plan manager.

=  ASRGSA Plan Manager:
- Tony Stafford
— Phone Number: (805) 388-0226
- Email: TonyS@Camrosa.com
- Mailing Address: 7385 Santa Rosa Road, Camarillo, CA 93012

— Website: https://asrgsa.com

= FCGMA Plan Manager:
- Jeff Pratt
- Phone Number: (805)-654-2073

— Email: Jeff.Pratt@ventura.org

— Mailing Address: 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009
- Website: https://fcgma.org

2.1.4 Legal Authority [8354.6(d)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include
a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(d) The legal authority of the Agency, with specific reference to citations setting forth the duties, powers, and
responsibilities of the Agency, demonstrating that the Agency has the legal authority to implement the Plan.

FCGMA and ASRGSA have legal authority to perform duties, exercise powers, and accept responsibility
for managing groundwater sustainably within their respective areas the Basin. Figure 1.0-01 shows the
extent of the GSAs, along with the jurisdictional boundary of each of the Member Agencies of ASRGSA’s
JPA.

FCGMA'’s legal authority is provided by State legislation (FCGMA, 1982) and SGMA. FCGMA is an
independent special district formed by the California Legislature in 1982 to manage and protect the
aquifers within its jurisdiction for the common benefit of the public and all agricultural, domestic, and
M&I users. FCGMA'’s jurisdiction was established as the area overlying the FCA and includes portions of
the Oxnard Subbasin and the Las Posas Valley, the Pleasant Valley Basin, and the ASRVGB. FCGMA may
adopt ordinances for the purpose of regulating, conserving, managing, and controlling the use and
extraction of groundwater within its territory (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency Act
[FCGMA Act], Section 403). The full text of the FCGMA Act, Assembly Bill 2995, as well as amendments
and additional legislation, can be accessed on the FCGMA website: http://www.fcgma.org. FCGMA is

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 6


https://asrgsa.com/
mailto:Jeff.Pratt@ventura.org
https://fcgma.org/
http://www.fcgma.org/

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

identified in SGMA as an agency created by statute to manage groundwater that is the exclusive GSA
within its territory with powers to comply with SGMA (SGMA, Section 10723[c][1][D]).

ASRGSA’s legal authority comes from the SGMA, the JPA signed by member agencies, and the bylaws.
The JPA and bylaws are included in Appendix C. These laws and agreements, taken together, provide the
necessary legal authority for the ASRGSA Board to carry out the preparation and implementation of the
Basin’s GSP. Each of the member agencies is a local agency eligible to become a GSA (Water Code
Section 10723(a)). The member agencies are described below:

Ventura County

The County of Ventura was founded in 1873 and has a total area of 2,208 square miles. The County is
the land use jurisdiction for most of the land in the Basin. The County does not provide water service but
does permit and regulate groundwater wells and staffs the Ventura County Watershed Protection
District (VCWPD), which participates in countywide planning and management efforts on a variety of
water resource programs including water quality, stormwater management, and flood control.

Camrosa Water District

Camrosa WD was established in 1962 and its initial water facilities were constructed between 1966 -
1969. Its service area covers 31 square miles in southern Ventura County. Currently the District’s
potable distribution system services 32,100 residents, more than 3,000 acres of agricultural land as well
as businesses and light industry (Camrosa, 2021). In addition to potable water, Camrosa WD provides
non-potable surface water and reclaimed water, as well as wastewater collection services in certain
portions of the service area.

2.2 Description of Plan Area [8354.8]

This section provides a description of the plan area, including a summary of jurisdictional areas and
existing water-resources monitoring and management programs in the Basin.
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2.2.1 Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other Features
[§354.8(a)(1),(a)(2).(2)(3).(a)(4),(a)(5), and (b)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(a) One or more maps of the basin that depict the following, as applicable:

(1) The area covered by the Plan, delineating areas managed by the Agency as an exclusive Agency and
any areas for which the Agency is not an exclusive Agency, and the name and location of any adjacent
basins.

(2) Adjudicated areas, other Agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative.

(3) Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or state land (including the identity of the agency with jurisdiction
over that land), tribal land, cities, counties, agencies with water management responsibilities, and
areas covered by relevant general plans.

(4) Existing land use designations and the identification of water use sector and water source type.

(5) The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar mapping techniques, showing the
general distribution of agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply wells in the basin, including
de minimis extractors, and the location and extent of communities dependent upon groundwater,
utilizing data provided by the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available
information.

(b) A written description of the Plan area, including a summary of the jurisdictional areas and other features
depicted on the map.

The geographic area covered by this GSP and managed by ASRGSA and FCGMA includes the entire
ASRVGB (DWR Basin 4-007) as defined by DWR Bulletin No. 118, “California’s Groundwater,” Update
2020 (DWR, 2020). The extent of ASRVGB is shown on Figure 2.2-01. The Basin is in the southeastern
portion of Ventura County near the City of Thousand Oaks and the City of Camarillo. The ASRVGB is
bordered by the following basins: Tiera Rejada (4-015) to the east, Conejo (4-010) to the south, Pleasant
Valley Basin (4-006) to the west, and Las Posas Valley (4-008) to the north.

Figure 1.0-01 delineates the jurisdictional boundaries of the agencies managing groundwater within the
Basin: FCGMA, and ASRGSA, which is a JPA agency comprised of Camrosa WD and Ventura County.
Other agencies with water management responsibilities are also depicted and include Calleguas MWD
and the City of Thousand Oaks. More information about the water resource management roles of these
agencies is provided in Section 2.2.2. There are no adjudicated areas located within the Basin. FCGMA
and ASRGSA are not aware of any State or Federal lands within the Basin. The Basin lies within the
traditional tribal territory of the Chumash; however, there are no tribal trust lands located within the
Basin.

ASRVGB is located in the center of the Calleguas Creek Watershed in the rural unincorporated
community of Santa Rosa Valley. The principal land use planning agency in the Basin is the County of
Ventura, which recently completed its 2040 General Plan (Count of Ventura, 2020). Land use in the Basin
consists primarily of low-density residential and agricultural land uses (Figure 2.2-03). The “water-use
sector” for the residential land use designation is referred to in this GSP as “municipal and industrial”
(M&I). The source of water for the M&I sector is deliveries by Camrosa WD, which includes a mix of
locally sourced groundwater and purchased imported surface water. The agricultural “water-use sector”
is supplied by groundwater pumped from local private wells and Camrosa WD deliveries. There is one
rural residential property supplied by a domestic well. Details regarding sources and volumes of water
use by sectors are provided in Sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.1.1.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 8



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

Figure 2.2-02 shows the density of wells per square mile and locations of known agricultural, M&lI, and
domestic water supply wells in the Basin. The communities within the Basin are partially dependent
upon groundwater from the Basin; local groundwater provides approximately half of the water supply
for the Basin. The other source of water supply for the Basin is imported purchases from CMWD,
groundwater extracted from wells located in neighboring Tierra Rejada and Pleasant Valley groundwater
basins, non-potable surface water, and recycled water piped into the Basin by Camrosa WD from
sources in the Pleasant Valley Basin.

2.2.2 Water Resources Monitoring and Management Programs [8354.8(c)
and (d)]

2.2.2.1 Existing Water Resource Monitoring Programs [8354.8(c) and (d)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:

(c) Identification of existing water resource monitoring and management programs, and description of any
such programs the Agency plans to incorporate in its monitoring network or in development of its Plan. The
Agency may coordinate with existing water resource monitoring and management programs to
incorporate and adopt that program as part of the Plan.

(d) A description of how existing water resource monitoring or management programs may limit operational
flexibility in the basin, and how the Plan has been developed to adapt to those limits.

Existing water resources monitoring programs are listed in Table 2.2-01.

The water resources monitoring programs that have significant relevance to this GSP are the Camrosa
WD and VCWPD groundwater resource monitoring programs and streamflow gaging performed by
various entities. Details regarding groundwater monitoring locations and parameters monitored by
these agencies/programs are provided in Section 5. Camrosa WD and VCWPD (the California Statewide
Groundwater Elevation Monitoring [CASGEM)]) are the groundwater level and quality monitoring entities
for the Basin. Camrosa WD maintains groundwater level monitoring as part of their normal operations.
VCWPD compiles the groundwater level data gathered by Ventura County staff with that gathered by
other agencies and uploads the data to the CASGEM website in accordance with CASGEM program
requirements. ASRGSA plans to continue coordinating with the other programs/agencies listed in Table
2.2-01 to obtain groundwater elevation and quality data to support GSP development, monitoring, and
annual reporting, as detailed in Section 5.

As described in more detail in Sections 3.1.1.2 and 4.9.1, surface water is currently not diverted for
beneficial uses from surface water bodies located within the Basin. VCWPD monitors rainfall at four
gages located within or immediately adjacent to the ASRVGB (see Section 3.1.1.1). VCWPD also monitors
surface water flow at gage 800A on Conejo Creek downstream of the Basin (see Section 3.1.1.2). Surface
water flow for the Conejo Creek is also currently monitored at gage 800 by the Calleguas Creek
Watershed Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Compliance Monitoring Program (CCWTMP), and for the
Arroyo Conejo at the Confluence Flume gage by the City of Thousand Oaks (see Section 3.1.1.2).

The existing water resource monitoring programs do not limit operational flexibility in the Basin.
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2.2.2.2 Existing Water Resource Management Programs [8354.8(c) and (d)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:

(c) ldentification of existing water resource monitoring and management programs, and description of any
such programs the Agency plans to incorporate in its monitoring network or in development of its Plan. The
Agency may coordinate with existing water resource monitoring and management programs to
incorporate and adopt that program as part of the Plan.

(d) A description of how existing water resource monitoring or management programs may limit operational
flexibility in the basin, and how the Plan has been developed to adapt to those limits.

Existing water resources management programs are listed in Table 2.2-02 and the key agencies are
described below.

Camrosa Water District

Camrosa WD was created in 1962 as an independent special district and retail water supplier providing
service to the entire ASRVGB and portions of adjacent Basins to the west. Camrosa serves water for M&l
and agricultural use throughout its service area via two distribution systems, one drinking water and one
non-potable water, which comprises a mix of diverted Conejo Creek water and Santa Rosa Basin
groundwater. Three programs manage the non-potable water serving the ASRVGB, two of which are
sourced from the Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility and the Conejo Creek Diversion. The third non-
potable water supply for the Basin is from the Camarillo Sanitary District, discussed below.

The Camrosa WD Urban Water Management Plan (Camrosa, 2021) describes their existing and planned
sources of water supply and demand, as well as their water management programs, including the Water
Shortage Contingency Plan, which identifies actions to be taken during the various stages of a water
shortage. The Urban Water Management Plan contains certain elements that reduce the likelihood of
exceedances of the demand projections used in the development of this GSP:

= Recycled Water Reuse: The Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility currently produces
approximately 1,500 acre-feet per year (AFY) of tertiary-treated recycled water, two-thirds of
which are distributed for agricultural use (Camrosa, 2021). Surplus recycled water from
Camarillo Sanitary District is also distributed for agricultural use (see Camarillo Sanitary District
below).

= Conejo Creek Diversion Project: The Conejo Creek Diversion Project was inaugurated in 2000.
The diversion structure and pipelines were jointly constructed by Calleguas MWD and Camrosa,
and diversions began in 2002. Non-potable surface water originally discharged from the Hill
Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is diverted from Conejo Creek downstream of the
Basin (near gage 800A; see Section 3.1.1.2) and is augmented with groundwater and used for
both landscape and agricultural irrigation in the Basin (Camrosa, 2021).

= Demand Management Measures: Existing and planned water conservation measures within
Camrosa WD have resulted in reductions in M&I water use in the Basin. This reduced demand
has been incorporated into the projections for future water use in ASRVGB in this GSP.

= Water Shortage Contingency Plan: This plan provides criteria for when and how voluntary and
mandatory water use restrictions are implemented during droughts or other emergency
occurred that limited availability of water supply within the Camrosa WD service area. The
project will reduce the potential for increased demand for ASRVGB.
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Camrosa WD’s Urban Water Management Plan (Camrosa, 2021) and related planning programs do not
limit operational flexibility in the Basin.

City of Thousand Oaks

In Water Rights Decision No. 1638 (Ventura County, 1997), the California State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) ordered that unappropriated water by the City of Thousand Oaks is to be provided to
Camrosa via the Conejo Creek Diversion Project diversion site SWRCB required a minimum flow of 6.0
cubic feet per second (cfs) at the Conejo Creek Diversion Project diversion point for the protection of
public trust resources.

Camarillo Sanitary District

Camrosa WD stores surplus recycled water through a purchase agreement with the Camarillo Sanitary
District, which estimates an availability of 500-800 AFY (Camrosa, 2021). Any recycled water not
delivered to Camrosa is delivered to City of Camarillo customers or discharged by the City to the Conejo
Creek.

Calleguas Municipal Water District

Calleguas MWD is the wholesale imported water agency from which Camrosa purchases imported water
to supplement local water supplies in the Basin. Calleguas MWD is a member agency of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. The Calleguas MWD Urban Water Management Plan
is a planning tool that generally guides the actions related to water supply issues for the Calleguas MWD
service area.

= Salinity Management Pipeline: Calleguas MWD maintains the Salinity Management Pipeline.
Treated effluent from Camrosa’s Water Reclamation Facility is normally discharged to storage
ponds and used for irrigation; however, discharge to the Salinity Management Pipeline may
occur during wet-weather events. The Salinity Management Pipeline is also planned to be
expanded to serve the ASRVGB and would be utilized for brine disposal following Camrosa’s
planned installation of a desalter.

Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan

The Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) prepared by the Watersheds Coalition of
Ventura County (2019) includes several “resource management strategies” that have the potential to
directly or indirectly affect water resources management in Ventura County, including the Calleguas
Creek Watershed and ASRVGB. Some of the management strategies listed in the IRWMP that could
potentially affect water resources management by the ASRGSA include the following:

= Reduce Water Demand: Includes a list of agricultural water efficiency best management
practices (BMPs) for agriculture and notes that urban water use efficiency practices and
standards are implemented by urban water suppliers in Urban Water Management Plans.

= |Improve Operational Efficiency and Transfers: Summarizes the effects of conveyance projects
(for importing water from other areas or within ASRVGB), system reoperation, and water
transfers.
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Increase Water Supply: Describes the benefits of conjunctive-use projects, desalination of
seawater or brackish water, precipitation enhancement, municipal recycled water use, surface
storage.

Improve Water Quality: Describes several actions or policies that can improve water quality,
including drinking water treatment and distribution, groundwater and aquifer remediation,
matching water quality to use, pollution prevention, salt and salinity management, and urban
stormwater runoff management.

Practice Resources Stewardship: Provides definitions for, and summarizes benefits of, the
following activities: agricultural lands stewardship, ecosystem restoration, forest management,
land use planning and management, sediment management, and watershed management.

People and Water: Describes approaches for engaging the public in water resources
management, including economic incentives, outreach and engagement, “water and culture,”
and water-dependent recreation.

Other Strategies: Summarizes potential future sources of supply or strategies for improving
water-resources management, including crop idling for water transfers, “dewvaporation” for
atmospheric pressure desalination, fog collection, irrigated land retirement, and “rainfed
agriculture.”

These IRWMP management strategies are not anticipated to limit operational flexibility.

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

The ASRVGB is within the Calleguas Creek Watershed in Ventura County, which includes programs
involving standards for water quality within the Basin:

Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance: The Ventura County Planning Division (Ventura County, 2023)
sets standards for dwellings within groundwater Impact Areas for the Basin to limit impacts
from septic systems. Additional standards for Animal Husbandry/Keeping and Waste handling
(i.e., composting) are included in the Ordinance. The VCWPD may also require a Manure
Management Plan for land developments involving animal husbandry or animal boarding
facilities, which includes an assessment of long-term impacts to the area groundwater quality.

Ventura County Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program: Stormwater Permits require water
quality sampling, watershed assessments, business inspections, and pollution prevention
programs.

RWQCB Water Quality Management Programs

ASRVGB falls within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
which has established a regional Water Quality Control Plan (i.e., Basin Plan, RWQCB-LA, 2019). The
Basin Plan contains the regional water quality regulations and programs to implement these regulations,
including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued under federal
delegation for discharges to surface water and TMDLs. Stormwater discharges are regulated through
NPDES permits, of which the municipal separate stormwater sewer systems (MS4) is most significant.
The MS4 permit identifies discharge prohibitions and sets effluent and receiving water limitations in
accordance with Basin Plan water quality standards. In addition, stormwater management program
minimum control measures are outlined to manage potential pollutant discharges from the MS4. The
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Ventura County Stormwater Quality Management Program is implemented to meet the requirements of
the Ventura County Stormwater Permits (i.e., MS4 permit). This includes water quality sampling,
watershed assessments, business inspections, and pollution prevention programs. The Ventura County
Agricultural Irrigated Lands Group Water Quality Management Plan (VCAILG, 2020) is implemented to
comply with the agricultural conditional waiver of waste discharge requirements. The plan addresses
measurement and control of discharges from irrigated farmland to protect surface water quality. TMDL
was adopted by the Regional Board on December 6, 2012, and approved by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency on June 28, 2013. TMDL monitoring of surface water within the Basin
is currently coordinated by the CCWTMP. The RWQCB Basin Plan and water quality regulatory programs
do not limit basin operational flexibility because actions undertaken by RWQCB contribute to
maintenance of groundwater quality below the measurable objective concentrations.

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

FCGMA was formed by the California Legislature in 1982 as an independent special district to manage
the aquifers within its jurisdiction (FCGMA, 1982). Beneficial users of groundwater within FCGMA
jurisdiction are subject to the Agency’s GSPs, ordinances, and policies.

=  Groundwater Extraction Reporting Program: Implemented in 1985, well operators within the
FCGMA are required to report their groundwater extractions twice per year using FCGMA
approved forms, including periodic calibration of meters.

= Lower Aquifer System Contingency Plan: Referred as the “lower production zone” within this
GSP, this plan contains measures that could be implemented in the event of severe water
quality degradation.

2.2.2.3 Conjunctive Use Programs [8354.8(e)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(e) A description of conjunctive use programs in the basin.

Conjunctive use is a term used to describe the coordinated use of both surface water and groundwater
resources. Conjunctive use in the ASRVGB is achieved by Camrosa WD through its managed use of
groundwater resources in conjunction with various water supplies delivered into the Basin from the
Conejo Creek Diversion Project, the Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility, the Camarillo Sanitation
District, and CMWD. Imported purchases from CMWD supplies roughly half of the potable water for the
Basin, depending on water quality, well operations/maintenance, and changes in regulations, and is a
critical component of the supply portfolio (Camrosa, 2021). The conjunctive-use operations have been
incorporated into the projected water budget for Basin in this GSP (Section 3.3.3).

2.2.3 Land Use/General Plans

The dominant land uses in the Basin are agricultural and residential, accounting respectively for 53% and
35% of the Basin’s total area (Figure 2.2-03). The remaining 12% consists of open space, parks, vacant
land, institutional and utility property, and impervious road surfaces. There is no commercial or
industrial land use in the Basin. The area of the Basin inside the FCGMA boundary is almost entirely
agricultural, with small portions of residential lots and roads. The Basin outside of FCGMA is more
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varied, with agriculture being concentrated in the west and predominantly residential land use to the
east. The housing in the Basin is low density, with lot sizes of 1 acre or more being typical.
Approximately 70% of the Basin (including the entirety of the agricultural land inside the FCGMA portion
of the Basin) is protected land under the Save Open Space & Agricultural Resources (SOAR) program,
which includes agricultural, residential, open space, and undeveloped land (Figure 2.2-03). Thus,
significant further development is not expected to occur within the Basin in the foreseeable future.

2.2.3.1 Land Use and General Plans Summary [8354.8(f)(1),(f)(2), and (f)(3)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(f) A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable general plans that
includes the following:

(1) A summary of general plans and other land use plans governing the basin.

(2) A general description of how implementation of existing land use plans may change water demands
within the basin or affect the ability of the Agency to achieve sustainable groundwater management
over the planning and implementation horizon, and how the Plan addresses those potential effects.

(3) A general description of how implementation of the Plan may affect the water supply assumptions of
relevant land use plans over the planning and implementation horizon.

California state law requires that cities and counties prepare and adopt a “comprehensive long-term
general plan for the physical development of the county or city” and that “elements and parts [of the
plan] comprise an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for the
adopting agency” (California Government Code, Sections 65300 and 65300.5). Among the required
elements of the plan is the conservation, development, and utilization of water developed in
coordination with GSAs (California Government Code, Section 65302[d][1]).

All existing general plans and future updates undergo an analysis of environmental impacts under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In addition, all discretionary projects under municipal,
County, and/or state jurisdiction are required to comply with CEQA. In 2019, the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research released an update to the CEQA Guidelines that included a new requirement to
analyze projects for their compliance with adopted GSPs. Specifically, the applicable significance criteria
include the following:

=  Would the program or project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

=  Would the program or project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Therefore, to the extent general plans allow growth that could have an impact on groundwater supply,
such projects would be evaluated for their consistency with adopted GSPs and for whether they
adversely impact the sustainable management of the Basin. Under CEQA, potentially significant impacts
identified must be avoided or substantially minimized unless significant impacts are unavoidable, in
which case the lead agency must adopt a statement of overriding considerations.

The following sections contain a description of the land use plans that are applicable to sustainable
groundwater management planning within the ASRVGB, a discussion of the consideration given to the
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land use plans, and an assessment of how the GSP may affect those plans. The plans included were
selected as the plans with the most salient information relating to sustainable management. General
plans are considered applicable to the GSP to the extent that they may change water demands within
ASRVGB or affect the ability of the GSA to achieve sustainable groundwater management over the
planning and implementation horizon.

The General Plan applicable to ASRVGB is the Ventura County General Plan (County of Ventura, 2020)
and is described below. In addition to the General Plan, it is important to understand that the
agricultural land and open space in the Basin lies is subject to the County of Ventura SOAR voter
initiative currently approved through 2050 (SOAR, 2015). The SOAR initiative requires a majority vote of
the people to rezone unincorporated open space, agricultural, or rural land for development. The
existence of SOAR makes it very unlikely that a material change in land use will occur during the
foreseeable future. Because agricultural land and open space are not expected to convert to other uses,
it is assumed that there is little potential for new development that could impact basin recharge or
water demands. These assumptions will be revisited during each 5-year GSP assessment.

It is noted the small portions of the Basin fall with the land use authority of the City of Thousand Oaks
(Figure 1.0-01). However, these areas are almost exclusively open space that is projected by the SOAR
initiative. For these reasons, the City of Thousand Oaks general plan is not discussed in detail.

County of Ventura 2040 General Plan

The Ventura County 2040 General Plan (County of Ventura, 2020) applies to the County as a whole and
includes area-specific plans for distinct unincorporated areas. The Basin falls within unincorporated
areas of the County of Ventura (Figure 1.0-01). The unincorporated areas within the Basin primarily
include residential land, agricultural land, and open space (Figure 2.2-03).

Significant areas of agricultural land use exist in the Basin. The County’s General Plan includes numerous
elements that discourage development in the open space and agricultural areas and/or continued
viability of agricultural activities on agricultural land:

Guiding Principle - Land Use and Community Character: Direct urban growth away from agricultural, rural, and
open space lands, in favor of locating it in cities and unincorporated communities where public facilities,
services, and infrastructure are available or can be provided.

Guiding Principle - Conservation and Open Space: Conserve and manage the County's open spaces and natural
resources, including soils, water, air quality, minerals, biological resources, scenic resources, as well as historic
and cultural resources.

Guiding Principle - Agriculture: Promote the economic vitality and environmental sustainability of Ventura
County’s agricultural economy by conserving soils/land while supporting a diverse and globally competitive
agricultural industry that depends on the availability of water, land, and farmworker housing.

WR-6: To sustain the agricultural sector by ensuring an adequate water supply through water efficiency and
conservation.

WR-6.1 - Water for Agricultural Uses: The County should support the appropriate agencies in their efforts to
effectively manage and enhance water quantity and quality to ensure long-term, adequate availability of high
quality and economically viable water for agricultural uses, consistent with water use efficiency programs.

WR-6.2 Agricultural Water Efficiency: The County should support programs designed to increase agricultural
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water use efficiency and secure long-term water supplies for agriculture.

WR-6.3 Reclaimed Water Use: The County should encourage the use of reclaimed irrigation water and treated
urban wastewater for agricultural irrigation in accordance with federal and state requirements in order to
conserve untreated groundwater and potable water supplies.

from the Ventura County 2040 General Plan

The Ventura County 2040 General Plan includes numerous elements designed to facilitate coordinated
planning with ASRGSA and FCGMA, maintain groundwater recharge, protect groundwater quality, and
conserve groundwater resources. These elements include:

WR-1: To effectively manage water supply by adequately planning for the development, conservation, and
protection of water resources for present and future generations.

WR-1.1 - Sustainable Water Supply: The County should encourage water suppliers, groundwater management
agencies, and groundwater sustainability agencies to inventory and monitor the quantity and quality of the
county’s water resources, and to identify and implement measures to ensure a sustainable water supply to
serve all existing and future residents, businesses, agriculture, government, and the environment.

WR-1.2 - Watershed Planning: The County shall consider the location of a discretionary project within a
watershed to determine whether or not it could negatively impact a water source. As part of discretionary
project review, the County shall also consider local watershed management plans when considering land use
development.

WR-1.3 - Portfolio of Water Sources: The County shall support the use of, conveyance of, and seek to secure
water from varied sources that contribute to a diverse water supply portfolio. The water supply portfolio may
include, but is not limited to, imported water, surface water, groundwater, treated brackish groundwater,
desalinated seawater, recycled water, and storm water where economically feasible and protective of the
environmental and public health.

WR-1.4 - State Water Sources: The County shall continue to support the conveyance of, and seek to secure
water from, state sources.

WR-1.5 - Agency Collaboration: The County shall participate in regional committees to coordinate planning
efforts for water and land use that is consistent with the Urban Water Management Planning Act, Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act, the local Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, and the Countywide
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (storm water and runoff management and reuse).

WR-1.6 - Water Supplier Cooperation: The County shall encourage the continued cooperation among water
suppliers in the county, through entities such as the Association of Water Agencies of Ventura County and the
Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County, to ensure immediate and long-term water needs are met efficiently.

WR-1.7 - Water Supply Inter-Ties: The County shall encourage the continued cooperation among water
suppliers in the county, through entities such as Association of Water Agencies of Ventura County and the
Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County, to establish and maintain emergency inter-tie projects among water
suppliers.

WR-1.9 - Groundwater Basin Use for Water Storage: Where technically feasible, the County shall support the
use of groundwater basins for water storage.

WR-1.10 - Integrated Regional Water Management Plan: The County shall continue to support and participate
with the Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County in implementing and regularly updating the Integrated
Regional Water Management Plan.

WR-1.11 - Adequate Water for Discretionary Development: The County shall require all discretionary
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development to demonstrate an adequate long-term supply of water.

WR-1.12 - Water Quality Protection for Discretionary Development: The County shall evaluate the potential for
discretionary development to cause deposition and discharge of sediment, debris, waste and other pollutants
into surface runoff, drainage systems, surface water bodies, and groundwater. The County shall require
discretionary development to minimize potential deposition and discharge through point source controls, storm
water treatment, runoff reduction measures, best management practices, and low impact development.

WR-1.14 - Discretionary Development and Conditions of Approval: Golf Course Irrigation: The County shall
require that discretionary development for new golf courses shall be subject to conditions of approval that
prohibit landscape irrigation with water from groundwater basins or inland surface waters identified as
Municipal and Domestic Supply or Agricultural Supply in the California Regional Water Quality Control Board's
Water Quality Control Plan unless:

1. The existing and planned water supplies for a Hydrologic Area, including interrelated Hydrologic Areas
and Subareas, are shown to be adequate to meet the projected demands for existing uses as well as
reasonably foreseeable probable future uses within the area; and

2. It is demonstrated that the total groundwater extraction/recharge for the golf course will be equal to
or less than the historic groundwater extraction/recharge for the site as defined in the County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines.

e Further, where feasible, reclaimed water shall be utilized for new golf courses.
WR-2: To implement practices and designs that improve and protect water resources.

WR-2.1 - Identify and Eliminate of Sources of Water Pollution: The County shall cooperate with Federal, State
and local agencies in identifying and eliminating or minimizing all sources of existing and potential point and
non-point sources of pollution to ground and surface waters, including leaking fuel tanks, discharges from storm
drains, dump sites, sanitary waste systems, parking lots, roadways, and mining operations.

WR-2.2 - Water Quality Protection for Discretionary Development: The County shall evaluate the potential for
discretionary development to cause deposition and discharge of sediment, debris, waste, and other
contaminants into surface runoff, drainage systems, surface water bodies, and groundwater. In addition, the
County shall evaluate the potential for discretionary development to limit or otherwise impair later reuse or
reclamation of wastewater or storm water. The County shall require discretionary development to minimize
potential deposition and discharge through point source controls, storm water treatment, runoff reduction
measures, best management practices, and low impact development.

WR-2.3 - Discretionary Development Subject to CEQA Statement of Overriding Considerations — Water
Quality and Quantity: The County shall require that discretionary development not significantly impact the
quality or quantity of water resources within watersheds, groundwater recharge areas or groundwater basins.

WR-3: To promote efficient use of water resources through water conservation, protection, and restoration.

WR-3.1 - Non-Potable Water Use: The County shall encourage the use of non-potable water, such as tertiary
treated wastewater and household graywater, for industrial, agricultural, environmental, and landscaping needs
consistent with appropriate regulations.

WR-3.2 - Water Use Efficiency for Discretionary Development: The County shall require the use of water
conservation techniques for discretionary development, as appropriate. Such techniques include low-flow
plumbing fixtures in new construction that meet or exceed the California Plumbing Code, use of graywater or
reclaimed water for landscaping, retention of storm water runoff for direct use and/or groundwater recharge,
and landscape water efficiency standards that meet or exceed the standards in the California Model Water
Efficiency Landscape Ordinance.

WR-3.3 - Low-Impact Development: The County shall require discretionary development to incorporate low
impact development design features and best management practices, including integration of storm water
capture facilities, consistent with County’s Storm water Permit.
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WR-3.4 - Reduce Potable Water Use: The County shall strive for efficient use of potable water in County
buildings and facilities through conservation measures, and technological advancements.

WR-4: To maintain and restore the chemical, physical, and biological integrity and quantity of groundwater
resources.

WR-4.1 - Groundwater Management: The County shall work with water suppliers, water users, groundwater
management agencies, and groundwater sustainability agencies to implement the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) and manage groundwater resources within the sustainable yield of each basin to
ensure that county residents, businesses, agriculture, government, and the environment have reliable, high-
quality groundwater to serve existing and planned land uses during prolonged drought years.

WR-4.2 - Important Groundwater Recharge Area Protection: In areas identified as important recharge areas by
the County or the applicable Groundwater Sustainability Agency, the County shall condition discretionary
development to limit impervious surfaces where feasible and shall require mitigation in cases where there is the
potential for discharge of harmful pollutants within important groundwater recharge areas.

WR-4.3 - Groundwater Recharge Projects: The County shall support groundwater recharge and multi-benefit
projects consistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and the Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan to ensure the long-term sustainability of groundwater.

WR-4.4 - In-Stream and Recycled Water Use for Groundwater Recharge: The County shall encourage the use of
in-stream water flow and recycled water for groundwater recharge while balancing the needs of urban and
agricultural uses, and healthy ecosystems, including in-stream waterflows needed for endangered species
protection.

WR-4.5 - Discretionary Development Subject to CEQA Statement of Overriding Considerations — Water
Quantity and Quality: The County shall require that discretionary development shall not significantly impact the
qguantity or quality of water resources within watersheds, groundwater recharge areas or groundwater basins.

WR-4.7 - Discretionary Development and Conditions of Approval — Oil, Gas, and Water Wells: The County shall
require that discretionary development be subject to conditions of approval requiring proper drilling and
construction of new oil, gas, and water wells and removal and plugging of all abandoned wells on-site.

WR-4.8 - New Water Wells: The County shall require all new water wells located within Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA) boundaries to be compliant with GSAs and adopted Groundwater Sustainability
Plans (GSPs).

WR-5: To protect and, where feasible, enhance watersheds and aquifer recharge areas through integration of
multiple facets of watershed-based approaches.

WR-5.1 - Integrated Watershed Management: The County shall work with water suppliers, Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), wastewater utilities, and storm water management entities to manage and
enhance the shift toward integrated management of surface and groundwater, storm water treatment and use,
recycled water and conservation, and desalination.

WR-5.2 - Watershed Management Funding: The County shall continue to seek funding and support
coordination of watershed planning and watershed-level project implementation to protect and enhance local
watersheds.

WR-7.1 - Water for the Environment: The County shall encourage the appropriate agencies to effectively
manage water quantity and quality to address long-term adequate availability of water for environmental
purposes, including maintenance of existing groundwater-dependent habitats and in-stream flows needed for
riparian habitats and species protection.

from the Ventura County 2040 General Plan

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 18



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

2.2.3.1.1 How Land Use Plans May Impact Water Demands and Sustainable
Groundwater Management

This GSP is not anticipated to be impacted by the County of Ventura General Plan (County of Ventura,
2020), and the future water demand projections utilized in the GSP have been developed to be
consistent with the County’s land use plans. The General Plan includes policies that protect the key
recharge areas in the Basin (agricultural areas and areas along the Basin margins). Land in the key
recharge area is further protected from development by SOAR and County ordinances (see Section
2.2.2.2). The General Plan includes measures that when combined with SOAR greatly limit the potential
for new development that would create a material increase in water demand within the ASRVGB.

2.2.3.1.2 How Sustainable Groundwater Management May Affect Water Supply
Assumptions of Land Use Plans

This GSP is not anticipated to impact land use planning because the land use plans, when combined with
SOAR, greatly limit the potential for new development. Thus, significant new water demands that could
be potentially impacted by the GSP are not anticipated.

The GSP will not impact land use plan elements that address recharge areas because the key recharge
area is already protected from development by County of Ventura General Plan policies and SOAR.

2.2.3.1.3 Impact of Land Use Plans Outside of Basin on Sustainable
Groundwater Management [§354.8(f)(5)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(f) A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable general plans that
includes the following:
(5) To the extent known, the Agency may include information regarding the implementation of land use
plans outside the basin that could affect the ability of the Agency to achieve sustainable groundwater
management.

Land use planning for the areas immediately surrounding ASRVGB is addressed in the Ventura County
2040 General Plan (County of Ventura, 2020), which is described in Section 2.2.3.1. This GSP is not
anticipated to be impacted by these land use plans for the same reasons described in Section 2.2.3.1.1.

2.2.3.2 Well Permitting [§354.8(f)(4)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(f) A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable general plans that
includes the following:
(4) A summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin, including adopted
standards in local well ordinances, zoning codes, and policies contained in adopted land use plans.

Water well permits are obtained from the Ventura County Groundwater Section, a division of Ventura
County Public Works Department. Water well permits are issued pursuant to the requirements of
Ventura County Well Ordinance No. 4468. The Ventura County Groundwater Section enforces
California’s Water Well Standards Bulletins 74-9, 74-81, and 74-90. The Ventura County Groundwater
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Section monitors and enforces these standards by requiring drilling contractors with a valid C-57 license
to submit permit applications for the construction, modification, reconstruction (i.e., deepening), or
destruction of any well within their jurisdiction and through inspections. Pursuant to the County of
Ventura 2040 General Plan, Ventura County Groundwater Section will review ASRGSA’s GSP and related
resolutions and ordinances to ensure the compliance with ASRGSA requirements prior to issuing a water
well permits within the Basin boundary.

In addition to County Water Well Ordinance 4468, the County of Ventura 2040 General Plan includes the
following policies on well permitting:

= WR-4.7 - Discretionary Development and Conditions of Approval — Oil, Gas, and Water Wells:
The County shall require that discretionary development be subject to conditions of approval
requiring proper drilling and construction of new oil, gas, and water wells and removal and
plugging of all abandoned wells on-site.

= WR-4.8 - New Water Wells: The County shall require all new water wells located within GSA
boundaries to be compliant with GSAs and adopted GSPs.

Standards relating to the construction, maintenance, operation, use, repair, modification, and
destruction of wells are regulated under Ventura County Ordinance No. 4184 by the Ventura County
Water and Environmental Resources Division, Groundwater Section.

In addition, the FCGMA has implemented multiple ordinances and policies related to the construction of
wells and use of groundwater within its jurisdictional area. Requirements include the registration,
reporting (including the installation and maintenance of flow meters and reporting of all extractions
semi-annually), and pumping fees for wells; new wells must obtain a no-fee permit from the FCGMA.

2.2.4 Additional Plan Elements [§354.8(g)]

§354.8 Description of Plan Area. Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered,
including the following information:
(g) A description of any of the additional Plan elements included in Water Code Section 10727.4 that the
Agency determines to be appropriate.

GSP Emergency Regulations [§354.8(g) allows GSAs to include certain “additional plan elements” in the
GSP, including:

(a) Control of saline water intrusion.

(b) Wellhead protection areas and recharge areas.

(c) Migration of contaminated groundwater.

(d) A well abandonment and well destruction program.
(e) Replenishment of groundwater extractions.

(f) Activities implementing, opportunities for, and removing impediments to, conjunctive use or
underground storage.

(g) Well construction policies.
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(h) Measures addressing groundwater contamination cleanup, groundwater recharge, in-lieu
use, diversions to storage, conservation, water recycling, conveyance, and extraction
projects.

(i) Efficient water management practices, as defined in Section 10902, for the delivery of water
and water conservation methods to improve the efficiency of water use.

(j) Efforts to develop relationships with state and federal regulatory agencies.

(k) Processes to review land use plans and efforts to coordinate with land use planning agencies
to assess activities that potentially create risks to groundwater quality or quantity.

(I) Impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs).
The following additional plan elements are appropriate to include in this GSP:

=  Well Destruction Program: The GSAs will seek to destroy improperly abandoned or constructed
wells that act as conduits for migration of poor-quality water from shallow water-bearing units
into the primary producing zones. This additional plan element is included in the Water Quality
Management Coordination management action, which is described in Section 6.3.

= Replenishment of Groundwater Extractions: ASRGSA intends to investigate the feasibility of a
managed aquifer recharge project in the Basin. This additional plan element is included in the
Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project, which is described in Section 6.5.

=  Well Construction Policies: The GSAs will coordinate with the County of Ventura to ensure new
wells are properly constructed to prevent migration of poor-quality water from shallow water-
bearing units into the primary producing zones. This additional plan element is included in the
Water Quality Management Coordination management action, which is described in Section 6.3.

= Measures Addressing Groundwater Contamination: The GSAs will coordinate with other
entities to promote actions that lead to improvement of groundwater quality in the Basin and
intends to investigate the feasibility of constructing a groundwater desalter project. This
additional plan element is included in the Water Quality Management Coordination
management action, which is described in Section 6.3. and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter
Project, which is described in Section 6.4.

= Efficient water management practices, as defined in §10902, for the delivery of water and
water conservation methods to improve the efficiency of water use: The GSAs will seek
opportunities to encourage, promote, and support efforts to increase water use efficiency.

=  Processes to review land use plans and efforts to coordinate with land use planning agencies
to assess activities that potentially create risks to groundwater quality or quantity: The GSAs
will coordinate with the County of Ventura on its future general plan updates.

2.3 Notice and Communication [8354.10]

ASRVGB is a small basin with estimated total groundwater extractions of approximately 5,000 AFY.
Camrosa operates eight wells that extract more than 2 AFY of groundwater. There are 30 wells that
extract groundwater for agricultural beneficial users and one de minimis residential pumper. The
Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) (Appendix D) outlines the process to engage with the stakeholders
and interested parties towards managing the Basin sustainably, and many of the interests in the Basin
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have direct representation in the SMGA process by virtue of a director on the ASRGSA Board of
Directors.

The SEP (Appendix D) is tailored to the specific stakeholder landscape of the Basin. The SEP encourages
the active involvement of individual stakeholders and stakeholder organizations and other interested
parties in the development and implementation of the GSP for ASRVGB (Appendix D). The SEP was
designed and developed to ensure compliance with Water Code §10723.2, which requires the GSA to
“consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for
implementing groundwater sustainability plans.” The SEP identifies stakeholders, stakeholder outreach
and engagement methodologies, opportunities for integration with other overlapping local programs
and planning processes, and the public meeting process used by the GSAs. The SEP guided notice and
communication activities during GSP development and will continue to serve as a guide during GSP
implementation. The following sections provide a summary of information relating to notification and
communication by the GSAs with other agencies and interested parties, as required by the GSP
Emergency Regulations.

2.3.1 Beneficial Uses and Users [8§354.10(a)]

§354.10 Notice and Communication. Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification
and communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the following:
(a) A description of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, including the land uses and
property interests potentially affected by the use of groundwater in the basin, the types of parties
representing those interests, and the nature of consultation with those parties.

Water Code Section 10723.2 requires the GSAs to consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users
of groundwater within the Basin. These interests are listed below with a description of the nature of the
GSAs’ consultation with them.

e Holders of Overlying Groundwater Rights:

— The GSA will engage all well owners and operators in the Basin, from large-volume
agricultural users to the one de minimis residential pumper identified in the Basin.

= Public Water Systems:

- Camrosa WD is the primary water supplier in the watershed, providing water to retail
customers. Camrosa’s service area encompasses the entire ASRVGB. Camrosa’s water supply
is groundwater, purchased imported water from Calleguas MWD, recycled water produced
at Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility, recycled water imported from Camarillo Sanitary
District, and non-potable water diverted from the Conejo Creek, outside of the Basin.
Camrosa WD is a signatory member to the JPA forming the Agency and is represented on
the Agency’s Board of Directors.

- The FCGMA was created by the State of California legislature for preservation of the
groundwater resources within the territory of the FCGMA for agricultural and M&I uses.
Groundwater extraction wells are located on the FCGMA land within the ASRVGB.

= Local Land Use Planning Agencies:

- City of Thousand Oaks: Small portions of the ASRVB fall within the City of Thousand Oaks
sphere of influence. ASRGSA will consult with the City of Thousand Oaks during GSP
development.
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- The County of Ventura: Ventura County has land use planning authority on unincorporated
land overlying the Basin (Figure 2.2-03). The County is a signatory member to the ASRGSA
JPA and is represented on the Agency’s Board of Directors.

= Environmental users of groundwater: N/A. Analysis performed during GSP development
indicated that there are not likely any environmental users of groundwater in the Basin.

= Surface Water Rightsholders: There are three entities that have permitted surface water rights
to the Conejo Creek; however, none are actively diverting water. Camrosa is the water provider
for each of these entities:

— FitzGerald Ranch LLC
— Lena M Jones Trust

— Tres Corderos LLC

* In addition, the following entities have interests in the management of surface water within the
Basin:

— Calleguas Creek Watershed: The watershed group comprises a variety of stakeholders, from
private and public utility agencies to environmental non-government organizations to
agricultural groups, et cetera, who work together to meet regulatory requirements, seek
grant funding, pursue integrated management, and collaborate on projects to benefit the
watershed. Members of the JPA are in good standing and work closely with the watershed
group, and the GSA welcomes the group’s input at public meetings and in the public review
period of the GSP.

- Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County: Linking the Calleguas Creek Watershed group with
the other two watersheds in Ventura County, the Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County is
primarily interested in integrated water management planning. Members of the JPA are in
good standing and work closely with the Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County, and the
GSA welcomes the group’s input at public meetings and in the public review period of the
GSP.

- Ventura County Watershed Protection District: VCWPD provides for “the control and
conservation of flood and stormwaters and for the protection of watercourses, watersheds,
public highways, life and property in the district from damage or destruction from these
waters,” and, as such, will be a valuable resource in developing the GSP. As a branch of the
County of Ventura, the VCWPD will be represented on the GSA Board.

— City of Thousand Oaks: The majority of the water in the Conejo Creek is discharge from the
Hill Canyon WWTP, which is a City of Thousand Oaks public works facility. As the City holds
water right and use permits for Conejo Creek water, Camrosa and the GSAs will continue to
work closely with the City of Thousand Oaks in all matters regarding its use.

— California Department of Fish and Wildlife: Much of the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife’s interests in and responsibilities for the watercourses overlaying the Basin are
covered by the water right permit for Conejo Creek water held by the City of Thousand
Oaks. The department will be consulted as necessary during the development of the GSP,
should it involve any lands or activities under the department’s jurisdiction.
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= Federal Government: No land overlying the ASRVGB is managed by the Federal Government.
= California Native American Tribes: There are no tribal trust lands located within the Basin.

= Disadvantaged Communities: There are no disadvantages communities within the ASRVGB.
= Entities listed in Section 10927 that Monitor and Report Groundwater Elevations:

— The County of Ventura is the designated CASGEM entity for the Basin. The County is a
signatory member to the JPA forming the Agency and represented on the Agency’s Board of
Directors.

2.3.2 Public Meetings [8354.10(b)]

§354.10 Notice and Communication. Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification
and communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the following:
(b) A list of public meetings at which the Plan was discussed or considered by the Agency.

A list of all public meetings is included in Appendix E.

2.3.3 Public Comments [8354.10(c)]

§354.10 Notice and Communication. Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification
and communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the following:
(c) Comments regarding the Plan received by the Agency and a summary of any responses by the Agency.

Public comments and responses are included in Appendix F.

2.3.4 Communication [8§354.10(d)]

2.3.4.1 Decision-Making Process [8§354.10(d)(1)]

§354.10 Notice and Communication. Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification
and communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the following:
(d) A communication section of the Plan that includes the following:
(1) An explanation of the Agency’s decision-making process.

The JPA that created ASRGSA requires the GSA to hold regularly scheduled public meetings that are
noticed and meet all of the requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act for transparency in California
government. With these requirements in mind, the ASRGSA:

= Holds board meetings on a regular schedule (no less frequently that quarterly),

=  Provides written notice of meetings with meeting agenda and meeting materials available in
accordance with applicable statutory requirements,

= Sends email (and direct mail if requested) meeting reminders to ASRGSA’s interested parties list,

= Will utilize sign-in sheets and request feedback from attendees to determine adequacy of public
education and productive engagement in the GSP development and implementation process,
and
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=  Posts meeting agenda on https://asrgsa.com/ and at the meeting location prior to the meeting,
as required by law.

ASRGSA agendas include general public comments at the beginning of each board meeting. General
comments allow community members to raise any groundwater-related issue that is not on the agenda.
Public comment time is also given prior to a vote on all agenda items to ensure public opinion can be
incorporated into ASRGSA Board of Director decisions.

The ASRGSA Board of Directors directs the Executive Director to fulfill the various requirements of
SGMA. To do this, the Executive Director, with support from the GSP Manager and consultants, provides
the Board with research and recommendation memos, work plans, technical summaries, budgets, and
other work products as required to carry out board decisions. ASRGSA decisions require approval by
affirmative vote of a simple majority vote of all Directors in attendance at a meeting and eligible to vote
on the matter.

The FCGMA Board is defined by its enabling legislation and is comprised of five members (See Section

2.1.2). Each member has one equal vote on the Board and decisions are approved after noticed public
hearings, by a majority vote of the board (FCGMA, 2019).

2.3.4.2 Public Engagement [8354.10(d)(2) and (d)(3)]

§354.10 Notice and Communication. Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification
and communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the following:
(d) A communication section of the Plan that includes the following:
(2) Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of how public input and
response will be used.
(3) A description of how the Agency encourages the active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and
economic elements of the population within the basin.

ASRGSA uses a variety of methods to create opportunities for public engagement and obtain public
input for consideration in GSP development and implementation. These methods are presented in the
ASRGSA SEP (Appendix D) and include:

=  ASRGSA Board Meetings: Regular and Special meetings of the ASRGSA Board of Directors
provide opportunities for the public to engage with the Board, Executive Director, and
consultants and provide direct input. The public is welcomed to comment at each meeting and
the ASRGSA Board regularly incorporates public suggestions into its deliberations and the
decisions it makes during Board meetings. Meeting notes are kept and submitted to the ASRGSA
Board for approval. All meeting minutes and notes are collected on the ASRGSA website along
with supporting agendas, packets, and presentation materials.

=  GSP Workshops: ASRGSA holds public workshops to provide in-depth discussion of the GSP and
obtain stakeholder feedback. The workshops include polls to help facilitate public input on key
issues and identify which outreach methods are most effective. Public input received during the
GSP Workshops is reviewed with ASRGSA Board of Directors during subsequent Board meetings
prior to making decisions.

=  Contact with Staff: The public is welcomed to contact the ASRGSA Executive Director and may
do so via telephone, e-mail, or website inquiry (https://asrgsa.com/contact/).
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ASRGSA uses a variety of methods to inform stakeholders and encourage the active involvement of
diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the groundwater pursuant to
Water Code Section 10727.8(a). These methods are presented in the ASRGSA SEP (Appendix D) and

include:

Statement Describing the Manner in which Interested Parties May Participate in the
Development and Implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Water Code
Section 10727.8(a)): The statement was prepared and posted to DWR’s SGMA Portal as part of
filing a notice of intent to DWR of the ASRGSA decision to develop a GSP for the Basin on May
14, 2018. The statement is included in Appendix A and was developed into the ASRGSA SEP
(Appendix D).

Development and Maintenance of an Interested Parties List: ASRGSA developed an interested
parties list prior to electing to become a GSA pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8(a)(4) and
maintained that list after becoming as GSA pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.4. The
interested parties list is used to send e-mail meeting notices, agendas, newsletters, and updates.

Public Notices: In accordance with Water Code Sections 10723(b), 10730(b)(1), and 10728.4,
ASRGSA published public notices in accordance with Government Code Section 6066 prior to
electing to be a GSA, and also publishes notices before imposing or increasing delivery fees, will
publish public notices before adopting the GSP.

ASRGSA Website: The ASRGSA website provides SGMA and agency information, includes
meeting information, meeting materials, and links to meeting agendas and packets. The website
provides links to agency resource materials, maps, newsletters, presentation materials, and
meeting recordings.

Newsletters: ASRGSA issues periodic newsletters concerning the Agency status and activities.

Existing Outreach Venues: ASRGSA uses the member agency outreach networks to provide
regular updates about the GSP development and, going forward, GSP implementation. This
includes information via email newsletters, websites, and bill inserts.

Newspaper Articles: Periodic updates may be provided to the Ventura County Star newspapers
to advise, educate, and inform the public on SGMA implementation.

Public input was used to help shape GSP development. Input was also used to develop content for
ASRGSA meetings, newsletters, and the website. ASRGSA public meetings were designed to encourage
input, discussion, and questions. Because the Basin and number of stakeholders is relatively small, the
meetings provided ample opportunity for everyone to provide comments and ask questions.

Examples of how public input helped shape the GSP include:

During the development of the GSP water budget, outreach to Camrosa and FCGMA to learn
about the planned future groundwater pumping rates. The estimates provided were
incorporated into the planning process.

Input received from stakeholders about costs helped focus the Agency on ensuring the GSP is
appropriate for the Basin and only includes aspects absolutely necessary to maintain sustainable
conditions in the Basin.

FCGMA developed a public outreach and engagement plan for all of their GSPs (SEP, Appendix D). The
purpose of the plan is to create a common understanding and provide transparency in the GSP planning
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process and fulfill the SGMA requirements (§ 354.10(d)). The SEP identifies opportunities for public
engagement, provides a discussion of the process for public input and response, and describes the
method for informing the public on progress, including the status of projects and actions. Regular
updates to interested parties are provided through monthly newsletters. Monthly updates and
opportunities for public comment are provided at FCGMA Board Meetings. Agendas, minutes, and video
recordings of the Board meetings and workshops are made available on the FCGMA website.

2.3.4.3 Progress Updates [8354.10(d)(4)]

ASRGSA will continue to follow its adopted SEP (Appendix D) to inform the public about progress
implementing the GSP, including status of projects and management actions.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 27



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

3.0 Basin Setting [Article 5, SubArticle 2]

§354.12 Introduction to Basin Setting. This Subarticle describes the information about the physical setting and
characteristics of the basin and current conditions of the basin that shall be part of each Plan, including the
identification of data gaps and levels of uncertainty, which comprise the basin setting that serves as the basis
for defining and assessing reasonable sustainable management criteria and projects and management actions.
Information provided pursuant to this Subarticle shall be prepared by or under the direction of a professional
geologist or professional engineer.

This section presents information about the physical setting and characteristics of the ASRVGB, including
data gaps and levels of uncertainty, which provide the basis for the SMC, projects, and management
actions included in later sections. This section was prepared under the direction of a professional
geologist and a professional engineer, with review by a certified hydrogeologist. This section includes
sub-sections that describe the hydrogeologic conceptual model (HCM), current and historical
groundwater conditions, a water balance, and management areas within the Basin.

The information provided in this section is based on an extensive literature review of existing
hydrogeologic studies, basin-specific hydrologic and geologic data collected by many local agencies and
investigators since as early as 1933, and numerical modeling performed for the ASRVGB (see Appendix
G). The body of cited information and data are based on available data and information known to
ASRGSA and FCGMA at the time of GSP preparation. Note, the Basin as shown on figures and discussed
in this GSP corresponds to the current Basin boundary, which was modified from the original (DWR,
2003) by ASRGSA (Stantec, 2018) and approved by DWR in 2019 (DWR, 2019).

ASRGSA is committed to updating the Basin Setting periodically following GSP adoption based on

additional data or information that may be identified or developed when such updates would result in a
material change in the sustainable management of the Basin.

3.1 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model [§354.14]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(a) Each Plan shall include a descriptive hydrogeologic conceptual model of the basin based on technical
studies and qualified maps that characterizes the physical components and interaction of the surface water
and groundwater systems in the basin.

Sections 3.1.1 through 3.1.4 below present the HCM of the Basin. The HCM is based on available
technical studies, qualified maps, and findings from the numerical modeling that relate to the physical
components and interaction of the surface water and groundwater systems in the Basin.

HCM Overview — Key Features of the ASRVGB

The ASRVGB consists of multiple layers of alternating fine- and coarse-grained unconsolidated deposits,
semi-consolidated deposits, and consolidated formations underlain by volcanic bedrock. The principal
aquifer system is semi-confined and is characterized by distinct upper and lower groundwater-producing
zones. These zones are identified as hydrostratigraphic units ([HSUs] Layers 3 and 5 in Section 3.1.3) in
the west with the stratification absent or not apparent to the east. Note, available water quality data,
namely nitrate, indicates there is hydraulic communication between the upper and lower groundwater-
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producing zones in at least some portions of the Basin (especially to the east where the stratification is
not apparent). For this reason, the GSP treats the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones as a
single principal aquifer for purposes of sustainable groundwater management in this initial GSP. This
characterization of the Basin is based on previous studies, well construction information, and
description of lithologic and geophysical logs.

Shallow groundwater is also present in the upper alluvium (HSU layer 1) in the vicinity of the Arroyo
Conejo and Conejo Creek and is fed by infiltrating surface water sourced primarily from discharges from
the Hill Canyon WWTP and urban runoff from Conejo Valley, both of which enter the Basin via Hill
Canyon. There are no extraction wells producing groundwater from the shallow groundwater, so it is not
part of the principal aquifer system (described above). In certain parts of the Basin (primarily to the
west), this shallow groundwater discharges back into Conejo Creek, essentially recirculating the
wastewater discharges and urban runoff.

The Basin is roughly centered on an east-west oriented structural syncline and is thickest in the center
and westernmost areas. The Basin is bounded by the low-permeability Conejo Volcanic bedrock on the
bottom and the southwestern, southern, and eastern boundaries, where the alluvium pinches out. The
northern boundary of the Basin is characterized by the Simi-Santa Rosa fault zone, which has multiple
parallel strands of near-vertical faults and is aligned with the Las Posas Anticline; these combined
structural features are interpreted to create a hydraulic divide between the adjacent Las Posas Valley
Basin to the north.

A key hydraulic feature within the Basin is the Bailey Fault (Figure 3.1-08, discussed in more detail in
Section 3.1.3), which acts as a relative barrier to flow, separating the northwestern third of the Basin
from the rest of the Basin and dividing the Basin into two management areas: the ASRGSA management
area and the FCGMA management area (Section 3.4). The lower groundwater-producing zone on the
north side of the Bailey Fault (i.e., the FCGMA management area) has been interpreted to contain the
Fox Canyon Aquifer. On the south side of the Bailey Fault (i.e., the ASRGSA management area), the lower
groundwater-producing zone is interpreted to be a combination of the Fox Canyon and an HSU termed
“Miocene Undifferentiated Sedimentary Rocks,” which has previously been identified as the Santa
Margarita Formation, and contains unconsolidated and consolidated sedimentary rocks derived from
volcanics.

To help facilitate discussion of the HCM, the Basin is also segregated into two halves: the western half
and the eastern half (Figure 3.1-08, Section 3.1.3), which is based on the Basin thickness and the HSUs
present:

1) The western half of the Basin includes areas north and south of the Bailey Fault where the Basin
is generally greater than ~700 ft thick, and there is a clear distinction between the upper and
lower groundwater-producing zones. This half of the Basin also includes both the ASRGSA and
FCGMA management areas.

2) The eastern half of the Basin includes areas where the Basin is generally less than ~700 ft thick,
is pinching out toward the south and east, and lacks distinction between the upper and lower
groundwater-producing zones. This half of the Basin includes only the ASRGSA management
area.

Inflow into the Basin comes from mountain-block fracture flow from the Conejo volcanics from the
south and east, infiltration of streamflow, recharge as infiltration of precipitation and agricultural and

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 29



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

urban return flows, and mountain-front recharge from the Las Posas Hills in the north. There is an
insignificant amount of underflow from the Pleasant Valley Basin to the west and this underflow is not
well constrained by data. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are the major surface water features
recharging the groundwater in the southern and southwestern area of the Basin, and this shallow
groundwater discharges back to the Conejo Creek in the southwestern area.

3.1.1 Regional Hydrology

3.1.1.1 Precipitation, Topography and Watershed Boundary [§354.14(d)(1)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict the following:
(1) Topographic information derived from the U.S. Geological Survey or another reliable source.

The ASRVGB is located within the Lower Conejo Watershed in southern Ventura County, which is part of
the larger Calleguas Creek Watershed (Figure 3.1-01). The ASRVGB is in an elongated east-trending
valley, just north of the City of Thousand Oaks and east of the City of Camarillo. The Lower Conejo
Watershed is bounded by the Las Posas Hills on the north, the Conejo Hills on the south, the Tierra
Rejada Basin on the east, and the Pleasant Valley Basin on the west. The ASRVGB occupies
approximately 6.1 square miles of the watershed.

The topography of the Basin is generally broad and flat in the west with ground surface elevations as low
as ~200 ft above mean sea level (amsl) increasing to ~400 ft amsl to the east as the valley narrows along
Santa Rosa Road (Figure 3.1-02). The western edge of the valley terminates at a north-trending
extension of the Conejo Hills where the Conejo Creek drains into Pleasant Valley. The Basin boundary
along the east-trending ridge of the Las Posas Hills to the north have ground surface elevations as high
as ~700 ft amsl. Outside of the Basin boundary, the maximum elevation along the Las Posas Hills is
~1,000 ft amsl and Conejo Hills to the south have a maximum elevation of 1,076 ft amsl.

The ASRVGB is within a Mediterranean-type climatic zone, characterized by a long summer-fall dry
season and a cool winter-spring wet season. On average 94% of the precipitation in the ASRVGB usually
occurs between November and April with an annual average precipitation of 13.2 inches, with rainfall
varying from less than 5 inches in the driest years to more than 30 inches in the wettest years. Figure
3.1-03 presents the average annual rainfall distribution in the Basin and neighboring area based on the
30-year climate normal from 1991 to 2020 (PRISM model, 2021), precipitation gage stations, and
includes a chart of the mean monthly precipitation for gages within and in proximity of the ASRVGB. The
PRISM model is the best available data with continuous spatial coverage, and the range of values shown
on Figure 3.1-03 for the 30-year interpolated average annual precipitation (14.9 inches to 16.7 inches) is
higher than the annual average precipitation of 13.2 inches derived from gage station data collected
from 1929-2021, due to differences in time periods and calculation methods.

Figure 3.1-04 shows annual precipitation since 1929 along with the cumulative departure from mean'
(~13.2 inches for the period of record) for gages 049, 049A, 500 and 500a within or immediately
adjacent to the ASRVGB (Figure 3.1-03). As can be seen in Figure 3.1-04, very few years have an average

1 Cumulative departure is the sum of the current difference from the mean annual precipitation and all the past differences.
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rainfall. Most of the years (especially in the recent decade) have been drier than average, with the
intermittent wet years heavily influencing the average. The period from the 1990s to the mid-2000s
showed the longest stretch of wetter-than-average years indicated by an upward-trending cumulative
departure line, followed by more than a decade of drier-than-average conditions indicated by a
downward-trending cumulative departure line.

3.1.1.2 Surface Water Bodies [8354.14(d)(5)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict the following:
(5) Surface water bodies that are significant to the management of the basin.

There are three primary surface water features in the ASRVGB with a combined drainage area of ~67
square miles. These include the Arroyo Santa Rosa, the Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek. Figure 3.1-05
shows the location of these surface water features and streamflow gages, and respective hydrographs
are shown on Figure 3.1-06. The Arroyo Santa Rosa originates in and drains the Tierra Rejada Basin
(Figure 3.1-01), including the uplands to the northeast of the Basin along the Las Posas Hills, and flows to
the southwest toward the Conejo Hills where it joins with the smaller Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary
before joining the Arroyo Conejo to form the Conejo Creek. The north and south forks of the Arroyo
Conejo originate to the south of the ASRVGB, draining the northwestern area of Thousand Oaks and
combining just downstream of the Hill Canyon WWTP. The Arroyo Conejo enters the Arroyo Santa Rosa
Valley through the Conejo Hills and Hill Canyon, joining the Arroyo Santa Rosa just downstream of the
mouth of Hill Canyon. Conejo Creek starts at the confluence of the Arroyo Conejo and the Arroyo Santa
Rosa and flows in a westerly direction into Pleasant Valley and eventually into Calleguas Creek
downstream of the ASRVGB.

The Arroyo Santa Rosa is an ephemeral creek, bisecting the Santa Rosa Valley. A stream gage (Station
838) was installed in 2006 to record peak flows during storm events just upstream of where the Arroyo
Santa Rosa joins Conejo Creek. However, due to the inconsistent manual measurements and the
incomplete streamflow dataset, the records for gage 838 are not considered to be representative of
flows for the Arroyo Santa Rosa and are not used for this GSP. Streamflow for the Arroyo Santa Rosa was
estimated for the numerical groundwater model (Appendix G). As shown in Figure 3.1-05, approximately
3,000 ft of the Arroyo Santa Rosa is composed of a rectangular reinforced concrete channel and a
trapezoidal rip rap channel. Downstream of the confluence with the Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary, the
channel is an improved trapezoidal channel (not concrete lined) for approximately 2,750 feet (ft).

The Arroyo Conejo flows are gaged at the Confluence Flume gaging station in Hill Canyon (Figure 3.1-05);
however, flows are only recorded for the summer months (typically June through September; Figure 3.1-
06). The Hill Canyon WWTP discharges effluent into the North Fork Arroyo Conejo which is the largest
contributor to flow in Conejo Creek, averaging 50% of the total flow for the Conejo Creek (MWH, 2013).
Discharges began in 1961, when the City of Thousand Oaks began operating Hill Canyon WWTP (MWH,
2013). Prior to these discharges, Conejo Creek was an ephemeral stream, and was typically dry in the
summer months. However, by 1972, Conejo Creek experienced perennial flow, as recorded by Ventura
County’s streamflow gage 800, which was installed in 1968. Gage 800 is located just outside of the Basin
on the western boundary. In 2011, a new gage was installed at Ridge View Street south of Highway 101
in the Pleasant Valley and named Station 800A (Figure 3.1-05), and Ventura County discontinued gaging
streamflow at gage 800 and maintained gaging at 800A. In 2012, streamflow gaging at station 800
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resumed by the CCWTMP. Figure 3.1-06 shows the flow data available for the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo
Creek system. For the years of record without streamflow for gage 800 (~2011-2012), streamflow was
estimated using methods described in the numerical model documentation (Appendix G).

Based on review of the SWRCB Electronic Water Rights Information Management System (EWRIMS), 10
surface water rights have been identified in the Basin; however, none are currently active. Camrosa WD
sets the diversion rates for the water rights within the Basin (SWRCB, 1997).

3.1.1.3 Imported Water [8354.14(d)(6)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict the following:
(6) The source and point of delivery for imported water supplies.

Imported water into the ASRVGB consists of water purchased from Calleguas MWD (includes water
sourced from the State Water Project [SWP] and, to a lesser extent, Colorado River Water Project
[CRWP], and groundwater from the Las Posas aquifer storage and recovery [ASR] wellfields). Additional
water from outside of the Basin includes groundwater extracted for potable water supply from the
neighboring Tierra Rejada and Pleasant Valley groundwater basins (Camrosa WD has three wells in the
Pleasant Valley Basin and one well in the Terra Rejada Basin), non-potable water diverted from Conejo
Creek downstream of the Basin, and tertiary-treated recycled water from the Camrosa Water
Reclamation Facility. For clarity, these additional sources of water from outside of the Basin are not
defined as imported sources within this GSP.

Camrosa WD imports water to supplement its raw well water through its wholesaler, Calleguas MWD,
and points of delivery are shown on Figure 3.1-07. Historically, water purchased from Calleguas MWD
was imported into the ASRVGB to solely supply agriculture. In 1965, Camrosa WD expanded its water
distribution system, and the majority of Calleguas MWD supplies used for agriculture was transferred to
M&I use. Presently about 15 percent of Camrosa WD’s Calleguas MWD imports are delivered to
agricultural customers while the remainder serves M&I uses. Most of the Calleguas MWD delivered
water is from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, although Colorado River water is blended when
Sacramento-San Joaquin supplies are low. Camrosa WD the Calleguas MWD imports with treated
groundwater, pumped from four of its groundwater wells in the ASRVGB to reduce chlorides, nitrates,
and other constituents exceeding or close to Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCLs) to meet drinking
water standards (Camrosa, 2021).

During its past 10 fiscal years (2010-2020), Camrosa WD has purchased an average of 5,338 AFY of
imported water from Calleguas MWD, and imports have ranged from 6,924 AFY in fiscal year 2014 to
3,709 AFY in fiscal year 2017 (Camrosa, 2021). This is significantly less than historical purchases of
imported water where the peak purchase of 11,479 AF occurred in 1990 during a drought. In 2020,
imports constituted roughly 60 percent of Camrosa WD’s potable supply, although during this period the
Conejo wellfield (located within the ASRVGB) was offline due to 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP) detections.
In years when the wellfield is in normal operation, imports constitute an average of about 40 percent of
potable supply (Camrosa, 2021). Camrosa WD is actively reducing its reliance on imported water by
developing local water supply alternatives with a goal of reducing reliance on imported water to less
than 40 percent by 2025. This will help reduce the vulnerability of Camrosa WD’s potable water supply
by providing a degree of separation from the following risks: climatic variation, the relative health of the
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Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the SWP’s vulnerability to legislative rulings, and possible
catastrophic interruptions to service (Camrosa, 2021).

3.1.2 Regional Geology [8354.14(b)(1),(d)(2), and (d)(3)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.

(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:

(1) The regional geologic and structural setting of the basin including the immediate surrounding area,
as necessary for geologic consistency.

(c) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be represented graphically by at least two scaled cross-
sections that display the information required by this section and are sufficient to depict major
stratigraphic and structural features in the basin.

(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict the following:

(2) Surficial geology derived from a qualified map including the locations of cross-sections required by
this Section.

(3) Soil characteristics as described by the appropriate Natural Resources Conservation Service soil
survey or other applicable studies.

3.1.2.1 Geologic and Structural Setting [8354.14(b)(1),(c),(d)(2)]

The ASRVGB is within the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province, as defined by the California
Geological Survey (CGS) Note 36 (CGS, 2002). In general, the faulting and seismicity associated with the
Transverse Ranges is the result of the compressional regime associated with the “Big Bend” of the San
Andreas Fault Zone. Rocks in this region have been folded into a series of predominantly east-west
trending anticlines and synclines associated with thrust and reverse faults.

The ASRVGB is aligned with the east-trending Santa Rosa Syncline, which bisects the Santa Rosa Valley,
extending westward into the adjacent Pleasant Valley. The northern edge of the Basin is delineated by
the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone along the Las Posas Hills Anticline, parallel to the Santa Rosa Syncline
(Figure 3.1-08). The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone is a reverse fault system with some left-lateral
movement, with the upthrown Las Posas anticlinal mountain block exhibiting vertical offset ranging 500
to 5,000 ft (Bailey, 1969). The Santa Rosa syncline and fault are part of the regional Camarillo fold belt,
which is characterized by a west-plunging fold ax4eis (DeVecchio et al., 2012). The Santa Rosa Syncline
and Las Posas Anticline formed prior to the deposition of Saugus Formation sediments, which filled in
the ASRVGB. Then the Simi-Santa Rosa fault zone formed and offset the syncline-anticline connecting
limb, which resulted in the folding of Saugus Formation deposits and older alluvium (Jakes, 1979; MWH,
2013).

The major fault identified within the Basin is the Bailey Fault, which is a northeast-trending vertical fault
that acts as a hydraulic and political boundary for the Basin (See Section 3.1.3.1.2; Boyle, 1997; MWH,
2013). The area to the northwest of the Bailey Fault is located within the FCGMA jurisdictional
boundary. The southeast side of the fault zone is uplifted relative to the west side with a vertical offset
up to ~300 ft (Mukae and Turner, 1975; MWH, 2013). Although the Bailey Fault has not been mapped on
the United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles for the ASRVGB (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 1990;
1992), it has been identified by several historical studies (Bailey, 1969; Mukae and Turner, 1975; Boyle,
1987) and is included on the geologic map for the Basin (Figure 3.1-08). The Bailey Fault has been
interpreted to relate to a more regional fault system that extends to the southwest along the eastern
margin of the Pleasant Valley toward and beyond the coastline (Mukae and Turner, 1975; Hanson et al.,
2003).
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As mentioned above, the synclinal structure of the ASRVGB extends to the west into Pleasant Valley;
however, the alluvial thickness and width of the valley becomes constricted at the western boundary of
the ASRVGB by a north-trending ridge of the Conejo volcanics, which form a saddle-like structure.
Although flow across this western boundary may be limited to the groundwater-producing zones, it is
interpreted to hydraulically connect the ASRVGB to the Pleasant Valley groundwater basin (see Section
3.1.3.1.1). The Conejo volcanics are the primary bedrock unit underlying the formations that comprise
the Basin and have a maximum depth of over 1,000 ft in the western part of the Basin, based on the
interpretation of lithologic logs. The Basin materials pinch out to the south and east where the Conejo
volcanics outcrop along the Conejo Hills and the western margin of the Tierra Rejada Basin, respectively.

The structural Basin is filled with a mixture of unconsolidated, semi-consolidated, and consolidated units
that were deposited in both marine and terrestrial settings, ranging from upper Miocene to Holocene in
age. The ASRVGB depositional history of the Pleistocene epoch is consistent with the other basins of the
Transverse Ranges, with dramatic changes in sea level which produced unconformities between
extensive conglomerates, sandstone, and beach sand deposits interbedded with thick sequences of silts
and clays. Generally, the gradations observed in the lithologic logs and electrical logs show more coarse-
grained deposits at the base of formations with sediments fining upward, separated by unconformities
(MWH, 2103). The stratigraphy in the western half of the Basin is separated into the northwest and
southeast by the Bailey Fault (Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-09), but is generally classified from youngest (top)
to oldest (bottom) as follows:

= Recent Alluvium — unconsolidated alluvial and fluvial gravels, sands, silts, and clays up to ~200 ft
in thickness, including stream-deposited sand and gravel adjacent to Conejo Creek (Mukae and
Turner, 1975).

= Lower Holocene/upper Pleistocene older alluvium and terrace deposits — deposits of dissected
gravels, sands, and clays are extensive along the southern flank of the Las Posas Hills (Figure 3.1-
08) and reach a maximum thickness of ~250 ft (Mukae and Turner, 1975).

= Pleistocene Saugus and/or upper San Pedro Formations consisting of lenticular layers of sand,
gravel, silt, and clay of marine and continental origin (Hanson et al., 2003), the uppermost age-
equivalent to the Mugu Aquifer of the Oxnard Plain Subbasin. Overall thickness ranges ~50 to
240 ft, and the formation outcrops on in the Las Posas Hills to the north (Figure 3.1-08).

= Middle Pleistocene Saugus and/or San Pedro Formation extensive thick silts and clays up to
~200 ft in thickness, mostly continuous in the western half of the Basin and northwest of the
Bailey Fault.

= Lower and Middle Pleistocene San Pedro Formation, also described as the Las Posas Sand
(Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 1990) and the Fox Canyon Formation. Deposits consist of marine sand
and gravel beds, interbedded with silts and clays and ranging ~100 to 300 ft in thickness (Hanson
et al., 2003), and are less apparent toward the eastern half of the Basin. The overall thickness of
the Saugus and San Pedro Formations can be ~300 to 900 ft thick in the central part of the Basin
northwest of the Bailey Fault and is exposed in the Las Posas Hills to the north (Figure 3.1-08).

= Lower Pleistocene Santa Barbara Formation consisting of marine sandstone, siltstone,
mudstone, and shale of ~20 to 30 ft thickness exclusively on the western end of the Basin,
pinching out to the east (Boyle, 1987, MWH 2013).

=  Upper Miocene Undifferentiated Sedimentary Rocks derived from marine, terrestrial and
volcanic consolidated sediments, consisting of mudstones, siltstones, sandstones, and
conglomerates, previously identified as the Santa Margarita Formation (Bailey, 1969; Boyle,
1987; USBR, 1978), and the Upper Topanga and/or detrital volcanic sediments of Lindero
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Canyon (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 1990; 1992) of variable thickness up to 300 ft. These deposits
are mostly present southeast of the Bailey Fault, pinching out toward the east, and can contain
thin basaltic lava flows (Boyle, 1987). Some small exposures are present in the northeastern
portion of the Basin (Figure 3.1-08).

= Miocene Conejo volcanics and intrusive igneous rocks, forming a basement of predominantly
andesitic-basaltic flows and breccias of over 13,000 ft in thickness (Boyle, 1987). The Conejo
volcanics are exposed to the south and east (Figure 3.1-08).

The classification approach for the stratigraphic relationships shown on Figure 3.1-09 is based largely on
hydrogeologic characteristics, and the corresponding geologic units, and HSUs are presented along with
the numerical groundwater model layers (Appendix G). Other researchers have divided these deposits in
different ways, based on geomorphological or other characteristics (e.g., Mukae and Turner, 1975;
Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 1990, 1992; Hanson et al., 2003; UWCD, 2018). For example, Figure 3.1-08
shows the surficial geology mapped by Dibblee and Ehrenspeck (1990, 1992) and the geologic units are
classified based on lithology and relative age, unique from their hydrogeologic characteristics.

An important distinction for the stratigraphy based on review of previous studies is the identification of
the Fox Canyon unit on the southeast side of the Bailey Fault. The presence of seashells (indicative of
the Fox Canyon Aquifer in neighboring groundwater Basins) and sandy units from lithologic and electric-
log signatures observed on the southeast side of Bailey Fault, in addition to interpretations presented by
Mukae and Turner (1975) and USBR (1978) cross sections (depicting the Fox Canyon Aquifer present on
both sides of the Bailey Fault) provided the key evidence to include this interpretation in the HCM. In
addition, the Las Posas Sand (QTlp; interpreted to be indicative of the Fox Canyon unit) is shown on the
surface geology map (Figure 3.1-08) to crop out on the land surface along the northern boundary of the
Basin, on both sides of the Bailey Fault. The thickness of the Basin deposits decreases considerably in
the eastern half of the Basin, with less evidence of the Saugus and San Pedro formations, and shows
recent alluvial and terrace deposits lying unconformably either on the upper Miocene Undifferentiated
Sedimentary Rocks or the Conejo volcanics (MWH, 2013).

Two cross sections were created to show the variation in topography, alluvium thickness, HSUs, and
bedrock elevations within the ASRVGB: 1) A-A’, oriented north-south across the Bailey Fault in the
western half of the Basin (Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10a), and 2) B-B’, oriented east-west across the Bailey
Fault and the length of the Basin (Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10b). Figure 3.1-08 shows the locations of these
cross-sections in relation to the surface geology, faults (from Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 1990, 1992), and
surface water features. The location of select wells used to refine the stratigraphy within the ASRVGB
are also shown on each cross section inset map.

3.1.2.2 Soil Characteristics [8354.14 (d)(3)]

Figure 3.1-11 presents the soil hydrologic group map based on the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey Geographic Database (USDA,
2020). The soil hydrologic group is an assessment of soil infiltration rates that is determined by the
water-transmitting properties of the soil, including the hydraulic conductivity and percentage of clays in
the soil, relative to sands and gravels. Soils are assigned to one of the following four groups according to
the rate of water infiltration when the soils are not protected by vegetation, are saturated, and receive
precipitation from long-duration storms.
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=  Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential); consisting of deep, well-
drained to excessively drained sands or gravelly sands.

=  Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate; consisting of moderately deep or deep,
moderately well-drained or well-drained soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately
coarse texture.

= Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate; consisting of soils having a layer that impedes the
downward movement of water or soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture.

= Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential); consisting of clays that
have a high shrink-swell potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or
clay layer at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.

In general, the group correlates with the hydraulic conductivity of the underlying geologic units, with the
higher soil hydraulic conductivity zones (Group A) corresponding to alluvium along past and active
channels or to sandstone-dominated bedrock formations and some stream terrace deposits (Group B),
and the lower soil hydraulic conductivity zones corresponding to the colluvium and older alluvial
deposits (Group C) and siltstone/shale-dominated bedrock formations (Groups C and D).

Figure 3.1-11 shows that soils within the ASRVGB primarily consist of Group A soils in the central part of
the Basin, which consist of deep, well-drained to excessively drained sands or gravelly sands of a high
infiltration rate. This area exhibits the lowest runoff potential and the highest infiltration rate. Patches
of Group B soils occur in the south-central part of the Basin and along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo
Creek channels, which consists of moderately deep or deep, moderately well-drained or well-drained
soils of moderately fine to fine texture. Infiltration rates are moderate. Group C soil predominately
occurs in the northern portion of the Basin and along the southern Basin perimeter, consisting of soils of
moderate fine to fine texture with slow infiltration rates. Group D soils mainly occur in smaller isolated
patches in the northwest portion of the Basin and along the Conejo volcanic outcrops south of the Basin
boundary. These soils have a very low infiltration rate.

3.1.3 Principal Aquifers and Aquitards [8354.14(b)(4)(A)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
(A) Formation names, if defined.

Bulletin 118 defines a “groundwater basin” as an alluvial aquifer or a stacked series of alluvial aquifers
with reasonably well-defined boundaries in a lateral direction and a definable bottom. Rock or
sediments with very low permeability or a geologic structure such as a fault act as lateral basin
boundaries that significantly impede groundwater flow. Bottom boundaries include rock or sediments of
very low permeability if no alluvial aquifers occur below those sediments within the basin (DWR, 2016a).

Bulletin 118 defines an “aquifer” as a body of rock or sediment that yields significant or economic
amounts of groundwater to wells or springs. The GSP Emergency Regulations define a “Principal
Aquifer” as aquifers or aquifer systems that store, transmit, and yield significant or economic quantities
of groundwater to wells, springs, or surface water systems.
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Previous studies state that the ASRVGB is comprised of a single unconfined aquifer system (MWH, 2013)
but have separated the water-bearing formations into four groups: 1) alluvium and terrace deposits, 2)
Saugus and San Pedro Formations, 3) Santa Margarita Formation, and 4) Conejo volcanics (Boyle, 1987,
1997; Camrosa, 2010; MWH, 2013).

Six distinct HSUs were developed for the HCM and numerical groundwater model and consist of five
layers of sedimentary units and the sixth bottom layer representing the bedrock basement (Figure 3.1-
09). The six HSUs primarily pertain to the western half of the Basin (see Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10b),
where the Basin is generally greater than ~700 ft thick. Electrical-log signatures which indicated the
lithology is either mostly fine-grained (i.e., silt and clay) or coarse-grained (i.e., sand and gravel) were
correlated with the lithologic logs and well screen information to delineate the layer elevations and
primary aquifers. The HSUs are less distinct in the east, and the aquifer behaves as one hydraulically
connected system in this region. The HSU layers for the western half of the Basin can be observed in the
cross sections (Figures 3.1-10a and 3.1-10b), and are summarized below:

1. Layer 1 is assigned to the recent alluvium for the Basin. Shallow groundwater is present in this
layer in the vicinity of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek and is sourced primarily from
wastewater flows (discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP) and urban runoff from Conejo Valley
in the Arroyo Conejo where the creek enters the Basin; however, this layer is not a
groundwater-producing zone (see Section 3.1.3.2).

2. Layer 2 is assigned to the older alluvium and finer-grained units observed for the upper
Saugus/San Pedro Formations and forms a semi-confining unit between the recent alluvium
(layer 1) and an upper groundwater-producing zone (layer 3).

3. Llayer 3 is assigned to the coarse-grained units and associated screened intervals observed in the
Saugus/San Pedro Formations that constitute an upper groundwater-producing zone.

4. Layer 4 is assigned to a thick fine-grained semi-confining unit observed between the upper
(layer 3) and lower (layer 5) groundwater-producing zones.

5. Layer 5 is assigned to the Fox Canyon Aquifer (base of the Saugus/San Pedro Formation) and
includes the underlying Upper Miocene Undifferentiated Sedimentary Rocks (present primarily
on the southeast side of the Bailey Fault), that constitute a lower groundwater-producing zone.

6. Layer 6 is assigned to the Conejo volcanics that underlies the Basin.

The eastern half of the Basin (see Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10b) has less detail from lithologic logs and
electrical logs compared to the western half of the Basin. The eastern half of the Basin does not show
the same distinct hydrostratigraphy as the western half, primarily due to the reduced thickness and
pinching out of the more prominent alternating fine- and coarse-grained layers observed in the western
half. The eastern half of the Basin is generally characterized by a thin recent alluvium deposited on finer-
grained units directly overlying either the Miocene Undifferentiated Sedimentary Rocks or the Conejo
volcanics. Much of the groundwater production from the Basin appears to be from the Saugus and/or
San Pedro Formations (which is interpreted to include the Fox Canyon Aquifer at the base of the
Formation both northwest and southeast of the Bailey Fault), and the Miocene Undifferentiated
Sedimentary Rocks (also known as the Santa Margarita and other Formations [see Section 3.1.2.1], i.e,,
Layers 3 and 5 described above). The underlying Conejo volcanics produce water to a limited number of
wells within the eastern half and along the southern edges of the Basin.
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Review of previous studies along with the interpretation of lithologic logs, electrical-logs, and well
screen information supports the identification of upper (HSU layer 3, Saugus/San Pedro formation) and
lower (HSU layer 5, basal Saugus/San Pedro formation and/or Fox Canyon and Miocene Undifferentiated
Sedimentary Rocks) groundwater-producing zones separated by semi-confining low-permeability units
(Appendix G), particularly in the western half of the Basin (see Figures 3.1-08, 3.1-10a, and 3.1-10b)
where the maximum Basin thickness is generally greater than ~700 ft. However, available water quality
data, namely nitrate, indicates there is hydraulic communication between the upper and lower
groundwater-producing zones in at least some portions of the Basin. For this reason, the GSP treats the
upper and lower groundwater-producing zones as a single principal aquifer for purposes of sustainable
groundwater management in this initial GSP. The need for separating the upper and lower groundwater-
producing zones into distinct principal aquifers for the purposes of sustainable groundwater
management will be revisited when additional groundwater level data for each groundwater-producing
zone is available after the completion of the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project
(Section 6.2).

As can be seen on cross section A-A’ (Figure 3.1-10a), the younger Holocene-age alluvium (Layer 1, up to
~200 ft thick) overlies the older Pleistocene-age Saugus and San Pedro Formations (Layers 2 through 5,
~50 to 400’ thick each), which includes the Fox Canyon Aquifer and the Miocene Undifferentiated
Sedimentary Rocks on the southeast side of the Bailey Fault. The bottom of the Basin (Miocene Conejo
Volcanic Bedrock) is shown as the contact between the bottom of Layer 5 and top of Layer 6. The layer
thicknesses are variable, but generally increase toward the center of the Basin and are summarized by
geologic formation in Section 3.1.2.1. Cross section B-B’ (Figure 3.1-10b) crosses the entire length of the
Basin. As shown in the cross section, the layering is consistent with cross section A-A’ (Figure 3.1-10a) in
the western half of the Basin. The thickness of the Basin fill is shown to decrease gradually toward the
east where it pinches out at the bedrock. The depth to bedrock decreases sharply at the western end of
the cross section (from ~1,200 ft to ~400 ft deep), where the ASRVGB boundary is located.

The hydrostratigraphy southeast of the Bailey Fault has previously been considered to be completely
separate from the northwest (Boyle, 1997); however, the Fox Canyon Aquifer is interpreted to be
present on the east side of the fault (Mukae and Turner, 1975; USBR, 1978), and there are some
lithologic logs with clean sand intervals and seashells (indicative of the Fox Canyon Aquifer) described
for the lower groundwater-producing zone on the southeast of the Bailey Fault. There are also
alternating thick beds of fine-grained and coarse-grained materials observed in well logs and electrical
logs southeast of the Bailey Fault, similar to logs west of the Fault. In addition, the Las Posas Sand (QTlp;
interpreted to be indicative of the Fox Canyon Aquifer unit) is shown on the surface geology map (Figure
3.1-06) to crop out on the land surface along the northern boundary of the Basin, on both sides of the
Bailey Fault. The eastern half of the Basin is characterized by less agricultural land use and more urban
land use. In addition, there are notable stratigraphic changes, and the alluvial thickness decreases
substantially to the east as it pinches out toward the easternmost boundary. The stratigraphy in the east
does not exhibit the same layering that is observed in the well logs and electrical logs of the western
portions of the Basin, where the alluvial thickness is generally greater than ~700 ft and there are
alternating deposits of fine-grained and coarse-grained materials; the basin-fill sediments to the east are
mostly fine grained.
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3.1.3.1 Physical Properties of the Aquifers and Aquitards

3.1.3.1.1 Basin Boundary (Vertical and Lateral Extent of Basin)
[§354.14(b)(2),(b)(3),(b)(4)(B)]

§ 354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(2) Lateral basin boundaries, including major geologic features that significantly affect groundwater
flow.
(3) The definable bottom of the basin.

The original Basin boundary of the ASRVGB was defined in the DWR Bulletin 118 (2003). The boundary
was modified in 2018 to incorporate additional wells located outside the current basin boundary and to
improve the alignment with geologic conditions that define the southern and eastern edge of the Basin
(Stantec, 2018). The boundary modification was approved by DWR in 2019 (DWR, 2019). Figure 3.1-01
shows the ASRVGB (DWR Basin No. 4-007, Bulletin 118) in relation to the adjacent DWR groundwater
basins and hills.

The ASRVGB is within the west-east trending elliptically shaped Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley, laterally
bounded by the Simi Fault Zone to the north and bedrock outcrops in the Conejo Hills to the south and
east. The western Basin boundary is shared with the Pleasant Valley and is characterized by a north-
trending ridge of the Conejo volcanics (see Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10a), which forms a relatively shallow
subsurface saddle-like structure constricting the alluvium. The Fox Canyon and San Pedro Formations in
the ASRVGB and Pleasant Valley Basin both thin toward the western boundary of the ASRVGB; however,
there is still interpreted to be a hydraulic connection between the two Basins through these units.

The ASRVGB boundary crosses streamflow entry points for the Arroyo Conejo to the south and the
Arroyo Santa Rosa to the east, and the Basin boundary also crosses a streamflow exit point for the
Conejo Creek at the western boundary.

The bottom of the Basin is generally defined as the Conejo volcanics (see Section 3.1.2.1). The Basin
bottom forms a trough shape that has been folded and faulted extensively, oriented west-east along the
axis of the Santa Rosa Syncline and has been defined using well logs and interpretations of cross sections
from previous studies (Mukae and Turner, 1975; Boyle, 1987; MWH, 2013; Stantec, 2018). The depth to
bedrock ranges from zero at the bedrock outcrops to the south and east to over ~1,000 ft in the western
portion of the Basin where the elevation of the top of bedrock has been interpreted to be less than -900
ft amsl (Figure 3.1-12). The Basin thickness coincides with the depth to bedrock with thicknesses ranging
from zero to over ~1,000 ft (Figure 3.1-13).

The Basin is hydraulically bounded by the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone to the north and the Conejo
volcanics to the south and southeast. The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone runs generally parallel to the crest
of the Las Posas Hills and is a regional subvertical reverse fault system which acts as a barrier between
the ASRVGB and the Las Posas Valley Basin to the north (Figures 3.1-08 and 3.1-10a). A small amount of
mountain-front recharge from the Las Posas Hills is conceptualized to flow into the Basin from the north
(See Appendix G). The Conejo Hills to the south and southeast are composed of the massive, relatively
impermeable Conejo volcanics, which separates the ASRVGB from the Conejo Basin to the south and the
Tierra Rejada Basin to the east (See Figures 3.1-01 and 3.1-08). Although some groundwater is extracted
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from the Conejo volcanics in the southern and eastern portions of the Basin (likely through fractures),
the formation is not considered a principal aquifer and is conceptualized as a barrier to vertical
groundwater flow; however, the southern and eastern boundaries of the Basin are interpreted to have
groundwater inflow to the Basin, conceptualized as fracture flow through the Conejo volcanics (See
Appendix G).

3.1.3.1.2 Groundwater Flow Barriers [8354.14(b)(4)(C)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
(C) Structural properties of the basin that restrict groundwater flow within the principal aquifers,
including information regarding stratigraphic changes, truncation of units, or other features.

In the western half of the Basin, the principal aquifer is hydraulically divided into two areas by the Bailey
Fault (Figure 3.1-08). The Bailey Fault creates a partial hydraulic separation between the northwestern
third of the Basin from the rest of the Basin, and differences in both groundwater levels and water
quality data across the fault support the hydraulic separation (Mukae and Turner, 1975; Boyle, 1987;
MWH 2013). Hydraulic head differences of ~60-80 ft have been observed across the Bailey Fault during
high groundwater level conditions (Boyle, 1997; MWH, 2013), and differences in water chemistry data
(primarily nitrate and total dissolved solids [TDS]) are also observed (Figure 3.1-14). Hydraulic head
differences across the Bailey Fault are less apparent during low groundwater level conditions (Stantec,
2018).

As discussed in Section 3.1.3, the hydrostratigraphy within the Basin changes from west to east, where
the separation between an upper and lower groundwater-producing zone is less apparent (see Figure
3.1-10b). Boyle (1997) identifies a zone of low permeability where historical groundwater level
fluctuations occur independently from the western part of the Basin. In particular, to the east,
groundwater levels are observed to increase during the early to late 1990s, while groundwater levels in
the west remained relatively stable (Figure 3.1-15). There is also a period in early 2018 when
groundwater levels rapidly declined in the east by ~50 ft, but the same decline was not observed in the
west, suggesting a hydraulic separation.

3.1.3.1.3 Hydraulic Properties [§354.14(b)(4)(B)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
(B) Physical properties of aquifers and aquitards, including the vertical and lateral extent, hydraulic
conductivity, and storativity, which may be based on existing technical studies or other best
available information.

Holocene, Pleistocene, and Miocene units comprise the single principal aquifer in the ASRVGB. There is a
high degree of variability in the permeability of units throughout the vertical extent of the Basin. The
variable properties combined with the depth and lateral extent of the productive units and variable

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 40



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

groundwater levels has a significant impact on groundwater flow and productivity in different areas
within the ASRVGB and at different times.

The ability of an aquifer to transmit and store water is characterized by aquifer parameters, including
hydraulic conductivity, transmissivity, specific yield, and storativity. Hydraulic conductivity is a measure
of an aquifer’s capacity to transmit water. It is defined as rate of flow under a unit hydraulic gradient
through a unit cross-sectional area of an aquifer.

Aquifer transmissivity is the rate of flow under a unit hydraulic gradient through a unit width of aquifer
of given saturated thickness. It is the product of the hydraulic conductivity and aquifer thickness. More
transmissive aquifers produce groundwater at higher rates to wells.

Storativity is a dimensionless measure of a volume of water that is discharged from an aquifer, per unit
area of the aquifer, per unit reduction in hydraulic head. In an unconfined aquifer, the small effect of
rock and fluid compressibilities is neglected, and therefore storativity is essentially equivalent to specific
yield. Specific yield is the volume of water that will drain under the force of gravity from unit bulk
volume of the aquifer. The most reliable estimates of these parameters are obtained through long-term
controlled aquifer or pumping tests (greater than 24 hours) with groundwater level monitoring in
nearby non-pumping wells. Estimates may also be obtained through short-term pumping tests and
literature values based on soil types and well driller logs.

Within the ASRVGB, limited data is available for estimates of transmissivity and most of the data used to
estimate the transmissivity has been derived from specific capacity measurements (specific capacities
converted to transmissivity using a conversion factor of 2,000 gallons per day/gallons per minute
[gpd/gpm] corresponding to confined aquifers, based on Driscoll [1986]). The lower groundwater-
producing zone on either side of the Bailey Fault has previously been identified to be confined (Mukae
and Turner, 1975); however, it is considered to be semi-confined due to the discontinuity of the clay
layers separating the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones. Figure 3.1-16 shows the location
and range in values of transmissivity estimates from driller’s logs and previous studies. Specific
capacities of wells completed within the Saugus Formation (including the upper and lower groundwater-
producing zones) range from ~2 to 100 gallons per minute per foot [gpm/ft] (Boyle, 1987). In addition,
Boyle (1987) conducted a pump test within the upper groundwater-producing zone and estimated a
transmissivity of ~4,000 gpd/ft (~3 gpm/ft). A pump efficiency test for a well completed within the upper
groundwater-producing zone on the southeast side of the Bailey Fault (02N20W24Q03S, Santa Rosa
Mutual Well #10) indicated a specific capacity of 18.7 gpm/ft (Boyle, 1987). Specific capacities for wells
completed within the lower groundwater-producing zone the southeast side of Bailey Fault (i.e.,
Undifferentiated Miocene Sedimentary Rocks) ranged from 3 to 75 gpm/ft (Boyle, 1987). Additional
review of available well logs indicated a specific capacity of 1.5 gpm/ft for the upper and lower
groundwater-producing zones on the northwest side of the Bailey Fault, and 4.5 to 47 gpm/ft for the
lower groundwater-producing zone on the southeast side; 1 to 13.5 gpm/ft was shown on well logs for
bedrock wells in the southeast.

The transmissivity estimates from aquifer and specific capacity tests, and previous studies were used to
derive preliminary estimates of hydraulic conductivities for the numerical groundwater model.
Horizontal hydraulic conductivities derived from a previous version of a numerical groundwater model
ranged from less than 1 ft/day to 50 ft/day, generally increasing toward the center of the Basin (MWH,
2013). Figure 3.1-17 shows the vertically averaged hydraulic conductivity derived from the numerical
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model for the Basin. Additional details on the calibration methodology for the numerical model are
presented in Appendix G.

Storage parameters have not been estimated for ASRVGB; however, the specific yield was calibrated to
values ranging 0.06 to 0.15 in the previous version of the groundwater model (MWH, 2103). Starting
values for the specific yield and specific storage were estimated based on representative values
obtained from literature (Morris and Johnson, 1967; Domenico, 1972). The final calibrated storage
parameters ranged from 0.1 to 0.2 for the specific yield in the unconfined areas of the numerical model
(primarily layers 1 and 2) and for the confined areas of the model the specific storage ranged from 10
to 2 X 10 per foot (see Appendix G for additional details).

3.1.3.2 Groundwater Recharge and Discharge Areas [8354.14(d)(4)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict the following:
(4) Delineation of existing recharge areas that substantially contribute to the replenishment of the basin,
potential recharge areas, and discharge areas, including significant active springs, seeps, and wetlands
within or adjacent to the basin.

The primary sources of groundwater for the ASRVGB are inflow from the Conejo volcanics from the
south and east and streamflow percolation. Secondary sources of groundwater for the Basin are from
irrigation return flows, urban land use return flows (applied water, septic systems, and distribution
losses), underflow from the Pleasant Valley, and infiltration from precipitation. The delineation of
recharge and discharge areas are shown on Figure 3.1-18.

As noted in Section 3.1.1.2, there are no mapped seeps or springs within the ASRVGB (USGS National
Hydrography Dataset, 2021). Temporary seeps and springs outside of the Basin have been observed in
the Conejo Hills following precipitation events, but these are not considered significant. Conceptually,
the temporary seeps and springs are expected to infiltrate back into the subsurface and contribute to
the inflow from the Conejo volcanics along the south and east of the Basin (Figure 3.1-18). The inflow
from the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is conceptualized as a deep source of subsurface recharge to the
Basin via fracture-flow, which is evidenced by higher groundwater levels observed in wells completed in
the bedrock to the east in areas where the bedrock is very shallow or at the land surface.

Recharge of return flows from irrigation occurs in the areas of the Basin with agricultural land use
(Figure 3.1-18). However, owing to the generally semi-confined aquifer conditions, groundwater
recharge throughout the basin in response to infiltration of precipitation is not spatially uniform.
Primarily in the western half of the Basin northwest of the Bailey Fault (in the FCGMA management
area), the Upper San Pedro Formation (HSU layer 2 of the HCM) acts as an aquitard, limiting downward
flow through alluvium into the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones (HSU layers 3 and 5 of
the HCM). The upper and lower groundwater-producing zones are unconfined where they crop out in
the Las Posas Hills along the northern boundary of the ASRVGB (Turner, 1975); therefore, these
outcrops can receive direct recharge from precipitation (Figure 3.1-18). In addition, direct recharge from
precipitation likely occurs in the eastern half of the Basin, as evidenced by water levels responding to
precipitation (see well 02N19W20L01S on Figure 3.1-15).

The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are generally reported as a net losing stream system (Boyle, 1987;
MWH, 2013) and there are likely gaining and losing sections along the stream; however, a comparison of
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baseflows measured at the Basin inflow of the Arroyo Conejo Confluence Fume and the Basin outflow of
the Conejo Creek at gage 800 show small differences indicating small net losses (Figures 3.1-05 and 3.1-
06). Numerical modeling indicates an average of ~762 AFY (~1 cfs) of streamflow discharges to the
groundwater along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek (see Section 3.2.6 and Appendix G), and
although this amount is small compared to the overall streamflow, it is an important component of
inflow for the groundwater system. To the east, Arroyo Santa Rosa and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary
are ephemeral and have rapid infiltration rates (Prichard, pers. comm., 2022a). Stormflows from the
Arroyo Santa Rosa and Santa Rosa Tributary streams (Figure 3.1-17) are interpreted to infiltrate rapidly;
and, due to the absence of baseflows, groundwater is not believed to discharge to these streambeds.
Groundwater levels southeast of the Bailey Fault are generally higher (due to vertical stratification
observed in the principal aquifer). During high groundwater level conditions, shallow groundwater
discharge to Conejo Creek may increase in the southwestern part of the Basin, and during low
groundwater level conditions, discharge to the shallow groundwater may increase along sections of the
Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek (MWH, 2013). A net surface water discharge to the groundwater (net
losing streamflow conditions) is expected during typical conditions based on the differences in
baseflows between Basin inflow of the Arroyo Conejo at the Confluence Flume and the Basin outflow of
the Conejo Creek at gage 800, and numerical modeling results (see Section 3.2.6 and Appendix G).
Where applicable, recharge to groundwater occurs through the return flows from applied waters in
urban areas, septic system leachate, and water distribution system losses (Figure 3.1-18).

The primary groundwater discharge area for the Basin (other than via extraction wells) is in the
southwest area before the Conejo Creek exits at the western boundary; however, discharge rates are
very small (<5%) compared to the overall inflow (see Section 3.3.1.3). Underflow to Pleasant Valley Basin
is represented in the numerical model during high groundwater level conditions but is a very minor
component (<1% of the total inflows) of the groundwater budget for the Basin (see Section 3.3.3.3).

3.1.3.3 Water Quality [§354.14(b)(4)(D)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
(D) General water quality of the principal aquifers, which may be based on information derived
from existing technical studies or regulatory programs.

Available groundwater quality data and existing technical studies were reviewed to understand the
spatial and temporal trends in key groundwater quality indicator constituents (consistent with
groundwater quality objectives in the Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan [RWQCB-LA, 2019]), such as
nitrate, TDS, sulfate, and chloride in the upper and lower groundwater-producing zones of the ASRVGB.
Boyle (1987) described the groundwater quality in the Basin as calcium bicarbonate in character, with
water quality concentrations typically better in the deeper aquifers. Previous studies and investigations
indicate that elevated nitrate and TDS concentrations have been observed in the Basin for several
decades (USBR, 1978; Boyle, 1987; Boyle, 1997, MWH, 2013). In 2007, FCGMA developed best
management objectives in the ASRVGB for nitrate and chloride (based on the RWQCB Water Quality
Objectives[WQOs]) for two Camrosa production wells in the western half of the Basin, southeast of the
Bailey Fault (FCGMA, 2007). Elevated TDS and nitrate concentrations are known to be influenced by a
combination of factors: agricultural operations, septic system discharges, effluent from the Hill Canyon
WWTP, and mineral dissolution (Boyle, 1987; Boyle, 1997; MWH, 2013). There is no known relationship
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between degraded water quality and groundwater levels or pumping operations within the Basin. The
contaminant TCP has also been recently detected within the ASRVGB. The state of California considers
TCP to be a regulated contaminant that must be monitored, with a MCL of 5 parts per trillion (ppt).
Recently within the ASRVGB, TCP has impacted Camrosa WD production wells at levels above the MCL
and is further discussed below.

Historical water quality data collected from groundwater wells in the Basin were available from the
1950s through 2020, and Camrosa WD has been collecting and reporting water quality data since 1990.
Groundwater quality data are available from wells screened in the upper and lower groundwater-
producing zones in ASRVGB, both northwest and southeast of the Bailey Fault. Maps of recent (2020)
concentrations of the key indicator constituents and time-series graphs of historical concentrations
detected at selected wells compared to the groundwater quality objectives (WQOs, “allowable limits or
levels of water quality constituents or characteristics...established for the reasonable protection of
beneficial uses of water or the prevention of nuisance within a specific area”) are shown on Figures 3.1-
19 through 3.1-27.

Nitrate

Nitrate (NOs as Nitrogen, N) concentrations for 2020 are shown spatially on Figure 3.1-19. Wells with
nitrate concentrations higher than the WQO (10 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) are shown as red symbols.
Elevated nitrate concentrations can be seen across the entire Basin; however, the highest
concentrations are observed in the southern portion of the Basin (e.g., wells 02N19W20L01S,
02N19W19P02S, 02N20W23R01S, and 02N20W26C02S) with exception to well 02N20W23G03S, which
is located on the northwest side of Bailey Fault. Possible additional evidence of the Bailey Fault acting as
a barrier to flow can be seen with the contrast in concentrations between two closely spaced wells
across the Fault (i.e., well 02N20W23R01S vs. 02N20W23K01S); however, high nitrate concentrations
are also observed northwest of the Bailey Fault in the lower groundwater-producing zone well
02N20W23GO03S (Figure 3.1-19). Nitrate concentrations within the bedrock are low as can been seen in
well 02N19W20MO04S. Available historical data for all wells within the ASRVGB from 2000-2020 are
shown on Figure 3.1-20. Nitrate concentrations range from 1.9 mg/L to 28.9 mg/L and appear to be
relatively stable for most of the wells; however, downward trends are observed for the Camrosa WD’s
Conejo wells (02N20W25C025/04S/055/06S). The historical data also shows that nitrate concentrations
observed in the upper groundwater-producing zone are overall higher in comparison to the lower
groundwater-producing zone; however, some lower groundwater-producing zone wells are still
exceeding the WQO (Figure 3.1-19). In general, the presence of elevated nitrate at depth indicates
hydraulic connection between the surface (nitrate sources being primarily associated with above ground
anthropogenic activity) and the deeper portions of the ASRVGB. Nitrogen pathways into the deeper
subsurface could include areas where the vertical stratification is absent (along the basin edges and to
the east) allowing for migration and movement towards groundwater production centers; however,
there is no causal relationship apparent between groundwater pumping and increased nitrate
concentrations within the Basin. Improperly sealed/capped or abandoned wells may also act as conduits
for nitrate migration into the deep subsurface.

Camrosa WD currently chlorinates and blends raw well water with State Water Project imported water
in order to meet drinking water standards, and desalination has been considered as a future treatment
option (Camrosa, 2021).
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Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)

TDS concentrations for 2020 are shown spatially on Figure 3.1-21. Wells with TDS concentrations higher
than the WQO (900 mg/L) are shown as red symbols. Similar to nitrate concentrations, elevated TDS
concentrations are observed across the entire Basin, and the highest concentrations are in the
southwestern areas of the Basin (e.g., wells 02N19W20L01S, 02N20W23R01S, and 02N20W26C02S). TDS
concentrations are also generally lower on the northwest side of the Bailey Fault. Available historical
data for all wells within the ASRVGB from 2000-2020 are shown on Figure 3.1-22. TDS concentrations
range from 590 mg/L to 1,220 mg/L and appear to be relatively stable for most of the wells. Recent TDS
concentrations are observed to be generally lower in comparison to the past decade for the Camrosa
Conejo wells (02N20W25C02S/045/055/06S). The historical data also shows that TDS concentrations
observed in the upper groundwater-producing zone are overall higher in comparison to the lower
groundwater-producing zone; however, some lower groundwater-producing zone wells are still
exceeding the WQO.

Chloride

Chloride concentrations for 2020 are shown spatially on Figure 3.1-23. Wells with chloride
concentrations higher than the WQO (150 mg/L) are shown as red symbols. Elevated chloride
concentrations are observed across the entire Basin but are intermittent and the highest concentrations
are in the southwestern area of the Basin (e.g., wells 02N20W23R01S and 02N20W26C02S), similar to
TDS. Available historical data for all wells within the ASRVGB from 2000-2020 are shown on Figure 3.1-
24. Chloride concentrations range from 72 mg/L to 211 mg/L and overall, chloride concentrations
appear to be relatively stable for most of the wells. Recent chloride concentrations are observed to be
declining for the wells with the highest concentrations mentioned above. Chloride concentrations are
generally lower in the bedrock and lower groundwater-producing zone wells in comparison to the upper
groundwater-producing zone wells, and currently only upper groundwater-producing zone wells are
exceeding the WQO.

Sulfate

Sulfate concentrations for 2020 are shown spatially on Figure 3.1-25. Currently there are no wells with
sulfate concentrations higher than the WQO (300 mg/L). Similar to TDS and chloride concentrations, the
highest concentrations are in the southwestern area of the Basin (e.g., wells 02N20W23R01S and
02N20W26C02S). Sulfate concentrations are also generally lower on the northwest side of the Bailey
Fault. Available historical data for all wells within the ASRVGB from 2000-2020 are shown on Figure 3.1-
26. Sulfate concentrations range from 73 mg/L to 252 mg/L and appear to be relatively stable for most
of the wells. The historical data also shows that Sulfate concentrations observed in the upper
groundwater-producing zone wells are overall higher in comparison to the lower groundwater-
producing zone and Bedrock wells.

1,2,3-Trichloropropane (TCP)

The constituent TCP is a synthetic organic compound that was an impurity in certain soil fumigants used
in agriculture. In 2018, the SWRCB released a new MCL for TCP of 5 ppt. TCP has been detected in
Camrosa WD’s pumping wells, and currently four extraction wells are offline due to high concentrations
exceeding the MCL (Camrosa, 2021). Maximum TCP concentrations for Camrosa wells sampled during
2018 and 2019 are shown on Figure 3.1-27. Due to the very low MCL for TCP, blending has proven to be
unsuccessful, and a granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment plant is currently being constructed for
Camrosa’s production wells and is planned to be completed during 2022 (Camrosa, 2021).
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In addition to TCP, detectable concentrations of ethylene dibromide (EDB), dibromochloropropane
(DBCP), and other pesticides have been observed in the ASRVGB (MWH, 2013) but are currently not an
issue and there are no current regulatory MCLs for drinking water. Another constituent that has been
detected at moderate to relatively high concentrations in the ASRVGB include vanadium (Burton et al.,
2011). Lastly, the recent widespread monitoring and regulation of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS) has impacted the ASRVGB; however, the full impacts are still under evaluation based on future
regulations of the host compounds in consideration.

3.1.3.4 Primary Beneficial Uses [8§354.14(b)(4)I]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
(E) Identification of the primary use or uses of each aquifer, such as domestic, irrigation, or
municipal water supply.

Groundwater uses in the ASRVGB include municipal, agricultural, and domestic. Groundwater
development began in the ASRVGB in the early 1900s primarily for agricultural production. Historically
agriculture was the main user of groundwater until the valley began to urbanize and M&I became a
significant beneficial use (MWH, 2013). There is currently only one domestic well in use (estimated to
extract ~2 AFY), located between Santa Rosa Road and Conejo Creek in the southwest area of the Basin.

Figure 3.1-28 shows the beneficial uses associated with the wells in the ASRVGB and the annual average
amount of pumping. Camrosa WD pumping for M&I and agricultural beneficial uses comprise the largest
extractions southeast of the Bailey Fault, with combined extraction rates up to 4,747 AFY. Northwest of
the Baily Fault, groundwater extractions are for agricultural beneficial uses, regulated by FCGMA. Private
well owners report pumping data on a semi-annual basis to the FCGMA and are subject to allocations
administered by the FCGMA (Camrosa 2021). Combined groundwater extractions northwest of the
Bailey Fault range from 1,034 AFY to 1,676 AFY. For purposes of this GSP, groundwater pumping in areas
where rates are not reported was estimated using methods described in the numerical model (Appendix
G).

Camrosa WD is the largest groundwater user within the ASRVGB. Its service area encompasses the
ASRVGB and portions of neighboring basins. The water district supplies potable water using blended
groundwater and imported water purchased from Calleguas MWD (see Section 3.1.1.2). Potable water is
used for M&I (primarily urban uses) and agricultural beneficial uses. Camrosa WD also provides non-
potable water for agricultural and landscape irrigation through a non-potable distribution system,
independent of the potable system. Non-potable water within the ASRVGB consists of extracted
groundwater, non-potable surface water from Calleguas Creek, and recycled water from the Camrosa
Water Reclamation Facility in the Pleasant Valley Basin (Camrosa, 2021).

Camrosa WD operates eight wells within the ASRVGB, as shown in Figure 3.1-28. In addition to the eight
ASRVGB wells, Camrosa WD operates one well in the Tierra Rejada Basin and three wells in the Pleasant
Valley Basin. None of the Camrosa WD wells are in the FCGMA portion of the ASRVGB. Within the
ASRVGB, five of Camrosa WD’s wells are connected to the potable system and three are connected to
the non-potable system. The total design capacity of the District wells in the ASRVGB is 7,720 AFY
(Camrosa, 2021). However, actual production is much lower than this with an average production of
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2,155 AFY in water years 20-7 - 2021. This lower production is attributed to operational and
groundwater quality constraints and consideration of the Basin sustainability. The Penny Well
(02N19W20MO04S; located in the eastern half of the Basin) returned to service in fiscal years 2016 and
2017, after 20 years of being out of service. However, operations remain limited due to entrained air
that leads to aesthetic impairments (Camrosa, 2021). Section 3.2.4 provides more details on Camrosa
WD’s groundwater quality limitations. Camrosa WD’s pumping in the ASRVGB also significantly varies
from year to year. The lowest annual extraction of 1,924 AF occurred in 1998 and the highest of 3,913
AF occurred in 2013 (Camrosa, 2021).

As described in Section 3.2.7, riparian vegetation present along Conejo Creek is believed to have been
established originally when dry weather surface water flows from the Upper Conejo Watershed began
entering the Basin (principally Hill Canyon Treatment Plant effluent discharges). Similarly, the riparian
vegetation has been sustained by these surface water outflows from the Upper Conejo Watershed. For
these reasons, the riparian vegetation is not considered a beneficial user of groundwater. This is
described more fully in Section 3.2.7.

ASRGSA has considered public trust resources in development of this GSP by considering the impacts to

riparian and aquatic habitats, and by setting minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable
results under SGMA.

3.1.4 Data Gaps and Uncertainty [8354.14(b)(5)]

§354.14 Hydrogeological Conceptual Model.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that includes the
following:
(5) Identification of data gaps and uncertainty within the hydrogeologic conceptual model.

The GSP Emergency Regulations §351 (Definitions) refers to a “data gap” as a lack of information that
significantly affects the understanding of the basin setting or evaluation of the efficacy of Plan
implementation, and could limit the ability to assess whether a basin is being sustainably managed. The
discussion of data gaps and uncertainty within the HCM of ARSVGB is provided below, organized
according to the HCM elements listed in the GSP Emergency Regulations.

Topography [8354.14(d)(1)]

The ground surface elevation for the Basin is based on a 10-meter digital elevation model [DEM]
provided by the USGS (USGS, 2019). The development of the groundwater model streamflow package
revealed a high amount of variability along the streamflow channels within the Basin, which required
adjustments to achieve a stable numerical solution. Surveying the channels would help improve future
versions of the model; however, this is not considered a data gap as the term is defined in the GSP
Emergency Regulations.

Surface Water Bodies [8354.14(d)(5)]

The primary surface water bodies in the ASRVGB are the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek, which are
also a significant source of recharge to and discharge from the Basin (Section 3.1.3.2). Streamflow along
the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek is characterized by spatial variability, with different reaches losing
or gaining to the aquifer (Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.1.3.2). Streamflow is gaged at two locations for the
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Basin, the Confluence Flume where the Arroyo Conejo flows into the Basin and gage 800 where the
Conejo Creek flows out of the Basin.

Numerical modeling (Appendix G) incorporated streamflow data at both gages to assess interconnected
surface water (ISW)/groundwater and estimate depletions for the basin. While the existing streamflow
data and the numerical model were sufficient for GSP planning purposes, additional data coverage
would improve the predictive capabilities of the model. In particular, there is a lack of winter and spring
data at the Confluence gage (data is available for baseflow conditions in summer and fall). Additional
streamflow data in winter and spring would make the modeled estimates of surface-water gains and
losses as well as depletion more robust. Moreover, there is not an active streamflow monitoring gage
within the Basin. Additional streamflow data along Arroyo Conejo and/or Conejo Creek would improve
the understanding and refine the modeling of streamflows and groundwater-surface water interactions
within the ASRVGB, but is not considered a data gap as the term is defined in the GSP Emergency
Regulations.

Imported Water [8§354.14(d)(6)]

No data gaps or significant uncertainties were identified.

Regional Geology and Structural Setting [8354.14(b)(1), (d)(2)]

The HCM incorporates all available lithologic data from ASRVGB groundwater wells and surface geology
and geologic cross-sections from published literature. However, there is sparse geologic/lithologic data
within the ASRVGB. Additional geologic/lithologic data would improve the understanding of geology,
structure, and stratigraphy, but is not considered a data gap as the term is defined in the GSP
Emergency Regulations.

Soil Characteristics [8354.14(d)(3)]

No data gaps or significant uncertainties were identified.

Vertical and Lateral Extent [8354.14(b)(2),(b)(3), (c)]

No significant data gaps or uncertainties were identified.

Groundwater Flow Barriers [8354.14(b)(4)(C) and (c)]

The Bailey Fault has been characterized as a hydraulic barrier to groundwater flow based on
groundwater level and water quality analyses (see Section 3.1.4.1.2); however, there are limited data
available to characterize the barrier’s location, depth, and angle as well as flow conditions across the
fault. Water level measurements from either side of the fault were used to develop and calibrate the
numerical model (Appendix G). However, additional water level data at multiple depths on either side
along with better geologic mapping of the fault would improve the understanding of this flow barrier
and its impact on groundwater conditions on both sides of the Bailey Fault; however, this is not
considered a data gap as the term is defined in the GSP Emergency Regulations.
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Formation Names and Hydraulic Properties [8354.14(b)(4)(A), (b)(4)(B)]

As noted in Section 3.1.3.1, the best available information for hydraulic properties in the ASRVGB is from
specific capacity information from driller’s logs and the use of the calibrated numerical flow model
(Appendix G). Use of model-derived hydraulic property values is considered appropriate and, therefore,
the lack of aquifer tests results is not considered a data gap or uncertainty as those terms are defined in
the GSP Emergency Regulations. Going forward, ASRVGB will work with well owners in the Basin to
conduct aquifer tests when such opportunities arise, such as when new or replacement wells are
constructed.

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge Areas [8354.14(d)(4)]

Groundwater production is the largest outflow from the Basin. Non-FCGMA agricultural pumping was
not available for the Basin. Groundwater levels and calibration are highly dependent on pumping.
Metering production wells within the Basin would allow for more accurate representation of pumping
stresses allowing for more robust model results, but is not considered a data gap as the term is defined
in the GSP Emergency Regulations.

As discussed in Section 3.1.3.2, inflow from the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is conceptualized as a deep
source of subsurface recharge to the Basin via fracture-flow, which is evidenced by higher groundwater
levels observed in wells completed in the bedrock to the east in areas where the bedrock is very shallow
or at the land surface. There is a lack of monitoring wells in the bedrock to the south and east to assess
gradients within the bedrock and between the bedrock and the lower groundwater-producing zones of
the Basin. Additional monitoring wells completed within the bedrock and the lower groundwater-
producing zone will reduce the uncertainty in estimates of bedrock inflows. Wells completed within the
bedrock will be prioritized to be added to the monitoring network as described in the Groundwater
Monitoring Network Enhancement Project (Section 6.2). Additional groundwater quality data could also
aid in assessing the interaction between the Conejo volcanic bedrock and the groundwater production
zones.

Also described in Section 3.1.3.2 is the underflow across the western boundary of the Basin, between
the ASRVGB and the Pleasant Valley. The characterization of this boundary with respect to groundwater
flow direction and gradient, in addition to hydraulic properties of the groundwater-producing zones is
discussed in the HCM, and additional groundwater level data would be needed to verify the
groundwater conditions of this boundary. Based on the calibrated numerical model, the underflow
between ASRVGB and Pleasant Valley is not a significant component of the overall water budget, and
likely does not impact groundwater conditions or sustainability with the ASRVGB; therefore, this is not
considered a data gap or uncertainty as those terms are defined in the GSP Emergency Regulations.

Finally, the numerical model was used to assess gaining and losing segments of the Arroyo Conejo and
Conejo Creek. Limitations of this approach were discussed earlier in the Surface Water Bodies
discussion.

Water Quality [8354.14(b)(4)(D)]

No data gaps or significant uncertainties were identified.

Primary Beneficial Uses [8354.14(b)(4)(E)]

No data gaps or significant uncertainties were identified.
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3.2 Groundwater Conditions [8354.16]

To facilitate discussion within the GSP, the Basin has been subdivided into two areas, the western half
and eastern half. In addition, a key hydraulic feature within the Basin is the Bailey Fault, which acts as a
relative barrier to flow, separating the northwestern third of the Basin from the rest of the Basin.

3.2.1 Groundwater Elevations [§354.16(a)]

3.2.1.1 Groundwater Elevation Contours [§354.16(a)(1)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(a) Groundwater elevation data demonstrating flow directions, lateral and vertical gradients, and regional
pumping patterns, including:
(1) Groundwater elevation contour maps depicting the groundwater table or potentiometric surface
associated with the current seasonal high and seasonal low for each principal aquifer within the
basin.

Simulated groundwater levels are used to generate the groundwater elevation contours herein this
section due to the lack of observed groundwater level data and ability to interpolate groundwater
elevation contours for the various HSUs. The numerical groundwater model was calibrated to available
observed groundwater elevations, which are provided on the contour maps for reference and
differences between modeled and observed groundwater levels are discussed in further detail in
Appendix G.

The current seasonal high and low groundwater level contours along with available observed
groundwater elevation data within ~1-2 months are represented on Figures 3.2-01a and b and 3.2-02a
and b, respectively, which depict wet (e.g., February 2017) and dry (e.g., November 2015) seasons for
the Basin upper and lower groundwater-producing zones. A discussion of the differences between
modeled and observed groundwater levels is provided in the model documentation (Appendix G).
Groundwater level data from water years 2017 and 2015 were selected to represent the current
seasonal high and low groundwater conditions, respectively, because groundwater level data after 2018
were affected by certain Camrosa pumping wells being offline, which produced biased high levels not
representative of typical Basin conditions. Limited observed groundwater level data are available for the
upper groundwater-producing zone. Groundwater generally flows from the east to west in the ASRVGB,
following the surface drainage and the topographic gradient of the Basin, with localized depressions
caused by extraction wells and localized highs in recharge areas. Groundwater level elevations span
from highs of ~500 ft amsl in the eastern half of the Basin to lows of ~40 ft amsl in the western-central
part of the Basin (northwest of the Bailey Fault in the FCGMA management area; see Section 3.4).
Observed groundwater levels are highest in the eastern half, near the Arroyo Santa Rosa channel in well
02N19W20MO04S; however, the highest groundwater levels are modeled to be in the Conejo volcanics to
the northeast and east (see Section 3.2.1.2 below). The higher groundwater levels in well
02N19W20MO04S, which is located near the drainage channel of the Arroyo Santa Rosa and partially
screened into bedrock, are interpreted to represent the groundwater from the Conejo volcanics from
the east and northeast. Observed groundwater elevations are similar in the drainage area for the Arroyo
Santa Rosa Tributary to the south (i.e., at well 02N19W20L01S). The lowest groundwater levels are
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observed in the FCGMA management area at well 02N20W23G04S and the lowest modeled
groundwater levels are nearby, primarily due to a localized pumping depression. As described in the
HCM (Section 3.1), groundwater levels are consistently higher on the southeast side of the Bailey Fault
(in the ASRGSA management area; see Section 3.4) compared to the FCGMA management area.

The observed hydraulic gradient across the eastern half of the Basin ranges ~0.01 to 0.04 ft/ft, with the
steepest gradient in the direction of the Arroyo Santa Rosa drainage to the northeast. The modeled
gradient in the western half shows differences between the upper and lower groundwater-producing
zones. Within the lower groundwater-producing zone in the western half of Basin in the ASRGSA
management area, gradients are much less (~0.001 to 0.004 ft/ft) than the upper groundwater-
producing zone, with localized depressions centered on the Camrosa extraction wells when pumping.
Typically, groundwater levels in the ASRGSA management area are lowest at Camrosa’s Conejo wellfield
(e.g., 02N20W25C05S; Figure 3.2-01b and 3.2-02b). In the FCGMA management area, the gradient is
also relatively flat (~0.001 ft/ft), with localized pumping depressions.

3.2.1.2 Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs [8354.16(a)(2)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(a) Groundwater elevation data demonstrating flow directions, lateral and vertical gradients, and regional
pumping patterns, including:
(2) Hydrographs depicting long-term groundwater elevations, historical highs and lows, and hydraulic
gradients between principal aquifers.

Figure 3.2-03 shows hydrographs from key wells that collectively provide good spatial and temporal
coverage for each management area within the ASRVGB. Historical long-term trends are observed in
several wells across the Basin with varying differences depending on location. Select hydrographs are
also combined on a single graph to demonstrate the groundwater level trends observed in wells for the
ASRGSA and FCGMA management areas (see Section 3.4), shown on Figures 3.2-04a and b, respectively.
Annual fluctuations in groundwater levels are observed in most of the wells across the Basin, with
spring-highs and fall-lows due to a combination of reduced groundwater extractions and increased
recharge from precipitation in the winter and spring and increased groundwater extractions during the
summer and fall.

The well with the oldest record for the Basin is in the western half of the Basin in the ASRGSA
management area (well 02N20W23R01S) and shows a historical long-term decline (~5 ft/yr) in
groundwater levels from the 1940s to the 1960s (Figure 3.2-04a) — this is due to the severe drought
during this period (see Figure 3.1-04 [precipitation and cumulative departure chart]). The long-term
historical decline in the western part of the ASRGSA management area is followed by a rapid increase in
groundwater from the 1960s to the 1970s at a rate of ~10 ft/yr (Figures 3.2-03 and 3.2-04a). This rapid
increase reflects increased recharge to the Basin primarily from streamflow in the Arroyo Conejo and
Conejo Creek in response to effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP (which started in 1961); additional
factors included a wet period in the mid- to late 1960s, and the introduction of purchased imported
water to the region. In the FCGMA management area, well 02N20W23K01S does not show evidence of
increases at the same magnitude as the western half of Basin in the ASRGSA management area but
shows a longer-term increase in groundwater levels at a rate of ~3 ft/yr from ~1964 to ~1986,
interpreted to reflect the effect of increased precipitation during that time (Figure 3.2-04b). The eastern
half of the Basin shows a similar long-term increase of ~5 ft/yr from 1964 to 1980, as shown by the
water levels in wells 02N19W19R02S and 02N19W20L01S (Figure 3.2-04b), interpreted to be due to
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increases of recharge from precipitation. As discussed in Section 3.1.3.1.2, the eastern half of the Basin
has a rapidly increasing groundwater level trend in the late 1990s (see 02N19W20MO04S,
02N19W20L01S, 02N19W19Q02S, and 02N19W19P02S on Figure 3.2-04a) that is not observed in the
western half — this difference in trends indicates a difference in hydraulic conditions between the
western and eastern half of the Basin and is described further in the numerical model (Appendix G).

Since the 1990s, groundwater levels in the western half of the ASRGSA management area were
generally observed to decline by ~50 ft until 2018, when the Camrosa extraction wells in the Conejo
wellfield were taken offline due to water quality issues; groundwater levels have recovered by ~50 ft
since then (Figure 3.2-04a). In the FCGMA management area, groundwater levels in wells
02N20W23G01S and 02N20W23K01S generally declined at a rate of ~3-5 ft/yr since the 1990s (with
seasonal variations due to pumping and precipitation), and well 02N20W23G02S has been generally
stable since 2003 with recent observations showing high variability, which is questionable and may be
due to changes in pumping (Figure 3.2-04a). Since the late 1990s, groundwater levels in the eastern half
of the Basin have been steadily declining, with clear responses to increased precipitation observed in
1998 and 2005. Overall, responses in groundwater levels to increased precipitation are much more
pronounced in the eastern half of the Basin compared to the western half of the Basin. Appendix |
contains hydrographs for all wells with observed water levels in the ASRVGB.

3.2.2 Change in Storage [8354.16(b)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(b) A graph depicting estimates of the change in groundwater in storage, based on data, demonstrating the
annual and cumulative change in the volume of groundwater in storage between seasonal high
groundwater conditions, including the annual groundwater use and water year type.

The numerical model (calibrated to observed water levels from water years 2012-2021) was used to
estimate the total volume of groundwater in storage and the change in groundwater in storage for the
Basin. The total groundwater in storage for the beginning of the historical period (water years 2012-
2021) was estimated using the numerical model to be ~200,000 AF. Figure 3.2-05 shows the annual and
cumulative change in groundwater storage from water years 2012-2021 between seasonal high
groundwater conditions with groundwater use and water year type. A correlation between modeled
storage and observed groundwater levels is presented in Appendix K. Declines in groundwater storage
have been observed in the Basin during prolonged dry conditions; however, the Basin has also shown
relatively rapid recovery (particularly in the western half of the ASRGSA management area) in response
to changes in pumping and recharge during wet climate cycles.

3.2.3 Seawater Intrusion [8354.16(c)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(c) Seawater intrusion conditions in the basin, including maps and cross-sections of the seawater intrusion
front for each principal aquifer.
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The ASRVGB is an inland groundwater basin, with no connection to the ocean. As seen on Figure 2.1-01,
the western boundary of the ASRVGB is over 10 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. The Basin is
hydraulically upgradient and structurally up-dip of the lower Pleasant Valley Basin, which extends west
to the Pacific Ocean. The lowest observed groundwater level elevations at the western boundary of the
ASRVGB are ~100 ft amsl (Figure 3.2-02a and b). This is above any predictions of sea-level rise
(maximum of 5 to 6 ft by 2100 [DWR, 2015]) along the California coast. Seawater intrusion is observed
near the coastline in the Oxnard Plain Basin in west Ventura County and seawater would need migrate
through the Pleasant Valley Basin before reaching the ASRVGB; therefore, the likelihood of any seawater
intrusion for the ASRIGB is extremely low and is included in the GSP as a sustainability indicator.

3.2.4 Groundwater Quality Impacts [8354.16(d)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(d) Groundwater quality issues that may affect the supply and beneficial uses of groundwater, including a
description and map of the location of known groundwater contamination sites and plumes

Groundwater supplies for the ASRVGB are important for both urban and agricultural beneficial uses.
Groundwater quality in the ASRVGB has historically been impacted most notably by nitrate and TCP, and
concentration data is presented in Section 3.1.3.3. Groundwater extracted for potable purposes is
regularly monitored and is often blended with imported water to meet drinking water quality standards
(Camrosa, 2021). GAC treatment is effective treatment to remove TCP from water, and a treatment
plant is currently being constructed for Camrosa’s production wells, planned to be completed during
2022 (Camrosa, 2021).

In general, the quality of the groundwater in the ASRVGB is heavily influenced by a combination of the
following factors: a) effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP, b) application of fertilizers, c) livestock
operations, d) septic system discharges, and d) mineral dissolution (Boyle, 1987; Boyle, 1997; MWH,
2013). The quality of groundwater is not related to groundwater levels or pumping. The primary
groundwater quality indicators for the ASRVGB are nitrate, TDS, chloride, sulfate, and TCP, which have
either historically exceeded or currently exceed their respective WQOs included in the RWQCB’s Basin
Plan (RWQCB-LA, 2019). Section 3.1.3.3 describes the general water quality for the Basin and provides
maps of current conditions and historical and current groundwater quality trends for the primary water
quality indicators in the ASRVGB in comparison to their respective WQOs. Each constituent and the
effect on the beneficial uses of groundwater are described below.

Nitrate

The ASRVGB is impaired for nitrate with observations exceeding the MCL and RWQCB WQO of 10 mg/L
(NOs as N). As shown in Figures 3.1-19 and 3.1-20, elevated nitrate concentrations above the RWQCB
WQO have been observed across the entire Basin with the highest concentrations observed in the
southern areas of the Basin. High concentrations of nitrate in drinking water can adversely affect human
health, particularly the health of infants (Montrella and Belitz, 2009). Groundwater extracted from the
Camrosa WD’s Conejo wellfield exceeds the 10 mg/L WQO for nitrate. When in use, three of the four
wells are typically blended with imported water at a ratio of 1:1 to 2:1 (imported:local) to improve the
water quality prior to distribution for potable uses. Nitrate concentrations in the groundwater vary
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depending on drought, surrounding agricultural practices, and periodic rains; however, the average
blending ratio for 2015-2020 has remained relatively stable at a 1:1 (Camrosa, 2021).

In addition to drinking water, nitrate concentrations exceeding 50 mg/L as N can adversely impact
sensitive crops, which can accumulate nitrate, including sugar beets, citrus, avocadoes, apricots, and
grapes (USDA, 2018). Severe impacts can be experienced above 30 mg/L (Boyle, 1987). As discussed in
Section 3.1.3.3 and shown on Figure 3.1-19, nitrate has not exceeded 50 mg/L throughout the ASRVGB
and therefore is not expected to impact sensitive crops; however, nitrate applied with fertilizer injection
during irrigation cycles can typically exceed 100 mg/L (Faber, pers. comm., 2022). There are a variety of
potential sources for elevated nitrate within the Basin listed above. Modeling indicates migration of
recharge from the areas where the lower groundwater-producing zone is in hydraulic connection with
the upper units (primarily to the east and south). The model has limited vertical conductivities in the
west, so it is unlikely that there is substantial direct vertical recharge through the shallow units, except
through wells acting as a conduit. There is also potential for elevated nitrate originating from runoff in
the adjacent Tierra Rejada Basin, where there is additional agricultural land use. Lastly, the Hill Canyon
WWTP effluent, which discharges to groundwater in the Basin to the south, has slightly elevated nitrate
levels; the NPDES Permit effluent limitation for nitrite/nitrate is 9 mg/L and the plant has met limitation
with a historical performance of 8.5 mg/L (Gannett Fleming, 2021).

TDS

TDS concentrations exceeding the RWQCB WQO of 900 mg/L are observed in the ASRVGB and
concentrations are generally higher southeast of the Bailey Fault (Figure 3.1-21). Current and historical
observations are provided in Figures 3.1-21 and 3.1-22, respectively. Sources of TDS are associated with
urban and agricultural runoff and natural dissolution of minerals with groundwater flow. Elevated TDS
can adversely impact drinking water by increasing hardness leading to added soap and detergent
consumption, corrosion, scaling of metal water pipes, added water softening costs, etc. (Boyle, 1987).
High TDS concentrations can also decrease productivity and increase production costs for agricultural
uses. Camrosa WD’s blending of groundwater with imported water to address nitrate also decreases
TDS concentrations within the M&I potable system.

Chloride

Elevated chloride concentrations are observed across the entire Basin but are intermittent and the
highest concentrations are in the southwest part of the Basin where current levels exceed the RWQCB
WQO of 150 mg/L in a few wells. Current and historical observations are provided in Figures 3.1-23 and
3.1-24, respectively. Potential sources of chloride in the Basin include agricultural application of
fertilizers and septic system discharges. Chloride concentrations above the secondary MCL of 250 mg/L
can result in taste issues. Camrosa WD’s blending of imported water to address nitrate is also utilized to
address chloride concentrations for some agricultural users. While agricultural users have a variety of
water quality requirements for irrigation, chloride tends to be the most universal concern. Chloride
levels exceeding 100 mg/L can impact crop yields, especially for avocados, and therefore is a constituent
of concern in the ASRGSA (Boyle, 1997).

Sulfate

Currently there are no wells with sulfate concentrations higher than the WQO (300 mg/L) and sulfate
concentrations range from 73 mg/L to 252 mg/L and appear to be relatively stable for most of the wells
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(see Section 3.1.3.3). High sulfate concentrations can cause odor and bitter taste in drinking water and
can also corrode metal pipes; sulfate will continue to be monitored within the Basin.

Pesticides and Other Constituents

There have been a variety of pesticides and other environmentally harmful constituents observed in the
ASRVGB. The most impactful finding is the detection of TCP in the groundwater extracted from Camrosa
WD’s Conejo wellfield. TCP is a synthetic organic compound that was an impurity in certain soil
fumigants used in agriculture. In 2018, the SWRCB released a new MCL for TCP of 5 ppt. TCP has been
detected in the four extraction wells in the Conejo Wellfield. These wells are currently offline due to
high concentrations exceeding the MCL. Maximum TCP concentrations for Camrosa wells sampled
during 2018 and 2019 are shown on Figure 3.1-27. The District’s blending of extracted groundwater with
imported water has proven to be unsuccessful in treating the problem, given the very low MCL
concentration. A GAC treatment plant is currently being constructed to treat the TCP and is planned to
be completed during 2022. The Conejo wellfield will remain out of production until treatment is initiated
(Camrosa, 2021).

In addition to TCP, detectable concentrations of EDB, DBCP, and other pesticides have been observed in
the ASRVGB (MWH, 2013) but are currently not an issue and there are no current regulatory MCLs for
drinking water. Another constituent that has been detected at moderate to relatively high
concentrations in the ASRVGB include vanadium (Burton et al.,, 2011). Lastly, the recent widespread
monitoring and regulation of PFAS has impacted the ASRVGB; however, the full impacts are still under
evaluation based on future regulations of the host compounds in consideration.

The California Water Boards Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Groundwater
Information System was reviewed to evaluate groundwater contamination in the ASRVGB. The review
found five sites that had shallow contamination of gasoline hydrocarbons, which are now all closed.
Figure 3.2-06 shows the location and status of these environmental sites. There are five GeoTracker?
sites within the ASRVGB, all of which are classified as Leaking Underground Storage Tank sites, and all of
which are classified as “Completed — Case Closed.” These sites are

= T0611100040 Foothill Ranch, the potential contaminant of concern (PCOC) being gasoline, the
potential media of concern (PMOC) being soil, and the case was closed on April 20, 1993;

= T0611100715 Santa Rosa School, the PCOC being gasoline, the PMOC being soil, case closed on
July 22, 1996;

= T0611101213, Gardena Nursery, the PCOC being gasoline, the PMOC being soil, case closed
December 22, 1999;

= T0611113948, the Nicholson property, the PCOC being gasoline, the PMOC being undetermined,
case closed on November 7, 2005; and

= T0611130305, Hill Canyon Treatment Plant, the PCOC being diesel, the PMOC being soil, case
closed on June 2, 2004. The point location for site T0611130305 is the street address for the Hill
Canyon WWTP, which is located outside the ASRVGB.

2 Geotracker is the California State Water Board's Internet-accessible database system used to track and archive compliance
data related to authorized and unauthorized discharges (SWRCB, 2022).
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There are no EnviroStor? sites within the ASRVGB. No indication of regional groundwater contamination
plumes was found in this data review.

3.2.5 Land Subsidence [8354.16(€e)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(e) The extent, cumulative total, and annual rate of land subsidence, including maps depicting total
subsidence, utilizing data available from the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available
information.

DWR provides land surface displacement data on their SGMA Data Viewer web-based geographic
information system (GIS) viewer (DWR, 2022) to aid GSAs in evaluation of subsidence in groundwater
basins. The DWR data includes estimated land surface displacement estimates for the ASVRGB based on
interferometric synthetic aperture radar (InSAR) measurements for the period from June 13, 2015,
through October 1, 2021 (TRE Altamira, Inc., 2021). This land surface displacement dataset was accessed
in GIS software and reviewed and the reported cumulative vertical displacement from the InSAR
measurements during 2015 to 2021 at each grid cell averaged 0.018 ft (Figure 3.2-07), with a maximum
value of 0.069 ft, which is equivalent to approximately 0.13 inches/year or 3.3 millimeters [mm]/year
over the measurement period). DWR has stated that on a statewide level for the total vertical
displacement measurements between June 2015 and June 2018, the errors due to measurement are as
follows (Paso Robles GSA, 2020):

= The error between InSAR data and continuous global positioning system (GPS) data is 16 mm
(0.052 ft) with a 95% confidence level, and

= The measurement accuracy when converting from the raw InSAR data to the maps provided by
DWR is 0.048 ft with 95% confidence level.

Therefore, a land surface change of less than 0.1 ft (the cumulative error) is within the noise of the data
collection and processing and is considered equivalent to no measurable subsidence in this GSP. Hence,
the InSAR-based annual land surface displacement rate of 3.3 mm (0.13 inches) was well below the
accuracy range of 0.1 ft (1.2 inches). This indicates that the reported land surface displacement is within
the range of uncertainty of the InSAR data, and that there is no indication of land subsidence due to
groundwater withdrawal within the ASRVGB.

No historical reports or land surveys have indicated evidence of land subsidence in the ASRVGB. In
addition, DWR designated the western ASRVGB as an area that has a low potential for future
subsidence, due to the limited extent of compressible sediments in the subsurface. Based on the
foregoing, ASRGSA has concluded there is little to no potential for significant and unreasonable land
subsidence caused by groundwater withdrawals in the Basin; however, if future water levels decline
below the measured historical low there may be the potential for subsidence, so the Basin will continue
to be monitored for subsidence with updated InSAR data.

3 EnviroStor is the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) online data management system for tracking
cleanup, permitting, enforcement, and investigation efforts at hazardous waste facilities and sites with known or suspected
contamination issues (DTSC, 2022).
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3.2.6 Interconnected Surface Water Systems [8354.16(f)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(f) Identification of interconnected surface water systems within the basin and an estimate of the quantity and
timing of depletions of those systems, utilizing data available from the Department, as specified in Section
353.2, or the best available information.

The surface water systems within the ASRVGB are described in detail in Section 3.1.1.1, and include the
Arroyo Santa Rosa, Santa Rosa Tributary, Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek. The Arroyo Santa Rosa and
the Tributary are ephemeral streams and are concrete or rip-rap lined for much of their reaches (Figure
3.1-05). In addition, historical depth to groundwater measurements in wells located adjacent to these
streams are typically deeper than ~20 ft, particularly in the past 10 years, indicating that groundwater is
disconnected from these streams. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are interconnected with shallow
groundwater, interpreted based on available groundwater level data and numerical modeling results
(Appendix G). Figures 3.2-08a through 3.2-08c depict the modeled interconnected reaches of the
streams under dry, normal, and wet conditions, and indicate the Arroyo Santa Rosa and Tributary are
primarily dry or disconnected from the groundwater and are losing to the groundwater with some
intermittently connected reaches during stormflow events (Figure 3.2-08c). The Arroyo Conejo and
Conejo Creek are predominantly interconnected and losing with gaining reaches where the groundwater
levels are very shallow where the Arroyo Conejo enters the Basin and reaches of the Conejo Creek in the
southwest area of the Basin (see Figures 3.2-08a through 3.2-08c) and where shallow groundwater
tends to mound up. The quantified gains and losses from the streams are presented in the Water Budget
Section 3.3 and discussed in further detail below. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek surface water
system is perennial due to a constant source of water from the Hill Canyon WWTP effluent and
additional surface water flow from the North and South Fork Arroyo Conejo streams that drain Conejo
Valley. For the past 10 years, the Hill Canyon WWTP effluent has made up an average of 80% of total
summer surface water streamflow, based on measured flows at the Confluence Flume gaging station
(Figure 3.1-05). Baseflows are relatively constant year to year due to the relatively constant discharges
from the Hill Canyon WWTP.

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(c)(6) specifies that depletions of ISW are specific to reductions in
surface water flow caused by groundwater use (i.e., pumping). The streamflow losses described above
are not directly related to pumping; the basin naturally receives water from Arroyo Conejo and Conejo
Creek in higher elevation areas and discharges it back to the Conejo Creek in lower elevation areas
downgradient. The conceptual model for the interconnection between the perennial surface water and
shallow groundwater is depicted on Figure 3.2-09 and is summarized by the following points:

1. The shallow groundwater is recharged by the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek, of which
perennial flows are primarily sourced by discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP and urban
runoff from Conejo Valley,

2. Gaining sections of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek receive shallow groundwater that is
primarily recirculated recycled water and urban runoff,

3. Riparian vegetation along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek depends on the surface water
and/or shallow groundwater fed by wastewater discharges and Conejo Valley urban runoff (see
Section 3.2.7.2),
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4. Groundwater production does not occur within the shallow groundwater system,

5. The shallow groundwater is mostly separated from the Upper Aquifer by a semi-confining fine-
grained unit (HSU Layer 2; see Section 3.1.3) and has a predominantly downward vertical
gradient; however, nearby groundwater extraction from the principal aquifers is demonstrated
to deplete the ISW by a minor amount (see discussion below and Appendix G).

The total depletions of ISW were evaluated based on the streamflow losses to the groundwater within
the Basin using results from the baseline historical numerical model (Appendix G). Net streamflow losses
to groundwater averaged ~1,160 AFY for the historical period. Of this, approximately 383 AFY (33%)
came from losing but disconnected reaches along Arroyo Santa Rosa and the Arroyo Santa Rosa
Tributary. The remaining 777 (67%) came from Arroyo Conejo (340 AFY) and Conejo Creek (437 AFY).
Since the Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary are disconnected, pumping-related depletions are not
pertinent to these surface water bodies. Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are mostly connected but
could get disconnected during dry conditions. Figure 3.2-10 shows the monthly losses from Arroyo
Conejo and Conejo Creek for connected and disconnected reaches. Results indicate that losses from
disconnected reaches along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are a very minor component
(averaging ~16 AFY during the historical period). The average streamflow losses for the connected
reaches of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are ~762 AFY, and the maximum annual rate is ~932 AFY
— this value is considered an upper bound for the historical depletions of ISW.

The average losses of ~762 AFY from the interconnected reaches along Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek
consist of two components: a) direct depletion of surface water by pumping, occurring due to the
drawdown cone from proximal pumping wells extending into the streambed and b) potential indirect
depletion of surface water due to regional groundwater levels being lower from basin-wide pumping.
The numerical model was used to estimate direct depletion of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek due
to pumping by comparing streamflows under the baseline historical period with streamflows from an
alternative historical simulation without any groundwater extraction from proximal wells (within 1,000
ft) along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek (all other recharge/discharge processes were kept the
same as the calibrated historical model). The difference in streamflows is indicative of direct depletion
of surface water due to groundwater pumping. Four extraction wells (see inset map on Figure 3.2-11)
were removed for the alternative model and the reduction in extraction rates during the historical
period ranged from ~211 AFY to ~343 AFY, averaging ~273 AFY. Figure 3.2-11 and Table 3.2-01
summarize historical surface water flow and streamflow depletions for the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo
Creek and show a maximum depletion of ~0.19 cfs (~136 AF/month), with an average of ~0.1 cfs (~74
AFY). Hence, of the 762 AFY of total losses from the Creek and Arroyo, an average of 74 AFY was from
direct depletion of surface water from historical pumping in proximal wells.

The remaining 688 AFY can potentially be attributed to indirect depletion. These depletion amounts are
<1% of the average streamflow flowing out of the Basin during the historical period (19,843 AFY; see
Section 3.3.1.2); therefore, impacts to the surface water due to depletion from ISW are considered
negligible. Beneficial users relying on surface water diversions from the Conejo Creek downstream
(outside of the Basin) have historically met their demands and streamflow bypass requirements and no
undesirable results have been documented; therefore, the depletions of ISW sustainability indicator
does not appear to be of great importance. However, given the indication from model results that
depletions of ISW are in part due to extraction wells located adjacent to the creeks and the regional
lowering of groundwater levels, this GSP includes a plan to monitor and evaluate the depletions of ISW
due to pumping (see Section 4.9). Future depletions of ISW in Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek will be
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monitored, assessed, and (if found to be significant) managed to ensure that beneficial uses of surface
water do not have significant and unreasonable impacts.

3.2.7 Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems [8354.16(Q)]

§354.16 Groundwater Conditions. Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater
conditions in the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best available
information that includes the following:
(g) Identification of groundwater dependent ecosystems within the basin, utilizing data available from the
Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information.

3.2.7.1 Assessment of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

This section describes the current best available information concerning potential GDEs in the Basin.
This understanding is primarily informed by regional information collected from sources including (1)
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and DWR statewide database of indicators of groundwater dependent
ecosystems (iGDEs) and supporting data and documentation, (2) descriptions of vegetation alliances
from the USDA’s Classification and Assessment with Landsat of Visible Ecological Groupings (CALVEG)
which generally correspond with the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater
(NCCAG) classifications discussed below, (3) review of available reports and studies, and (4) review of
aerial photos. Ecosystem and vegetation species data specific to the ASRVGB is limited; however, where
possible, effort was made to provide information specific to the ASRVGB (Figure 3.2-12). This GSP
describes the riparian vegetation observed within the Basin, which is not considered a beneficial user of
groundwater.

3.2.7.2 Riparian Vegetation

Figure 3.2-12 shows wetlands and vegetation species identified for the Basin based on NCCAG
classifications, which consists of three types: (1) red willow, (2) giant reed, and (3) California sycamore.
In addition, the GSAs identify the Salix laevigata-Salix lasiolepis Superalliance as a vegetation species
within the Basin (CDFW 2023; DWR 2023). The Sycamore is mapped in a limited area along the Arroyo
Santa Rosa and was not included due to the observed groundwater levels being consistently deeper (>20
ft) than the typical root depth for the tree of ~6 ft (Spengler, 2020; USDA, 2022). The red willow and
giant reed were determined to be surface water dependent, due to the perennial surface water flows of
the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek and verification through air photos (Figures 3.2-13a through c). The
aerial photos indicate there are reaches of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek channels that had little
to no vegetation prior to the construction of the Hill Canyon WWTP in 1961 (which is the current
primary source for perennial flows of the surface water system). Figure 3.2-13a shows the western
reaches of the Conejo Creek and clearly indicates a difference in the amount of vegetation in the circled
area, with little to no vegetation seen in the creek prior to the WWTP. Figure 3.2-13b shows the eastern
reaches of the Conejo Creek and indicates vegetation existed prior to the WWTP, but was much less
extensive, especially toward the east as seen in the circled area. Figure 3.2-13c shows the Arroyo Conejo
reaches within the Basin and indicate vegetation existed prior to the WWTP, but was much less
extensive, especially toward the south as seen in the circled area. The California sycamore identified to
the northeast near the Arroyo Santa Rosa is likely not dependent on groundwater because the trees are
well established and depth to groundwater in this area is typically greater than 20 ft (typical rooting
depth), as indicated by continuous measurements in well 02N19W20MO04S (see Section 3.2.1).
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As discussed in the Interconnected Surface Water Systems above (Section 3.2.6), the pumping in the
groundwater-producing zones near the Conejo Creek is not likely to deplete streamflows; therefore, it is
not believed that pumping activity will cause significant or unreasonable stress to the riparian
vegetation species (Section 3.2.7.3), which are dependent on surface water. In summary, the following
factors indicate the riparian vegetation is not dependent on groundwater:

1. Historical aerial photos of the Basin show much less vegetation existed along the Arroyo Conejo
and Conejo Creek before the Hill Canyon WWTP was operational (Figure 3.2-13a through c),
which indicates much of the riparian vegetation and wetlands were recruited and maintained as
a result of the sustained baseflows from the WWTP effluent.

2. The riparian vegetation does not experience stress during periods of low groundwater levels
(e.g., the 2012-2016 drought) due to the sustained baseflows of the Conejo Creek from the
effluent of the Hill Canyon WWTP.

Based on these factors, the GSP does not consider the riparian vegetation to be GDEs within the Basin
and instead considers these primarily surface-water dependent ecosystems.

3.2.7.3 Sensitive Wildlife Species

Sensitive wildlife species supported by the riparian vegetation habitats identified within the Basin are
considered in this GSP. The riparian vegetation habitats include phreatophytes and other vegetation
communities such as southern riparian forest, Salix laevigata-Salix lasiolepis Superalliance, palustrine
scrub, and valley oak woodland (CDFW 2023; DWR 2023). The southern riparian forest, palustrine scrub,
and valley oak woodland vegetation communities are consistent with the red willow, giant reed, and
California sycamore described in Section 3.2.7.2 above. The sensitive wildlife species considered in this
GSP consist of:

= Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), which has been listed as an endangered species by the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and California Endangered Species Act (CESA),

=  The southern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata pallida), which has been listed as a species of
concern by the California species of special concern on the California Natural Diversity Data Base
(CNDDB 2023), and

= The arroyo chub (Gila orcutti), which has been listed as a species of concern by the California
species of special concern (CNDDB 2023).

Depletion of ISW stressing the riparian phreatophytic vegetation could risk the survival of the above-
listed sensitive species; however, the depletion of ISW due to groundwater extraction in the Basin is
very minor (Section 3.2.6) and the GSP addresses this depletion which could cause undesirable results
including significant and unreasonable effects on riparian habitat (Section 4.9). The GSAs do not have
jurisdictional authority over potential impacts from other external sources for the surface water
sustaining the riparian vegetation habitats (i.e., land-use changes, surface water flows, or wastewater
discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP); hence, the GSP cannot address or manage any future changes
to surface flows (or beneficial use of the same) from increased recycled water demands or other actions
that could reduce surface water inflows.
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ASRGSA has considered public trust resources in development of this GSP by considering the impacts to
riparian and aquatic habitats, and by setting minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable
results under SGMA.

3.3 Water Budget [8354.18]

This section presents the estimated water budget for the ASRVGB, including information required by the
GSP Emergency Regulations and information that is important for developing an effective plan to
achieve sustainable groundwater management. In accordance with the GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.18, the GSP must include a water budget for the basin that provides an accounting and assessment
of the total annual volume of surface water and groundwater entering and leaving the basin, including
historical, current, and projected water budget conditions, and the change in the volume of water
stored. Water budgets must be reported in graphical and tabular formats, where applicable. A
description of each water budget term and data sources is provided in the “Water Budget Components”
subsection below and the historical, current, and projected (future) quantitative water budgets for
ASRVGB are presented in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.3.3, respectively.

The remainder of this section provides an overview of the approach to the calculation of the historical
water budget as well as key surface water and groundwater budget components.

Water Budget Overview

The groundwater flow model was used to assist with quantifying water budgets for the historical,
current, and projected conditions, including the evaluation of uncertainty due to climate change
(Appendix G). As required by the GSP Emergency Regulations, potential effects of land use change and
population growth were evaluated for the projected water budget. It was concluded that these factors
are not anticipated to have a material impact on future water demand and the water budgets for the
Basin because of land use policies and ordinances that greatly limit the potential for significant growth in
the Basin. The projected water budget provides a baseline against which effects of climate change are
compared to evaluate uncertainty. The water budget results indicate that climate change is not
anticipated to have a significant effect on the projected future surface water and groundwater budgets
for the Basin.

The primary sources of groundwater inflow to the ASRVGB are streamflow percolation, bedrock
groundwater inflow from the Conejo volcanics from the south and east, and recharge from infiltration of
precipitation and return flows (Figure 3.1-18). Additional sources of recharge include recharge from
precipitation, mountain-front recharge from the north, and a minor amount of subsurface inflows from
the Pleasant Valley Basin at the western boundary of the ASRVGB. The primary source of surface water
flows entering the ASRVGB are from the perennial Arroyo Conejo, of which most of the streamflow is
sustained by effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP (see Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.2.6). Most of the surface
water entering the ASRVGB leaves the Basin through Conejo Creek at the western boundary of the
Basin, although a portion percolates to the groundwater in the losing reaches of the Arroyo Santa Rosa
and the Tributary, Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek. M&I pumping constitutes the largest source of
groundwater extractions from ASRVGB followed by agricultural extractions and one domestic well.
Overall, groundwater extractions are the largest outflow component for the Basin.
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Water Budget Components

In accordance with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(e), ASRVGB relied upon the best available
information and science to quantify the water budget for the Basin and provide an understanding of
historical and projected hydrology, water demand, water supply, land use, population, climate change,
groundwater-surface water interaction, and subsurface groundwater flow. The numerical flow model
(Appendix G) used to help quantify the water budget is based on the best available hydrogeologic
information from previous studies of Basin hydrogeologic conditions and current land use data sources.
The numerical model gives insight into how the complex hydrologic processes are operating in the Basin
and is considered the best tool currently available for estimating the quantities of certain water-budget
components.

Estimates and projections made with the numerical model have uncertainty due to limitations in
available data and assumptions made to develop the models (Appendix G). Uncertainty was also
considered when using the water budgets during the planning process by accounting for impacts from
climate change on the water budget components.

In accordance with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(d), ASRVGB utilized the following required
information provided by DWR or other data of comparable quality, to develop the water budget:

= Historical water budget information for mean annual temperature, mean annual precipitation,
water year type, and land use;

= Current water budget information for temperature, water year type, evapotranspiration, and
land use; and

= Projected water budget information for population, population growth, and climate change.
Although mentioned in the regulations, sea level rise is not applicable to this Basin.

Precipitation is not a direct groundwater or surface water budget component. However, precipitation is
an important parameter that influences several groundwater and surface water budget components
directly or indirectly, such as groundwater recharge and surface water flows in streams. Data sources
are provided in Table 3.3-01.

Qualitative descriptions of each water budget component, together with explanations of data sources
for each component, are described below:

= Surface water entering and leaving the ASRVGB: Surface water enters the ASRVGB via the
Arroyo Conejo, the Arroyo Santa Rosa, and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary. Surface flows leave
the ASRVGB through the Conejo Creek at the western boundary, as shown on Figure 3.1-05.
Additional information regarding the characteristics and sources of data are discussed in Section
3.1.1.2 and summarized on Table 3.3-01. The following section summarizes how key surface-
water components were incorporated into the water budget:

- Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary: Surface-water flows in the Arroyo Santa Rosa and the
Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary enter the ASRVGB at the eastern boundary (Figure 3.1-05) and
combine just upstream of the inactive stream Gage 838, where the Arroyo Santa Rosa
channel continues downstream to eventually combine with Arroyo Conejo becoming Conejo
Creek thereafter. Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary exhibit flow only during storm events
and do not have baseflow. Gage 838 is a peak event gage with intermittent data considered
to be unreliable, hence stormflows for Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary were estimated
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based on streamflows measured on Conejo Creek at gages 800 and 800A, and apportioning
these to Arroyo Santa Rosa, the Arroyo Santa Rosa tributary, Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo
Creek based on the contributing catchment area for each surface water body. The
methodology used to estimate stormwater flows is discussed in the numerical model
documentation (Appendix G).

Arroyo Conejo: Surface water flows in the Arroyo Conejo enter at the southern boundary of
the Basin in Hill Canyon just downstream of the Confluence Flume stream gage (Figure 3.1-
05). The confluence of the north and south forks of the Arroyo Conejo Creek is just
downstream of the Hill Canyon WWTP immediately south and upstream of the Confluence
Flume. The north and south fork Arroyo Conejo Creeks drain the Conejo Valley, which
includes much of the City of Thousand Oaks (Figure 3.1-05). The Arroyo Conejo and its forks
do not have any continuous gaging stations, although flows from the Hill Canyon WWTP are
known year-round and the City of Thousand Oaks monitors the Confluence Flume during the
summer months (see Figure 3.1-06). A combination of gages (800, 800A, and the Confluence
Flume) were used to estimate baseflows and stormflows in Arroyo Conejo (see Appendix G).

Direct runoff contributions to streamflow within the Basin: Direct runoff within the Basin
that contributes to streamflow is calculated based on the catchment area that accumulates
to the gage 800 location — the area-determined proportion (based on the contributing
catchment area between the entry points of the tributaries and gage 800) of stormflows at
gage 800 were implemented as runoff spread equally across the modeled streams (see
Appendix G).

Outflows from Conejo Creek: Conejo Creek flows out of the ASRVGB directly to the Pleasant
Valley Basin at the southwest boundary. Surface water measurements (primarily from gage
800) were used to represent surface water outflows from the Basin. In periods when flow
measurements were not available at gage 800 (e.g., 2011), stormflows from gage 800A and
baseflows from the Confluence Flume are used (see Appendix G).

Evapotranspiration from riparian vegetation (ET): ET of surface water by riparian vegetation
is modeled as a surface water outflow component using crop-coefficients to estimate rates
(Appendix G).

= Groundwater inflow water source type: The primary sources of groundwater inflow to the
ASRVGB are from the Conejo volcanics, streamflow percolation from losing reaches, and
recharge from infiltration of precipitation and return flows. Secondary sources are mountain-
front recharge and a minor amount of lateral subsurface inflows from the Pleasant Valley Basin.
Data sources for the groundwater components are summarized in Table 3.3-01 and are
described below.

Recharge from Precipitation and Return Flows: Precipitation or other sources of water that
infiltrate into the groundwater system from the ground surface are collectively called
recharge. The sources of recharge known to occur in ASRVGB are described in Section
3.1.3.2 of this GSP. Recharge is subject to temporal and spatial variability, and details
regarding how recharge rates were estimated for input to the groundwater model
(Appendix G) for the region are summarized as follows:

(a) Agricultural return flows: Farmers apply irrigation water to meet evaporation,
transpiration, and salt-leaching requirements on their fields when rainfall is
insufficient to meet those demands, with the goal of maintaining acceptable crop
yields. The salt-leaching requirement is the percentage of “excess” irrigation water
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required to control salt concentrations in the root zone of agricultural fields. Water
applied to meet the leaching requirement is assumed to flow past the root zone to
recharge the shallow groundwater. Agricultural return flows were calculated assuming
a constant loss rate of 20% (UCWD, 2021) of applied irrigation amounts derived from
a combination of metered agriculture pumping extractions, metered deliveries from
Camrosa WD, and estimated non-metered deliveries from non-metered wells
(Appendix G).

(b) M&l irrigation return flows: Similar to agricultural return flows, excess urban,
municipal, and industrial outdoor irrigation were assumed to be 20% of the estimated
potable and non-potable Camrosa water sales in the Basin (See Appendix G for further
details).

(c) Infiltration of precipitation: Infiltration from precipitation recharges the shallow
groundwater in the ASRVGB. Monthly recharge rates from the California Basin
Characterization Model (Flint et al., 2013; USGS, 2017) were utilized to calculate
infiltration of precipitation for the groundwater model (Appendix G).

(d) M&I septic system leachate: The ASRVGB is note sewered and instead relies on septic
systems. It was assumed that 100% of M&lI estimated indoor water use contributes to
recharge via septic systems. Estimated indoor water use was based on Camrosa
potable water sales within the Basin.

(e) Water distribution system losses: To account for losses from water distribution
pipelines, it was assumed that system losses were 4.7% based on the average losses
observed from 2017 to 2020 (Appendix G).

Groundwater Inflow from the Conejo Volcanics: A significant amount of groundwater inflow
is anticipated to come from the Conejo volcanics along the south and east boundaries of the
Basin because of the fractured nature of the volcanic rocks and groundwater conditions, i.e.,
sustained high groundwater levels (Appendix G). Based on the calibrated numerical
groundwater model developed for the Basin, much of this inflow comes from the bedrock
along the eastern edge of the Basin.

Mountain-front recharge: A small amount of mountain-front recharge from the Las Posas
Hills is likely to occur along the northern boundary of the Basin. Results from the California
Basin Characterization Model (Flint et al., 2013) model estimate 223 AFY of recharge from
October 2011 to September 2021 (Appendix G).

Streamflow Percolation: Streams within the ASRVGB contain losing reaches of the Arroyo
Santa Rosa, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary, Arroyo Conejo, and the Conejo Creek, where there
is percolation of streamflow into the shallow sediments (Sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.6; Figures
3.1-18 and 3.2-08a through c). As described in Section 3.1.3.2, the streams within the Basin
are reported as net losing streams meaning that more streamflow enters the Basin than
leaves the Basin and is an inflow component to the groundwater system (Boyle, 1987;
MWH, 2013). The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are conceptualized in Figure 3.1-18 as
generally losing with some gaining reaches in the south where the Arroyo Conejo enters the
Basin and the west where the Conejo Creek intercepts shallow groundwater; seasonal
changes in the gaining/losing reaches are depicted on Figures 3.2-08a through c. Streamflow
percolation to the shallow water table is quantified using the numerical model (Appendix G)
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and is dependent on the difference between river stage and the shallow groundwater
elevations, as well as the physical characteristics of the riverbed (width and slope).

- Underflow from Pleasant Valley Basin: A small amount of lateral groundwater underflow
into the ASRVGB groundwater-producing zones from the Pleasant Valley Basin may occur
along the western boundary of the Basin (Figure 3.1-18) and is calculated using the
numerical model (Appendix G). This underflow component is not well constrained by data
and flow rates are within the uncertainty of the numerical model.

=  Groundwater outflows from the Basin: Groundwater outflow components are described below,
and data sources are summarized in Table 3.3-01.

— Groundwater extractions: Historical groundwater extractions in ASRVGB are discussed
below in Section 3.3.1. Reported extraction data are available for 20 active wells in the
Basin. These include eight M&I wells owned by Camrosa WD, 11 agricultural wells within
FCGMA, and one domestic well. Extractions from the 19 active or presumed active
agricultural wells located outside of the FCGMA were estimated based on water application
rates per acre calculated from reported groundwater extractions and Camrosa irrigation
water sales (see Appendix G).

- Groundwater discharge to surface water: As described in Sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.6, the
streams within the Basin are reported as a net losing streams (Boyle, 1987; MWH, 2013) and
there are gaining and losing sections along the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek streams,
depending on seasonality and groundwater levels (Figures 3.2-08a through c.). Groundwater
discharge to the streams is calculated by the numerical flow model and is dependent on the
difference between river stage and groundwater elevations in the underlying shallow
groundwater, as well as the width and riverbed conductance of the channel (Appendix G).

- Underflow to Pleasant Valley Basin: A very small component of the water budget includes
underflow to the Pleasant Valley Basin at the western boundary of the Basin, which only
occurred during the first year of the historical water budget period and may be an artifact of
the model simulation stabilizing to initial conditions. This amount of underflow is within the
range of uncertainty for the numerical model (Appendix G).

= Change in the annual volume of groundwater in storage between seasonal high conditions:
Annual changes in the volume of groundwater in storage in ASRVGB reflect imbalances between
inflows and outflows. In years when inflows exceed outflows from the groundwater system, the
volume of groundwater in storage increases which manifests as a rise in groundwater levels in
wells. Conversely, when outflows exceed inflows, the volume of groundwater in storage
decreases (referred to in this GSP as “groundwater released from storage”), and declining
groundwater levels are observed in wells. Groundwater storage cannot be directly measured;
rather it can only be estimated using measured or modeled groundwater levels and knowledge
of the basin geometry and subsurface hydraulic properties or through numerical modeling. The
calibrated numerical model is used to estimate the change in storage for the Basin (Appendix G).
The change in groundwater in storage is presented in Section 3.2.2 and Figure 3.2-05 shows the
annual and cumulative change in groundwater in storage from water years 2012 to 2021
between seasonal high groundwater conditions (i.e., spring) with groundwater use and water
year type.
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Water Year Types

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(b)(6) require presentation of the water year type associated with
annual water budget terms. GSP Emergency Regulation §351(an) defines “Water year type” as the
“classification provided by the Department to assess the amount of annual precipitation in a basin.”
DWR provided a "Water Year Type" designation for each water year (from 1931-2021) for the entire
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley watershed (HUC 18070103). The DWR based their designation system on
spatially averaged rainfall throughout the watershed in a given year and the previous year, relative to
the 30-year moving average rainfall amounts for the region (DWR, 2021). DWR released the water year
type dataset in 2022 and are presented on Figure 3.2-05 in addition to the figures and tables depicting
the water budget terms in this GSP.

3.3.1 Historical Water Budget [8354.18(c)(2)(B)]

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:
(2) Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of past surface
water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand trends relative to water year
type.

GSP Emergency Regulation §354.18(c)(2) require that historical water budget information be evaluated
to assess aquifer response to water supply and demand trends as well as evaluate reliability of past
surface water supply deliveries. Section 3.3.1.1 presents historical demands, supplies, and the reliability
of surface water deliveries. The subsequent sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.1.3 present the quantitative
historical surface water and groundwater budgets, respectively. The regulations specify that historical
surface water and groundwater budgets be based on a minimum of 10 years of historical data. Water
years 2012 through 2021 were selected to represent the 10-year historical water budget. The historical
period is long enough to cover a range of water year types, hydrologic conditions, as well as demands
and supply variations in the basin including the historic 2012-2016 drought. Section 3.3.1.4 discusses the
impacts of historical conditions on basin operations.

3.3.1.1 Historical Demands, Supplies, and Reliability of Surface Water Deliveries

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:

(2) Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of past surface
water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand trends relative to water year
type. The historical water budget shall include the following:

(A) A quantitative evaluation of the availability or reliability of historical surface water supply
deliveries as a function of the historical planned versus actual annual surface water deliveries, by
surface water source and water year type, and based on the most recent ten years of surface
water supply information.

Water demands for the ASRVGB consist of M&, agricultural, and domestic demands, which are met by a
mix of groundwater extractions and deliveries for potable and non-potable use from outside of the
Basin. Sources of water supplied from outside the ASRVGB are delivered for M&I and agricultural
beneficial uses through Camrosa WD’s potable and non-potable distribution systems (Figure 3.3-01),
and consist of:
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e Imported purchases from Calleguas MWD,

e Groundwater extracted from wells located in the neighboring Tierra Rejada and Pleasant Valley
groundwater basins,

e Non-potable surface water, which includes:

- Conejo Creek Project water — diversions from the Conejo Creek Diversion Structure, located
on the west bank south of the 101 freeway, near streamflow gage 800A (Figure 3.1-05)
which is pumped to the ASRVGB by Camrosa WD.

- Recycled water from Camrosa WD’s Water Reclamation Facility.

Water demands within the ASRVGB were estimated based on Camrosa WD’s customer metered potable
and non-potable water sales, metered extractions for agricultural wells, and estimated agricultural
water use for non-metered wells (Appendix G). Groundwater supplies were estimated based on
historical metered pumping in the FCGMA portion of the Basin and estimated agricultural irrigation
application for the remainder of the Basin (Appendix G). The historical demand and supply calculations
are summarized below and shown on Table 3.3-02.

3.3.1.1.1 Historical Demands

=  M&I Demands: Camrosa WD is the M&I service provider within the ASRVGB. Camrosa WD’s
metered potable and non-potable deliveries at the end use customer level were used to
estimate M&I demands.

= Agricultural Demands: Agricultural demands were estimated using a combination of metered
agricultural pumping extractions (from FCGMA), metered non-potable deliveries from Camrosa
WD to agricultural customers, and estimated deliveries from non-metered wells outside of the
FCGMA. Additional details on how the non-metered deliveries were estimated are provided in
the modeling documentation (Appendix G).

= Domestic Demands: There is one domestic well in use within the ASRVGB, located in the
southwest area of the Basin (Figure 3.1-28). Water well usage statements submitted to the
County indicate the well extracts 2.5 AFY.

3.3.1.1.2 Historical Supplies

=  M&I Groundwater Supplies: Camrosa WD is the sole M&I water provider in the Basin. Camrosa
WD operates eight wells within the ASRVGB, one well in the Tierra Rejada Basin and three wells
in the Pleasant Valley Basin. Metered extractions from the eight wells in the ASRVGB were used
for calculating M&I groundwater supplies.

= Agricultural Groundwater Supplies: Groundwater supplies for agricultural irrigation in the
ASRVGB are comprised of metered extractions from wells in the FCGMA, metered agricultural
water deliveries from Camrosa which includes groundwater extracted from Camrosa wells
blended with other water sources (typically 2:1 imported purchased water from Calleguas MWD
to extracted groundwater ratio), and unmetered extractions located outside of the FCGMA. For
the total historical agricultural groundwater extractions, FCGMA metered wells comprised
33.1%, metered agricultural deliveries from Camrosa WD averaged 51.6% (from which 33% is
estimated to be groundwater), and the unmetered estimations comprised the remaining 15.3%
(Appendix G).
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= Domestic Groundwater Supplies: There is one domestic well in use within the ASRVGB. This
well is not metered, and extractions are estimated to be 2.5 AFY (Appendix G).

= MA&I Surface Water Supplies: Surface water supplies are not diverted within the ASRVGB for
M&I beneficial use. M&I potable water demands are met through groundwater extractions and
imported Calleguas MWD purchases and extracted groundwater, and M&I non-potable water
demands are met through non-potable Conejo Creek Project surface water diversions from
Conejo Creek and recycled water from outside of the Basin.

= Agricultural Surface Water Supplies: Surface water supplies are not diverted within the ASRVGB
for agricultural use within the ASRVGB. Agricultural water demands are met through
groundwater extractions and imported Calleguas MWD purchased water and downstream
Conejo Creek Project surface water diversions from Conejo Creek and recycled water from
outside of the Basin. In addition, there is a diversion point (identified through EWRIMS; SWRCB,
2022) assumed to be located just outside of the Basin boundary which may be for agricultural
uses within the Basin. The areas that this diversion irrigates is an area of uncertainty to be
updated in a GSP update following inquiries with the owner.

3.3.1.1.3 Reliability of Historical Surface Water Deliveries

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c)(2)(A) requires a quantitative evaluation of the availability or
reliability of historical surface water supply deliveries as a function of the historical planned versus
actual annual surface water deliveries. Water supply within the ASRVGB relies on groundwater
extractions and water from outside of the Basin (Figure 3.3-01). Water from outside of the Basin used
for potable purposes consists of a blend of water sources, including groundwater pumped by Camrosa’s
wells in the Tierra Rejada and Pleasant Valley Basins and imported water purchased from Calleguas
MWD, which consists primarily of surface water imported from the State Water Project via Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (MWDSC) (Camrosa, 2021). In addition to serving as a supply
source, Calleguas MWD supplies are used to blend with groundwater extracted from Camrosa’s Conejo
wellfield in the Basin to meet the nitrate MCL. Table 3.3-03 indicates purchases from Calleguas MWD
have been consistently less than the available water supply from Calleguas MWD during the historical
period, demonstrating the reliability of imported water supplies obtained from Calleguas MWD.

Camrosa’s primary resource strategy for the past 20+ years has been to build “self-reliance” by
developing local supply alternatives. This strategy has been instrumental in reducing the dependence on
imported Calleguas MWD purchased water. In 1997, 85% of the District’s demand was met through
imported Calleguas MWD purchased supplies and was reduced to 25% by 2018 (Camrosa, 2021). This
reduction of imported water use was accomplished primarily through the Conejo Creek Project where
agricultural and municipal irrigation demand was shifted from the potable system to the non-potable
system supplied via Conejo Creek diversion downstream of the Basin, and additional non-potable water
supplied from recycled water from Camrosa’s Water Reclamation Facility. Table 3.3-04 shows water
purchased water from Calleguas MWD that is imported into Camrosa WD’s potable system in the
ASRVGB over the historical period. Average annual purchases were 942 AFY which comprised an average
of 64% of Camrosa’s total potable deliveries. This percentage has fluctuated over this historical period
yet has notably increased in recent years due to the Conejo wellfield being offline since 2018 from TCP
contamination. Camrosa is in the process of constructing a GAC treatment plant to treat the TCP, which
will further reduce Camrosa’s dependency on imported Calleguas MWD purchases for blending and
water quality purposes (Camrosa, 2021). Table 3.3-04 shows that imported potable water from
Calleguas MWD purchases has fluctuated for operational and water quality purposes, but there have
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been sufficient supplies to meet potable demands over the historical period. Calleguas MWD can draw
from MWDSC and water stored in Lake Bard and the Las Posas Aquifer Storage and Recovery Project.
These multiple sources provide CMWD options, improving water supply reliability (Calleguas MWD,
2021). Overall, ASRVGB has not faced potable water shortages during the historical period.

Camrosa’s non-potable distribution system in the ASRVGB is supplied by Conejo Creek Project water
diversions from Conejo Creek downstream of the ASRVGB and recycled water from Camrosa’s Water
Reclamation Facility. During the historical period, Camrosa’s diversions from Conejo Creek have
averaged 8,832 AFY, of which 42% was delivered to Pleasant Valley County Water District (Camrosa,
2021). The Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility produces ~1,500 AFY, of which approximately two-thirds
are delivered to agricultural customers and one-third is delivered to California State University Channel
Islands (Camrosa, 2021). Wastewater effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP is ~15,000 AFY and is a
reliable source of water to Conejo Creek even during periods of drought, given the relatively stable
nature of indoor water demands. Camrosa’s Conejo Creek Project plans are to continue to divert ~9,000
AFY from the Conejo Creek diversion downstream of the Basin based on a 2013 agreement with the City
of Thousand Oaks, which accounts for streamflow losses, environmental protection requirements,
bypass, and downstream diversion water rights. An estimation of planned versus actual non-potable
water used within ASRVGB by water year during the historical period is provided in Table 3.3-05 and
indicates sufficient supplies to meet non-potable demands.

3.3.1.2 Historical Surface Water Budget

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:

(2) Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of past surface
water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand trends relative to water year
type. The historical water budget shall include the following:

(B) A quantitative assessment of the historical water budget, starting with the most recently available
information and extending back a minimum of 10 years, or as is sufficient to calibrate and reduce
the uncertainty of the tools and methods used to estimate and project future water budget
information and future aquifer response to proposed sustainable groundwater management
practices over the planning and implementation horizon.

Table 3.3-06 and Figure 3.3-02 quantify the historical surface water budget components for the ASRVGB.
Surface water flows in the ASRVGB are the result of runoff from precipitation events and perennial flows
sourced from discharge from the Hill Canyon WWTP and urban runoff from Conejo Valley. Section
3.1.1.2 provides details on the surface water within the ASRVGB. The primary surface water features
include the Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary, the Arroyo Conejo, and Conejo Creek (Figure 3.1-05).
The Arroyo Santa Rosa and its tributary are ephemeral streams typically exhibiting flows during/after
rainstorm events. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are perennial streams with sustained flows due
to the Hill Canyon WWTP effluent discharges into the creek.

Surface water inflows leave the basin through Conejo Creek at the western boundary of the ASRVGB and
are accounted for in the Stream Outflows term. Stream outflows make up ~92% of the total inflows on
average. Stream outflows are consistently less than inflows throughout the historical period indicating
that there is a net loss of surface water flows to the groundwater through percolation of streamflow in
the losing stream reaches of the Basin (Sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.6). There are also reaches within the
Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek that are gaining, and annual volumes of streamflow losses and gains
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are calculated by the numerical model (Appendix G). The surface water budget components for the
historical period are summarized below:

= The largest component of inflow for the historical surface water budget is the Arroyo Conejo
(average of 15,318 AFY).

= The historical average total surface water inflow is 16,729 AFY.

= The average streamflow losses from percolation to groundwater in losing reaches is
approximately 1,286 AFY (with a range from 730 AFY to 2,134 AFY) over the historical period.

= The average gains from groundwater discharging to the streams in gaining reaches is
approximately 119 AFY (with a range from 62 AFY to 490 AFY) over the historical period.

= The net surface water-groundwater interaction for the streamflows in the ASRVGB is computed
by taking the sum of streamflow losses and gains. On average, the result is a net streamflow loss
of approximately 1,167 AFY to the groundwater, ranging 240 AFY to 2,061 AFY, depending on
the seasonal variability of groundwater levels.

= Evapotranspiration (ET): ET from phreatophytes within the riparian areas of the streams occurs
through available surface flow in the streams and ranges from 116 AFY to 146 AFY with an
average of 130 AFY for the historical period.

3.3.1.3 Historical Groundwater Budget

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:

(2) Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of past surface
water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand trends relative to water year
type. The historical water budget shall include the following:

(B) A quantitative assessment of the historical water budget, starting with the most recently available
information and extending back a minimum of 10 years, or as is sufficient to calibrate and reduce
the uncertainty of the tools and methods used to estimate and project future water budget
information and future aquifer response to proposed sustainable groundwater management
practices over the planning and implementation horizon.

Table 3.3-07 and Figure 3.3-03 quantify the historical groundwater budget components for ASRVGB, of
which inflow from the Conejo volcanics and net streamflow percolation constituted the largest inflow
components. Agricultural and M&I (septic and outdoor) return flows constituted moderate inflow
amounts, while mountain-front recharge, lateral flows from Pleasant Valley Basin, potable and non-
potable distribution loss return flows, and recharge from precipitation were minor inflow components.
The model generated values for the lateral flows from Pleasant Valley Basin are not well constrained by
data. Groundwater extractions from M&I and agricultural pumping (metered and non-metered)
comprised the largest outflows from the Basin. Groundwater discharge to gaining stream reaches was
relatively minor and the domestic well extraction is negligible. Individual inflow and outflow
components from Table 3.3-07 are combined and shown on Figure 3.3-03 and are identified by color.
Based on simple calculations and ranges on Table 3.3-07, the historical values for the groundwater
budget components are summarized below:

= Recharge from precipitation: Precipitation usually occurs in just a few significant annual storms
that occur between November and April (Section 3.1.1.1). The natural recharge from
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precipitation within the Basin ranged from 0 to approximately 177 AFY with an average of
approximately 41 AFY.

= Mountain-front recharge from the North: Mountain-front recharge from the north, which is
derived from precipitation, averages 230 AFY, varying from 174 AFY to 295 AFY.

= Inflow from the Conejo volcanics: The Conejo volcanic bedrock to the east (see Figure 3.1-18) is
the largest source of inflow in the ASRVGB with an average rate of 1,257 AFY varying from
1,047AFY to 2,078 AFY during the historical period. Inflow from the Conejo volcanics from the
south is much less with an average of 93 AFY varying from 51 AFY to 198 AFY.

= Return flows: Agricultural return flows constituted the highest inflow amount in this category
(average of 703 AFY), and M&I outdoor use (average of 315 AFY), septic return flows (average of
279 AFY), and distribution losses (average of 161 AFY) were much less; however, when
combined, the return flows were a significant inflow component, and totals ranged from
approximately 1,269 AFY to 1,746 AFY with an average of 1,458 AFY.

= Groundwater extractions: M&lI extractions were the highest outflow component followed by
agricultural extractions, until water year 2019 when M&I extraction rates began to decrease due
to TCP contamination. Total groundwater extracted for agricultural, M&I, and domestic use
ranged from 3,227 AFY to 6,041 AFY with an average of 4,530 AFY.

= Underflow to/from Pleasant Valley Basin: Underflow from Pleasant Valley Basin constitutes the
remaining inflow to the ASRVGB. This is modeled to be an average of 114 AFY during the
historical period ranging from -144 AFY to 281 AFY. The negative value (outflow) in 2012 is likely
an artifact of the numerical model stabilizing from initial conditions. The flows from Pleasant
Valley Basin depend on the relative groundwater levels along the western boundary and
groundwater levels within the FCGMA management area. Nonetheless, the average flow across
this boundary is insignificant (~2% of the average total Basin outflows for the historical period)
and is within the range of uncertainty of the numerical model (see Appendix G). In addition, the
model generated values for flow across this boundary are not well-constrained by data.

=  Groundwater Exchange with Streamflow: Surface water-groundwater interactions vary spatially
in the ASRVGB (see Sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.6). The average inflow to the groundwater system
from losing reaches of the streams within the Basin is approximately 1,286 AFY ranging from 730
AFY to 2,134 AFY. The average outflow from the groundwater system to gaining reaches of the
streams is approximately 119 AFY (with a range from 62 AFY to 490 AFY) over the historical
period. Thus, on average the net surface water-groundwater exchange was ~1,167 AFY of
streamflow percolation to the groundwater system. These amounts reflect the surface water
budget components described above in Section 3.3.1.2.

= Groundwater in Storage: In response to the annual variability in inflows and outflows to the
groundwater system in ASRVGB, the volume of groundwater in storage in the Basin has
increased or decreased during the historical period, generally due to changes in extraction rates
and hydrologic conditions. Table 3.3-07 and Figure 3.3-03 show the annual and cumulative
change in groundwater in storage for the Basin. As can be seen in Figure 3.3-03, the change in
groundwater in storage is intrinsically linked to extraction rates, which is the primary outflow
component for the water budget.
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3.3.1.4 Impact of Historical Conditions on Basin Operations [8354.18(c)(2)(C)]

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:

(2) Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of past surface
water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand trends relative to water year
type. The historical water budget shall include the following:

(C) A description of how historical conditions concerning hydrology, water demand, and surface water
supply availability or reliability have impacted the ability of the Agency to operate the basin
within sustainable yield. Basin hydrology may be characterized and evaluated using water year

type.

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c)(2)(C) requires a description of how historical water budget
conditions have impacted the ability of ASRVGB to operate the Basin within sustainable yield. The
estimated sustainable yield for ASRVGB is provided in Section 3.3.4. Prior to adoption of this GSP,
ASRGSA has had neither the regulatory authority nor the technical justification to “operate the basin
within sustainable yield.” Thus, GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c)(2)(C) appears inapplicable to the
ASRVGB. However, the impacts of historical conditions can provide insight into what challenges ASRGSA
may have faced had it existed historically and with authority to manage the Basin.

Review of the historical water budget indicates that groundwater storage declined from 2012-2015, was
relatively stable from 2016-2018, and then increased to storage levels in 2021 that are similar to the
beginning of the historical period in 2012. However, the observed recovery from 2018-2021 is larger
than it may have been otherwise due to the reduction in M&I extractions caused by the Conejo wellfield
being offline starting in 2018 because of TCP in groundwater (Section 3.2.2; Figure 3.2-05). The
cumulative storage change at the end of the historical period is -1,706 AF, which is a small deficit that is
not unexpected due to the considerably dry period. Regardless, ASRGSA is unaware of any documented
undesirable results historically.

3.3.2 Current Water Budget [8354.18(c)(1)]

§354.18 Water Budget.
(c) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin as follows:
(1) Current water budget information shall quantify current inflows and outflows for the basin using the
most recent hydrology, water supply, water demand, and land use information.

The GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c)(1) require that the current surface water and groundwater
budget be based on the most recent hydrology, water supply, water demand, and land use information.
Water year 2021 is the last complete water year included in the numerical model (Appendix G). Water
years 2019 through 2021 were selected to represent the current water budget, capturing a degree of
hydrologic variability by including the wetter year of 2019 (which exceeded average precipitation levels)
and drier years in 2020 and 2021 (Section 3.1.1.1; Figure 3.1-04).

3.3.2.1 Current Demands, Supplies, and Reliability of Surface Water Deliveries

The current demands, supplies, and reliability of surface water deliveries are discussed in Section 3.3.1.1
above and demonstrates that Camrosa has overall maintained a reliable supply of water for the Basin,
even during drought periods. Table 3.3-04 shows water purchased from Calleguas MWD that is imported
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into Camrosa WD’s potable distribution system for the current period. Average current annual
purchased water imported into the Basin is 1,112 AFY, which is 79% of Camrosa WD’s metered potable
deliveries and is higher than the 10-year historical period of 64%, which is largely attributed to Camrosa
WD’s increase in purchased imported water to compensate for the temporary closure of the Conejo
wellfield from TCP contamination. Camrosa WD is in the process of taking measures to reduce its
reliance on imported water supplied by Calleguas MWD, and the construction of a GAC treatment plant
to treat the groundwater will further reduce Camrosa’s dependency on purchased water for blending
and water quality purposes (Camrosa, 2021). Nonetheless, ASRVGB has not faced potable water
shortages during the current period. Table 3.3-05 shows imported non-potable water for Camrosa WD's
non-potable distribution system and indicates that ASRVGB has not faced non-potable water shortages
during the current period.

3.3.2.2 Current Surface Water Budget

The current water budget period (2019-2021) captures a degree of hydrologic variability by including the
wetter year of 2019 (which exceeded average precipitation levels) and drier years in 2020 and 2021
(Section 3.1.1.1; Figure 3.1-04). As can be observed on Table 3.3-06 and Figure 3.3-02, additional
calculations provide summary comparisons between the current and historical surface water budgets:

= The largest component of inflow for the current surface water budget is the Arroyo Conejo
(average of 19,064 AFY), which is consistent with the historical water budget (average of 15,318
AFY) and is slightly higher.

= The current average total surface water inflow is 21,636 AFY compared to the historical period
(16,729 AFY).

= The net surface water-groundwater interaction for the streamflows in the ASRVGB is computed
by taking the sum of streamflow losses and gains. On average, the result is a net streamflow loss
to groundwater of approximately 1,576 AFY for the current period compared to 1,167 for the
historical period.

= ET from phreatophytes within the riparian areas of the streams during the current period is
generally consistent with the historical period, with an average of 141 AFY.

The current surface water budget begins after a historically dry period where groundwater levels were
relatively low. The surface water budget indicates current surface water flows in the Basin are on
average higher than historical conditions, which has likely contributed to increasing groundwater in
storage and groundwater levels in the Basin, although, to a much lesser degree than the reduction in
groundwater extractions (see Current Groundwater Budget below).

3.3.2.3 Current Groundwater Budget

Average annual volumes for each component of the current groundwater budget are quantified in Table
3.3-07 and Figure 3.3-03. Following are key aspects of the current groundwater budget and notable
differences compared to the historical groundwater budget, based on simple calculations and ranges
taken from Table 3.3-07:

= Current average recharge from precipitation is consistent with the historical average as a very
minor source of inflow for the groundwater budget.
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®=  Mountain-front recharge from the north remains a small source of inflow for the groundwater
budget but is less in the current period compared to the historical period due to generally drier
overall conditions.

=  Current average agricultural return flows (589 AFY) are less than the historical period (703 AFY).

= Current average M&I return flows and distribution losses are relatively the same compared to
the historical period due to consistent deliveries.

= Current average inflows from the Conejo volcanics (1,151 AFY) are slightly less than the
historical period (1,349 AFY).

= Underflow from Pleasant Valley Basin for the current period is more than the historical period
but is still insignificant with respect to the overall groundwater budget and within the range of
uncertainty of the numerical model.

=  Current average net exchange of surface water flows (streamflow losses recharging
groundwater) into the Basin of 1,576 AFY is about 400 AFY more than during the historical
period.

= Current average groundwater extractions of 3,487 AFY are 1,043 AFY less than the historical
period. Approximately 60% of overall extractions are M&I pumping from Camrosa WD, so the
decrease reflects the 2018 shutdown of Camrosa’s Conejo wellfield.

Groundwater levels have generally increased during the current period, particularly in the western half
of the Basin, and groundwater storage has recovered to near 2012 levels. While the current period is
slightly wetter relative to the historical period, the decrease in M&lI extractions during the 2018 to 2021
period contributed the most to the recovery of storage levels.

3.3.3 Projected Water Budget

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c) require the development of a projected surface water and
groundwater budget to estimate future baseline conditions of supply, demand, and aquifer response to
GSP implementation. This section describes the methods used to estimate the projected water budget
for ASRVGB, quantifies each projected water budget component, and evaluates uncertainty due to
effects of future DWR-recommended climate change scenarios.
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3.3.3.1 Projected Water Budget Calculation Methods
[8354.18(d)(1),(d)(2),(d)(3),(e), and ()]

The projected water budget for ASRVGB was developed using the same tools and methods as the
historical and current water budgets, which includes the use of the numerical flow model (Appendix G),
modified to incorporate projections of future hydrology and demand, as described in the following
subsections.

3.3.3.1.1 Projected Hydrology [8354.18(c)(3)(A)]

In accordance with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18 (c)(3)(A), the projected water budget was based
on 50 years (water years 1972-2021) of historical precipitation, evapotranspiration, and streamflow
information, which was incorporated into the predictive numerical model (Appendix G). The selected 50-
yr historical period is representative of the long-term hydrologic variability in the Basin and is the best
available information for groundwater sustainability planning purposes. The 1972-2021 period includes
several wet-dry cycles and has an overall near-average precipitation (13.7 inches versus 13.3 inches for
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the entire record) and is evidenced by the similar starting and ending values on the cumulative
departure from mean annual precipitation line (Figure 3.1-04).

The projected baseline hydrology was based on historical records from basin-specific precipitation
gauges, ET stations, and streamflow data from the Conejo Creek and its major contributing tributaries
(including the Arroyo Santa Rosa and the Arroyo Conejo). Future scenarios of hydrologic uncertainty
associated with climate change were assessed with the 2030 and 2070 climate change scenarios,
described below.

Uncertainty in future hydrology associated with potential climate change was evaluated by applying
DWR (2018) change factors for precipitation, ET, and streamflow from their 2030 and 2070 central-
tendency scenarios for the ASRVGB. Climate change factors were incorporated into historical baseline
hydrology based on DWR (2018) guidance. Additional details on how future projections of precipitation,
ET, streamflow, recharge, return flows, and pumping were developed are provided in the numerical
model documentation (Appendix G).

3.3.3.2 Projected Water Demand, Supply, and Reliability of Surface Water
Deliveries [8354.18(c)(3)(B), (c)(3)(C).]

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(c)(3)(B) require use of the most recent land use, ET, and crop
coefficient information as the baseline condition for estimating future water demand and uncertainty
associated with projected changes in local land use planning.

For the purpose of developing a projected water budget for ASRVGB, baseline future water demand in
the Basin was accounted for in the numerical flow model (Appendix G) using current (most recent) land
use information, agricultural and M&I water-use trends, and assumptions regarding future climatic
conditions (including rainfall and ET).
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3.3.3.2.1 Projected Demands

= Land Use and Population Change Effects on Water Demand: Population growth and land use
changes are not expected to drive increased demand in the future. As described in Section 2.2.3,
changes in land use that could have a significant impact on groundwater demand are not
expected for the foreseeable future due to land use ordinances and policies. Projected change in
agricultural and urban water demand due to land use change is not expected for the ASRVGB
because most of the agricultural and undeveloped land in the basin lies within the County’s
SOAR boundaries (Figure 2.2-02). The County’s SOAR initiative requires a majority vote of the
people to rezone unincorporated open space, agricultural or rural land for development. The
initiative is currently approved through 2050. The existence of the SOAR makes it very unlikely
that a material change in land use that would affect the GSP analysis will occur during the
baseline projection period. Because agricultural land is not expected to convert to other uses, it
is assumed that there is little potential for new development and that agricultural activities will
continue. Given the historical preponderance of permanent crops, it is assumed that there will
not be a significant change in cropping either. The above-listed assumptions and conclusion can
be re-visited during the required 5-year GSP updates. Population projections within Camrosa
WD'’s retail service area suggest population growth will be small and will occur in other parts of
the District’s service area; therefore, population growth will not likely have material impact on
water demand in the Basin (Table 3.3-08).

= Projected Agricultural Demands: Projected agricultural demands for the baseline scenario are
assumed to be the average demand from the historical period, since no appreciable change in
agricultural acreage or crop type is expected in the Basin (due to protected SOAR lands and a
significant portion of the crops are long-term plantings (e.g., avocado or citrus trees), and there
was no apparent correlation between agricultural demand and water year type (see
Appendix G).

= Projected Municipal and Industrial Demands: Projected M&I demands were assumed to be the
average of the monthly indoor and outdoor M&I demands developed for the historical period,
since no land use changes are expected due to the SOAR initiatives. The 2030s and 2070s
climate change M&I outdoor demands are expected to increase by 4% and 9%, respectively due
to projected ET increases. (Appendix G).

= Domestic Demand: Domestic demand was assumed to remain constant and equal to historical
domestic demand because there is only one domestic well in the Basin and all other domestic
water demands are supplied by Camrosa WD.

3.3.3.2.2 Projected Supplies

= Projected groundwater supplies: projected pumping estimates were developed by Camrosa WD
for their wells (Prichard, pers. comm., 2022b). Projected groundwater supplies were assumed to
be equivalent to the agricultural demands discussed above. Domestic supply was assumed to
remain constant and equal to historical domestic supply.

= Projected surface water supplies: Surface water supplies from imported water from Calleguas
MWD purchases are currently not expected to change because they have been reliably met
during the historical period and temporary reductions have been addressed with conservation
measures (see Section 3.3.1.1). Reliance on imported purchased water may decrease due to
projects and management actions and will be updated accordingly. Other sources of surface
water from outside the basin includes the Conejo Creek Project water and recycled water (see
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Section 3.3.1.1) and are not expected to change because the primary source of the water is Hill
Canyon effluent, which is a reliable source of water even during periods of drought, given the
relatively stable nature of indoor water demands.

Projected demands and supplies by category and source for the baseline, 2030, and 2070 climate
change scenarios are shown on Tables 3.3-09 through 3.3-11.

3.3.3.2.3 Reliability of Projected Surface Water Supply

Future water supply within the ASRVGB is reliant on groundwater extractions and imported water. The
Baseline future imported water is based on the historical and current reliability (see Sections 3.3.1.1 and
3.3.2.1) and consists of a blend of imported purchased water from Calleguas MWD, extracted water
from wells in the Tierra Rejada and Pleasant Valley basins, and Conejo Creek diversions and recycled
water (Figure 3.3-01) (Camrosa 2021).

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.1, the District has historically relied on Calleguas MWD for imported
purchased potable water and therefore in meeting MCL requirements. Camrosa intends to further lower
its dependency on Calleguas MWD water (Camrosa, 2021). Both Calleguas MWD and MWDSC are
making water supply reliability a priority, significantly decreasing the chances of ASRVGB experiencing
shortages of imported supplies in the future. Calleguas MWD can draw from MWDSC water stored in
the Las Posas Aquifer Storage and Recovery Project. These multiple sources provide Calleguas MWD
options, improving water supply reliability. - Furthermore, the ASRVGB comprises a relatively small
portion of Calleguas MWND's service area (Figure 1.0-01) and therefore lessens the chance of significant
shortages given that ASRVGB comprises a relatively small portion of its demands. MWDSC is also making
strides in improving sustainability and reliability of regional supplies by reducing dependency on SWP
and Colorado River water through conservation, recycling, storage, and improved supplies. Such efforts
include groundwater storage programs through the San Bernardino Valley MWD and Kern-Delta Water
District, the Diamond Valley Reservoir, the Las Posas Aquifer Storage and Recovery Project, demand
management, and Metropolitan’s Water Supply Allocation Plan, which was instituted during the 2015
drought. These programs are intended to improve the sustainability and reliability of water supplies
while reducing dependency on SWP and Colorado River water.

3.3.3.3 Projected Water Budget

The projected surface water and groundwater budgets are presented in the following subsections
below:

3.3.3.3.1 Projected Surface Water Budget

Average annual volumes for each component of the projected baseline surface water budget in ASRVGB
are quantified in Table 3.3-12 and Figure 3.3-04. Following are salient results of the modeled baseline
projected surface water budget, with comparison to the historical and current surface water budgets
(shown on Table 3.3-06 and Figure 3.3-02):

* The largest component of inflow for the baseline projected surface water budget is the Arroyo
Conejo, consistent with the historical and current surface water budgets, and the average
projected inflow (19,956 AFY) is higher than the average historical and current values (15,318
AFY and 19,064 AFY, respectively).
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= The projected average total surface water inflows are 23,119 AFY compared to the historical and
current period (16,729 AFY and 21,636 AFY, respectively).

= The projected average net streamflow losses to the groundwater are 1,717 AFY, which is higher
than the historical and current period (1,167 AFY and 1,576 AFY, respectively).

As was described in Section 3.3.3.1.1 of this GSP, the projected surface water budget was also modeled
under two climate change scenarios (2030 and 2070) in accordance with DWR guidance
§354.18(c)(3)(C). Projected surface water budget components under the 2030 climate change scenario
are summarized in Table 3.3-13 and graphically illustrated on Figure 3.3-05. Projected surface water
budget components under the 2070 climate change scenario are summarized in Table 3.3-14 and
graphically illustrated on Figure 3.3-06. The effect of the simulated climate change scenarios on the
projected surface water budget components is small; the largest change in long-term average projected
inflows is less than 4% (increase) compared to baseline surface water budget inflows.

3.3.3.3.2 Projected Groundwater Budget

Average annual volumes of groundwater that comprise each component of the baseline projected
groundwater budget for the alluvial aquifer are quantified in Table 3.3-15 and Figure 3.3-07. The
following are salient results of modeling the baseline projected groundwater budget, with a comparison
to the historical and current groundwater budgets (shown on Table 3.3-07 and Figure 3.3-03):

= Projected baseline average recharge from precipitation (235 AFY) is much higher than the
historical and current averages (41 AFY and 72 AFY, respectively), but is still a minor source of
inflow for the groundwater budget. The projected period (water years 1972-2021) includes
more “above normal” and “wet” water years (22 out of 50, 44%), compared to the historical
period (2 out of 10, 20%).

= The average mountain-front recharge from the north (244 AFY) remains a small source of inflow
for the projected baseline groundwater budget but is slightly higher in comparison to the
historical and current averages (230 AFY and 183 AFY, respectively).

= Projected baseline average agricultural return flows (755 AFY) are more than the historical and
current averages (698 AFY and 570 AFY, respectively).

= The projected baseline average M&I return flows and distribution losses are relatively the same
compared to the historical period.

= The projected baseline average inflow from the Conejo volcanics (1,059 AFY) is slightly less than
the historical and current averages (1,349 AFY and 1,151 AFY, respectively).

= The average underflow from Pleasant Valley Basin for the projected baseline groundwater
budget (182 AFY) is similar to the historical and current averages (114 AFY and 206 AFY,
respectively) and is still an insignificant component of the groundwater budget and within the
range of uncertainty of the numerical model.

= The projected baseline average net exchange of surface water flows (streamflow losses
recharging groundwater) in the Basin (1,717 AFY) are higher than the historical and current
averages of 1,167 AFY and 1,576 AFY, respectively.

= Projected baseline average groundwater extractions of 5,155 AFY are higher than the historical
and current averages of 4,530 AFY and 3,487 AFY, respectively. The projected baseline
extractions are assumed to return to near full capacity as compared to the current period, when
Camrosa’s Conejo wellfield was shut down.
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= |nresponse to the annual variability of inflows and outflows to the groundwater system in
ASRVGB, the volume of groundwater in storage in the Basin increased or decreased during the
projected period and is generally due to changes in recharge and net streamflow percolation.
Table 3.3-15 and Figure 3.3-07 show the projected annual and cumulative change in
groundwater in storage for the Basin. As can be seen in Figure 3.3-07, the change in
groundwater in storage is intrinsically linked to recharge and net streamflow percolation, which
are the primary inflow components for the water budget.

As was described in Section 3.3.3.1.1 of this GSP, the projected groundwater budget was also modeled
under two climate change scenarios (2030 and 2070) in accordance with DWR (2018) guidance.
Projected groundwater budget components under the 2030 climate change scenario are summarized in
Table 3.3-16 and Figure 3.3-08. Projected groundwater budget components under the 2070 climate-
change scenario are summarized in Table 3.3-17 and Figure 3.3-09. The overall effect of the simulated
climate change scenarios on the projected groundwater budget components is relatively small. The
largest relative change is the mountain-front recharge from the north which is ~8% less than the
baseline for both the 2030 and 2070 climate change scenarios. Other differences for the 2030 and 2070
climate change scenarios compared to the baseline include ~4% increase in recharge from precipitation.
The simulated effects of climate change on other groundwater budget components are smaller, ranging
from less than 1 percent to a few percent. It should be noted that existing cyclical climate phenomena,
such as the El Nino/Southern Oscillation (ENSO) and Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), have historically
had a greater effect on groundwater budget components in ASRVGB than the projected effects of the
2030 and 2070 climate change scenarios. In other words, the effects of existing climate cycles (ENSO and
PDO) likely will have greater impacts on future groundwater conditions in ASRVGB than the longer-term
climate change assumptions recommended by DWR to evaluate potential uncertainty in the projected
water budget.

3.3.4 Overdraft Assessment and Sustainable Yield Estimate [8354.18(b)(5)
and (b)(7)]

§354.18 Water Budget.
(b) The water budget shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or estimates based on
data:

(5) If overdraft conditions occur, as defined in Bulletin 118, the water budget shall include a quantification
of overdraft over a period of years during which water year and water supply conditions approximate
average conditions.

(7) An estimate of sustainable yield for the basin.

Overdraft Assessment

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.18(b)(5) requires quantification of overdraft over a period of years
during which water year and water supply conditions approximate average conditions if overdraft
conditions exist. Bulletin 118, Update 2003 (DWR, 2003) describes groundwater overdraft as “[T]he
condition of a groundwater basin or subbasin in which the amount of water withdrawn by pumping
exceeds the amount of water that recharges the basin over a period of years, during which the water
supply conditions approximate average conditions. Overdraft can be characterized by groundwater
levels that decline over a period of years and never fully recover, even in wet years. If overdraft
continues for a number of years, significant adverse impacts may occur, including increased extraction
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costs, costs of well deepening or replacement, land subsidence, water quality degradation, and
environmental impacts.”

The water budget results indicate a slight imbalance in the Basin currently and in the future. The annual
change in storage is within 10% error in uncertainty of model results, and undesirable results from
chronic lowering of groundwater levels have not occurred and are not projected to occur. Numerical
model results for the projected water budget also indicate that groundwater levels cyclically recover
following droughts. Nonetheless, ASRGSA can manage future pumping appropriately through
monitoring.

Sustainable Yield

GSP Emergency Regulations § 354.18(b)(7) requires an estimate of the sustainable yield for the basin.
Water Code Section 10721(w) defines “sustainable yield” as the maximum quantity of water calculated
over a base period representative of long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary
surplus that can be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable
result. Modeling results for the projection period indicate that the inflows and outflows will be
approximately balanced, even with climate change considered. Therefore, an estimate of the
sustainable yield is the average modeled projected groundwater extractions minus the average modeled
projected change in groundwater in storage. The resulting sustainable yield estimate is ~5,300 AFY. The
projection period (based on historical climate data from 1972-2021) had an average precipitation nearly
equal to the overall historical average (1929-2021), so the estimated sustainable yield is representative
of the long-term sustainability of the Basin.

3.4 Management Areas [§354.20]

§354.20 Management Areas.

(a) Each Agency may define one or more management areas within a basin if the Agency has determined that
creation of management areas will facilitate implementation of the Plan. Management areas may define
different minimum thresholds and be operated to different measurable objectives than the basin at large,
provided that undesirable results are defined consistently throughout the basin.

Sustainable management of the ASRVGB requires dividing the Basin into two management areas: the
area within the FCGMA jurisdictional boundary, and the remaining areas within the Basin managed by
ASRGSA (i.e., the ASRGSA management area). These management areas are separated by the Bailey
Fault, which acts as a hydraulic barrier between the areas and results in ~70-80 ft difference in
groundwater elevations and differences in groundwater quality (see Section 3.1.3.1.2). Northwest of the
Bailey Fault and outside of the FCGMA management area there are small areas along the northern
edges of the Basin boundary and along the Bailey Fault that are a result of differing versions of maps and
delineation of basin and agency boundaries (see Figure 3.4-01), and these areas are assumed to be
covered by the FCGMA management area for the sake of simplicity for this GSP. Currently there are no
wells and/or beneficial uses or users isolated within these small areas, so the inclusion of these areas
within the FCGMA management area should not impact the current management structure of FCGMA.
The primary difference in groundwater conditions for the FCGMA management area is that is does not
receive appreciable infiltration of surface water from the Conejo Creek. Another difference in
groundwater conditions is the component of underflow to and from the Pleasant Valley Basin to the
west; however, the amount of calculated flow is insignificant and within the uncertainty of the
numerical model.
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4.0 Sustainable Management Criteria [Article 5,
SubArticle 3]

4.1 Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria [§354.22]

§354.22 Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria. This Subarticle describes criteria by which an
Agency defines conditions in its Plan that constitute sustainable groundwater management for the basin,
including the process by which the Agency shall characterize undesirable results, and establish minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator.

This chapter defines the conditions that direct sustainable groundwater management in the ASRVGB.
Individual sections discuss the process by which the GSAs of the Basin (ASRGSA and FCGMA)
characterized undesirable results and established minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones (SMC) for each applicable sustainability indicator.

This section presents the data and methods used to develop the SMC for the ASRVGB and explains how
the SMC affect the interests of beneficial uses and users of groundwater and/or land uses and property
interests. As required, the SMC presented in this section were developed using the best available
science and information for the Basin. As noted in this GSP, uncertainty and limitations exist for the
HCM and numerical model and were considered during SMC development. The SMC will be reevaluated
during each required 5-year GSP assessment and potentially modified in the future as new data become
available.

SMC were developed for each applicable sustainability indicator, and their order is kept consistent with
the GSP Emergency Regulations text for minimum thresholds (§354.28). The following sustainability
indicators are applicable in the Basin:

=  Chronic lowering of groundwater levels (Section 4.4)
= Reduction in groundwater storage (Section 4.5)

= Degraded water quality (Section 4.7)

= Land subsidence (Section 4.8)

= Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water (Section 4.9)

The seawater intrusion sustainability indictor is not applicable in the ASRVGB for the reasons described
in Groundwater Conditions (Section 3.2.3).

The description of each sustainability indicator contains all the information required by Section 354.22
et seq. of the SGMA regulations and outlined in the Sustainable Management Criteria Best Management
Practice (BMP) document (DWR, 2017), including:

1. Description of undesirable results:

- Potential effects on beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and property
interests, and other potential effects (§354.26(b)(3))

- The cause of groundwater conditions that would lead to or has led to undesirable results
(§354.26(b)(1))
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- The criteria used to define when and where the effects of groundwater conditions cause
undesirable results (i.e., the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that cause
significant and unreasonable effects in the basin) (§354.26(b)(2))

2. How minimum thresholds were developed:
- The information and methodology used to develop minimum thresholds (§354.28 (b)(1))

— The relationship between minimum thresholds and the relationship of these minimum
thresholds to other sustainability indicators (§354.28 (b)(2))

- The effect of minimum thresholds on neighboring basins (§354.28 (b)(3))
- The effect of minimum thresholds on beneficial uses and users (§354.28 (b)(4))

- How minimum thresholds relate to relevant Federal, State, or local standards (§354.28
(b)(5))
- The method for quantitatively measuring minimum thresholds (§354.28 (b)(6))
3. How measurable objectives and interim milestones were developed:

- The methodology for setting measurable objectives (§354.30)
- Interim milestones (§354.30 (a), §354.30 (e), §354.34 (g)(3))

4.2 Sustainability Goal [§354.24]

§354.24 Sustainability Goal. Each Agency shall establish in its Plan a sustainability goal for the basin that
culminates in the absence of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline. The
Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from the basin setting used to
establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures that will be implemented to ensure that the basin
will be operated within its sustainable yield, and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be
achieved within 20 years of Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and
implementation horizon.

The sustainability goal is key to the SMC development process because it provides policy guidance for
defining undesirable results and desirable conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator, and for
the Basin as a whole. Recognizing the importance of the sustainability goal, the SMC development
process began with adopting the sustainability goal. Information from the basin setting used to establish
the sustainability goal is described in the subsections for each individual sustainability indicator.

The sustainability goal for the ASRVGB is as follows:

The goal of this GSP is to maintain sustainable conditions in the ASRVGB thereby supporting
beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the ASRVGB, without causing undesirable results
under future conditions. The GSAs also desire to collaborate with other agencies and
stakeholders within the basin to improve the groundwater quality of the ASRVGB.

The measures that will be implemented to ensure that the Basin will be operated sustainably. An
explanation of how the sustainability goal is to be maintained through the planning and implementation
horizon is presented in Section 6, Projects and Management Actions, and Section 7, Implementation
Plan.
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4.3 Process for Establishing Sustainable Management Criteria
[8354.26(a)]

§354.26 Undesirable Results.

(a) Each Agency shall describe in its Plan the processes and criteria relied upon to define undesirable results
applicable to the basin. Undesirable results occur when significant and unreasonable effects for any of the
sustainability indicators are caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin.

The process for developing SMC included presentations at GSA Board of Directors meetings, which
included information on SGMA requirements, relevant information from the Basin Setting section, and
results of additional analyses completed to support SMC development. SMC and supporting information
were also presented at three GSP workshops held on August 4, 2022, October 24, 2022, and [3™
WORKSHOP DATE TBD].

1. The first GSP Workshop focused on providing foundational information for SMC
development, including the basin setting and groundwater model, and SMC requirements
overview.

2. The second GSP workshop focused on the sustainability goal, SMC overview, and a detailed
SMC proposal for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater
storage, degraded water quality, land subsidence, and depletions of ISW sustainability
indicators.

3. The third GSP workshop presented the entire draft GSP with a review of the proposed SMC.

The proposed SMC were also subject to review and comment during the Draft GSP comment period.
ASRGSA and FCGMA also collaborated to develop the SMC for each management area of the Basin.
Outreach was performed throughout the SMC development process to encourage input on the
proposed SMC, including bill stuffers to all Camrosa WD customers, letters to well owners in the Basin,
emails to the interested parties list, telephone communications with stakeholders, and public notices.

A key part of the SMC development process is defining undesirable results (GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.26(a)). The process for defining undesirable results consisted of multiple steps:

1. First, potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and
property interests, and other potential effects were evaluated and described qualitatively.
This was called “qualitative statement of undesirable results.”

2. The qualitative undesirable results statement was then translated into quantitative minimum
thresholds at specific monitoring network sites.

3. Lastly, a combination of minimum threshold exceedances representing undesirable results
(per GSP Emergency Regulations §354.26(b)(2)) in the Basin was established.

For this GSP and pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(d), a groundwater elevation minimum
threshold serves as the metric for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels (Section 4.4), reduction of
groundwater storage (Section 4.5), and land subsidence (Section 4.8) sustainability indicators. Adequate
evidence demonstrating groundwater levels are a reasonable proxy is presented in Sections 4.4.2, 4.5.2,
and 4.8.2.
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4.4 Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels

The SGMA requires that GSAs manage groundwater levels and storage to avoid significant and
unreasonable impacts on beneficial uses resulting from a depletion of supply over the 50-year SGMA
planning and implementation horizon.

Section 3.2.1.2 presents the groundwater elevation hydrographs and describes the long-term trends
within the Basin. Although some declining trends and lower than typically observed groundwater levels
have been observed historically in some wells throughout the Basin (see Section 3.2, Appendices | and J)
for additional details), most of the wells currently have relatively stable groundwater levels and there
are no documented impacts to beneficial uses or users; therefore, undesirable results from chronic
lowering of groundwater levels has not occurred within the Basin. Regardless, SMC have been
developed for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator to ensure that
potential undesirable results related to groundwater extraction are avoided during periods of low
groundwater levels and storage.

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(c)(1), two factors must be considered when developing
minimum thresholds for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator:
1. Depletion of supply effects on beneficial users (Section 4.4.1)

2. Effects on other sustainability indicators (Section 4.4.2.5)

These factors were considered during the SMC development process.

4.4.1 Undesirable Results [8354.26(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3),(c), and (d)]
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Process and Criteria for Defining Undesirable Results [§354.26(a)]

The overall process relied upon to define undesirable results for this GSP was described in Section 4.3.
The specific process and criteria for defining undesirable results applied to the chronic lowering of
groundwater levels sustainability indicator are described below.

Evaluation of Potential Effects on Beneficial Uses and Users, Land Uses, and
Property Interests [8354.26(b)(3)]

The process for defining undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels began with
considering the potential effects on beneficial uses and users of groundwater, land uses, and property
interests that would be caused by depletion of supply. Public trust resources were also assessed in
development of this GSP by considering the impacts to riparian and aquatic ecosystems, and by setting
minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable results under SGMA.

When considering depletion of supply effects, it is important to note that the GSA’s purview extends to
effects caused by pumping or GSP projects or management actions. As discussed in Section 3.3,
groundwater pumping is a significant part of the water balance (see Table 3.3-07 and Figure 3.3-03).
Although inflows are generally constant for the Basin regardless of climate conditions, drier years can
reduce inflows primarily due to less streamflow percolation from stormflows. During prolonged
droughts, lowering of groundwater levels and reduction of groundwater storage caused by pumping
could have potential impacts on groundwater supply for the agricultural, municipal, and domestic
beneficial users.

The potential effects on groundwater supply were analyzed by evaluating historical groundwater
elevation data, well construction information, and numerical modeling results from the historical and
50-year projected water budget (see Appendix G for the details and results of this analysis). The
groundwater level analysis results indicate that groundwater levels could decline to historical low levels
before a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply would occur. The reason for this available
groundwater level decline is related to multiple factors:

1. There have been no documented operational failures of pumping due to water levels at or near
the historical low groundwater levels, which, depending on location have either occurred
historically in the 1960s or during the most recent drought (see Section 3.2.1 and Appendix G).

2. Most wells are in areas of the Basin where the groundwater-producing zones occur at
considerable depths (see Figures 3.1-10a and b, and Figure 3.1-28).

3. There is a consistent source of recharge to the groundwater in the Basin from the infiltration of
perennial streamflow in the Arroyo Conejo and underflow from the Conejo volcanics (see
Section 3.2).

The analysis results are supported by the lack of reported undesirable results during historical periods of
lowered groundwater levels. Significant and unreasonable effects are assumed to occur if wells could no
longer be operated as designed. Based on the foregoing, it was concluded that undesirable results for
the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator may occur if pumping causes
groundwater levels to decline below historical low levels.
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Effects on Agricultural, Municipal, and Domestic Beneficial Uses

Significant and unreasonable depletion of supply for agricultural, municipal, or domestic water is the
inability to produce water absent an alternative water supply. Although pumping may exacerbate
groundwater level declines during prolonged droughts, there have been no reported instances when a
beneficial user was unable to meet their basic water supply needs with either groundwater or delivered
water supplies. Therefore, it was concluded that significant and unreasonable effects have not occurred
historically with respect to the groundwater levels sustainability indicator for agricultural, municipal, or
domestic beneficial uses, but could potentially occur if groundwater levels decline below historically low
levels in the future. It is noted that there is only one domestic well located in the Basin and the well
owner could connect to Camrosa WD if the well is ever unable to provide adequate water domestic

supply.

Potential Effects on Land Uses and Property Interests

Potential effects on land uses and property interests include decreased property values resulting from
increased costs to purchase water in amounts that are significantly greater than have occurred
historically. Increased water costs could cause changes in cropping patterns and acreage planted, which
may also impact land values. As discussed in Section 2.2.3.1, agricultural land and open space in the
Basin is subject to the County of Ventura SOAR voter initiatives currently approved through 2050 (SOAR,
2015). The SOAR initiatives require a majority vote of the people to rezone unincorporated open space,
agricultural, or rural land for development. The existence of SOAR makes it very unlikely that agricultural
land could be developed. Therefore, it is important to ensure that agricultural beneficial uses of
groundwater are protected by the minimum thresholds because there is no practical alternative land
use for most agricultural land in the Basin. Absent groundwater supplies, agricultural property values
would likely be significantly impacted. The impact on property values for other land uses and property
uses in the Basin is less directly tied to groundwater because the Camrosa WD (water supplier for
majority of the non-agricultural areas of the Basin) has a diverse water supply portfolio that includes
multiple supplies derived from sources located outside of the Basin.

Effects on Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

As summarized in Section 3.2.7, riparian vegetation identified along Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are
considered to be dependent on perennial surface water discharges from the Conejo Valley and the Hill
Canyon WWTP, and urban runoff from Conejo Valley, both of which enter the Basin via Hill Canyon.
Therefore, there are no GDEs to consider. However, the GSP does address depletions of ISW that could
cause undesirable results including significant and unreasonable effects on riparian habitat (Section
4.9.1).

Cause of Groundwater Conditions That Could Lead to Undesirable Results
[8354.26(b)(1)]

The cause of groundwater conditions that could lead to undesirable results would be pumping that
causes groundwater levels to decline below the deepest levels historically observed. The following
factors could cause or contribute to groundwater levels declining to such levels:

1. Groundwater extractions, particularly extraction rates that exceed the sustainable yield of
the basin.

2. Droughts that exceed the duration and severity of droughts included in the hydrologic
period used for the projected water budget analysis.
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3. Decreased groundwater inflow from the Conejo volcanic bedrock.
4. Decreased surface water inflow from Conejo Valley and the Hill Canyon WWTP.

5. Combinations of items 1 through 4.

It is noted that the GSAs are only responsible for addressing effects related to groundwater extraction
within the ASRVGB (i.e., Factor No. 1).

Criteria Used to Define Undesirable Results [8354.26(b)(2)]

As per SGMA definition (354.26(a)), "undesirable results occur when significant and unreasonable
effects for any of the sustainability indicators are caused by groundwater conditions occurring
throughout the basin.” The combination of minimum threshold exceedances that are deemed to cause
significant and unreasonable effects for chronic lowering of groundwater levels was specified to be
minimum threshold exceedances in more than 50% of the groundwater level monitoring sites for either
management area for 2 successive years. Two (2) years is considered to be a reasonable duration to
confirm that any minimum threshold exceedances are not due to seasonal variability or a short-term
aberration. The definition of undesirable results was based on the fact that even when groundwater
conditions were at the minimum thresholds (historical groundwater lows) no undesirable results were
reported and all known pump settings are at depths much lower than the minimum thresholds and
would continue to operate even when minimum thresholds were reached. The criteria for undesirable
results were defined through the review of historical groundwater conditions and documentation on
groundwater levels and well construction information (see Appendix J), and discussion and input from
stakeholders during meetings and workshops.

4.4.2 Minimum Thresholds [8§354.28]

The minimum thresholds for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels are set at the historical low
groundwater level for each monitoring well (see Appendix J). The basis, description, and definition for
the minimum threshold is discussed in the subsequent sections below.
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4.4.21 Information and Criteria to Define Minimum Thresholds
[8354.28(a),(b)(1),(c)(1)(A),(e), and §354.34(g)(3)]

The evaluation of potential effects of chronic lowering of groundwater levels on beneficial uses and
users, land uses, and property interests was described in Section 4.4.1. Summarizing Section 4.4.1,
significant and unreasonable effects from chronic lowering of groundwater levels would be causing
municipal, agricultural, or domestic beneficial users to be unable to meet their basic water supply needs
with either groundwater or alternative water supplies, or increased costs to purchase supplemental
water in amounts that are significantly greater than have occurred historically. Based on this evaluation,
coupled with the absence of documented undesirable results, it was concluded that historical low
groundwater levels provide an appropriate minimum threshold for each monitoring well within the
Basin (see Appendix J for additional detail). Other considerations include the absence of land subsidence
within the Basin; keeping groundwater levels above the historical lows would also ensure the prevention
of any onset of inelastic land subsidence. The resulting minimum thresholds are provided in Table 4.1-01
and are depicted on the time-series plots (hydrographs) included in Appendix J.

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(c)(1)(A), the rate of groundwater elevation decline
based on historical trends, water year type, and projected water use in the Basin were also considered
during development of the minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels.
Groundwater level declines have been observed historically and during drought periods for some wells
(Figures 3.2-03 and 3.2-04a through 3.2-04b; Appendix J). Modeling projections of groundwater levels
are within the range of historical data and suggest that the proposed minimum thresholds may be
occasionally exceeded at some monitoring locations (Appendix J); however, the criterion for undesirable
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results is not predicted to be triggered during the 50-year GSP implementation period. Projected water
use in the Basin is accounted for in the modeling of the 50-year projected period.

4.4.2.1.1 Evaluation of Multiple Minimum Thresholds [8354.26(c)]

This requirement is not applicable because only one minimum threshold is established for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.

4.4.2.1.2 Evaluation of Representative Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(d)]

As discussed in Section 3.3.2 and Appendix J, groundwater levels are related to groundwater storage.
Because of this, groundwater level elevations are used as a proxy for the reduction of groundwater
storage minimum thresholds. Groundwater level elevations are also used as a proxy for land subsidence
minimum thresholds (Section 4.8.2).

4.4.2.2 Relationships Between Minimum Thresholds and Sustainability Indicators
[8354.28(b)(2)]

The relationships between the minimum thresholds for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels
sustainability indicator and other sustainability indicators are described in Section 4.4.2.5.

4.4.2.3 Minimum Thresholds in Relation to Adjacent Basins [8354.28(b)(3)]

The potential effect on the adjacent Basins is considered negligible because ASRVGB is separated from
the adjacent basins by exposed and/or shallow bedrock. The numerical model indicates a small amount
of flow between the ASRVGB and the Pleasant Valley Basin; however, this flow is not well-constrained
by data and is within the uncertainty of the numerical model (see Appendix G for a discussion on the
numerical model uncertainty). The average historical flow across the Basin boundary is 114 AFY (from
Pleasant Valley Basin to ASRVGB), which is 2.4% of the average outflow for ASRVGB and 1.3% of the
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average outflow for Pleasant Valley Basin. Moreover, the FCGMA GSP for Pleasant Valley Basin (FCGMA,
2019; UWCD, 2021) assumed a no-flow boundary between the two basins because the flow across the
boundary was considered negligible; hence the SMC for the ASRVGB and the Pleasant Valley Basin GSPs
are essentially independent of each other.

4.4.2.4 Impact of Minimum Thresholds on Beneficial Uses and Users
[8354.28(b)(4)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
(4) How minimum thresholds may affect the interests of beneficial uses and users of groundwater or land
uses and property interests.

The chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum thresholds may have effects on beneficial users
and land uses in the Basin:

Groundwater Beneficial Users (All Types): The minimum thresholds seek to prevent significant and
unreasonable depletions of groundwater supply, which will prevent significant operational and financial
burdens associated with purchasing additional imported Calleguas MWD potable water than has been
necessary historically. Modeling projections for the GSP suggest that the minimum thresholds may be
occasionally exceeded at some monitoring locations (Appendix J). However, the criterion for undesirable
results (more than 50% of wells with water levels below minimum thresholds for either management
area for 2 consecutive years) is not predicted to be triggered during the 50-year GSP implementation
period, meaning that pumping reductions, any projects, or other management actions will not be
needed to avoid undesirable results for this sustainability indicator. Therefore, the minimum thresholds
for this sustainability indicator are not anticipated to limit beneficial uses of groundwater.

Land Uses and Property Interests (All Types): The minimum thresholds seek to prevent significant and
unreasonable effects on land uses and property interests by preventing significant operational and
financial burdens associated with procuring more imported Calleguas MWD potable water than has
been necessary historically, thereby helping maintain property values. As discussed in Section 2.2.3.1,
agricultural land and open space in the Basin is subject to the County of Ventura SOAR voter initiatives
currently approved through 2050 (SOAR, 2015). The SOAR initiatives require a majority vote of the
people to rezone unincorporated open space, agricultural, or rural land for development. The existence
of SOAR makes it likely that land use in the Basin would not change significantly in the future. Therefore,
it is important to ensure that agricultural beneficial uses of groundwater are protected by the minimum
thresholds because there is no practical alternative land use for most agricultural land in the Basin.
Absent groundwater supplies, agricultural property values would likely be significantly impacted. The
impact on property values for other land uses and property uses in the Basin is less directly tied to
groundwater because Camrosa WD (water supplier for the non-agricultural areas of the Basin) has a
diverse water supply portfolio that includes multiple supplies derived from sources located outside of
the Basin.

Effects on Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems: As summarized in Section 3.2.7, riparian vegetation
identified along Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are considered to be dependent on perennial surface
water discharges from Conejo Valley and the Hill Canyon WWTP, and urban runoff from Conejo Valley,
both of which enter the Basin via Hill Canyon; therefore, there are no GDEs to consider. However, the
GSP does address depletions of ISW that could cause undesirable results including significant and
unreasonable effects on riparian habitat (Section 4.9).
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4.4.2.5 Potential Effects on other Sustainability Indicators [8354.28(c)(1)(B)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(c)(1)(B), potential effects on other sustainability
indicators were considered. The following effects were identified:

1. Reduction of Groundwater Storage: The reduction of groundwater storage sustainability
indicator minimum thresholds are identical to those developed for the chronic lowering of
groundwater levels sustainability indicator (Section 4.5).

2. Seawater Intrusion: This sustainability indicator is not applicable to the ASRVGB.

3. Degraded Water Quality: As discussed in Section 3.1.3.3, there is no known relationship
between groundwater levels and groundwater quality.

4. Land Subsidence: Historical data do not indicate that land subsidence is an issue for ASRVGB,
and minimum thresholds set at the historical low should prevent inelastic land subsidence
that occurs when preconsolidation stress is exceeded from groundwater levels falling below
historical lows.

5. Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water: The chronic lowering of groundwater level
minimum thresholds are based on historical low groundwater conditions, which is the same
basis for evaluating impacts to establish the minimum threshold for depletions of ISW;
therefore, the two SMC are consistent.

4.4.2.6 Current Standards Relevant to Sustainability Indicator [8354.28(b)(5)]

The GSAs are unaware of any federal, state, or local standards for chronic lowering of groundwater
levels.

4.4.2.7 Measurement of Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(b)(6)]
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Groundwater elevations will be directly measured to determine their relation to minimum thresholds.
Groundwater level monitoring will be conducted in accordance with the monitoring plan outlined in
Section 5.

4.4.3 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones
[8354.30(a),(b),(c),(d),(e),(g), and §354.34(g)(3)]

4.4.3.1 Description of Measurable Objectives

The chronic lowering of groundwater levels measurable objectives were developed by applying the
concept of providing a reasonable margin of operational flexibility under adverse conditions (GSP
Emergency Regulations §354.30(c)). Adverse conditions for the ASRVGB include drought phases of the
long-term climatic-driven groundwater level cycles, as described in Section 3.2 (Groundwater
Conditions). The reasonable margin of operational flexibility was determined to be groundwater levels
from the 50-year modeled projection that are sufficiently high to prevent levels from dropping below
the minimum thresholds (Appendix J). The measurable objectives were developed for each monitoring
site by evaluating the modeled groundwater level data for the projected period. The maximum modeled
groundwater level following the stabilization of groundwater levels (after the public supply wells resume
regular operations) was selected to represent the measurable objective to establish the operational
range of flexibility (see Appendix J). Currently, Camrosa WD’s Conejo wellfield is temporarily out of
operation (since 2018) due to TCP concentration levels exceeding the MCL and are scheduled to resume
regular operations by 2023, when the GAC treatment facility is complete (see Section 3.2.4). The
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measurable objectives are intended to apply following wet periods. Failure to meet the measurable
objectives during other times shall not be considered failure to sustainably manage the Basin. Time-
series plots (hydrographs) showing the measured and modeled groundwater elevation data and
measurable objectives are included in Appendix I.

4.4.3.2 Interim Milestones [§354.30(e)]

§354.30 Measurable Objective.

(e) Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin with 20 years of
Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for each relevant sustainability indicator,
using the same metric as the measurable objective, in increments of five years. The description shall explain
how the Plan is likely to maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and
implementation horizon.

Interim milestones were developed to illustrate a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for
the Basin within 20 years of Plan implementation. Development of interim milestones is significantly
complicated by the fact that the hydrologic conditions (especially the frequency and intensity of
droughts) for the next 20 years are highly uncertain. Currently, groundwater levels for the wells within
the vicinity of the public supply wells (7 out of the 13 wells) that were shut down in 2018 are above the
measurable objectives, and include the wells located in the western area of the Basin within the ASRGSA
management area (southeast of the Bailey Fault). The remaining 6 wells (3 in the eastern half of the
Basin and 3 in the FCGMA management area) have current groundwater levels below the measurable
objective (but are at or above the minimum thresholds) due to overall dry conditions for much of the
past decade. It is anticipated that the measurable objectives will be met at some point during the 20-
year GSP planning period and then may fluctuate below the measurable objective thereafter. Because of
the uncertainty concerning when the measurable objectives will be met, the interim milestones are
shown as a linear path toward the measurable objective over the 20-year sustainability timeframe. This
interim milestone path should not be taken literally because it depends on climate and potential
changes to future management of the Basin. The interim milestones and path to sustainability will be
reviewed during each required 5-year GSP assessment (GSP Emergency Regulations §354.38(a)). The
interim milestones are listed in Table 4.1-01 and are plotted on the time-series plots (hydrographs)
included in Appendix .

4.5 Reduction of Groundwater Storage

Numerical modeling of the ASRVGB indicates the range of storage change is small compared to the
estimated total volume of groundwater in storage (see Section 3.2.2); however, storage is not directly
measured for the Basin and there are no storage targets or goals associated with groundwater use.
Storage changes are also estimated to be relatively gradual and are linked to the amount of pumping
within the Basin (see Section 3.3 and Figure 3.2-05). The SMC for the reduction of groundwater storage
focuses on avoiding potential undesirable results related to groundwater extraction when groundwater
levels are near historical lows. Because groundwater storage is related to groundwater levels, the
reduction of groundwater storage SMC are identical to those developed for the chronic lowering of
groundwater levels sustainability indicator.
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4.5.1 Undesirable Results [8354.26(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3).(c), and (d)]

Process and Criteria for Defining Undesirable Results [8354.26(a)]

The overall process relied upon to define undesirable results for this GSP is described in Section 4.3. The
specific process and criteria for defining undesirable results applied to the reduction of the groundwater
storage sustainability indicator are described below.

Pursuant to Water Code §10721(x)(2), the undesirable result for the reduction of groundwater storage
sustainability indicator is a “significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage.” The
reduction in the groundwater storage sustainability indicator is measured as the “total volume of
groundwater that can be withdrawn from the basin without causing conditions that may lead to
undesirable results” (GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28 (c)(2)).

The effects of decreasing groundwater storage manifest as effects for other sustainability indicators; the
reduction of groundwater storage is associated with chronic lowering of groundwater levels and land
subsidence sustainability.

Based on the foregoing, the qualitative description of undesirable results is reduction of groundwater
storage that will likely cause other sustainability indicators to have undesirable results.

Evaluation of Potential Effects on Beneficial Uses and Users, Land Uses, and
Property Interests [8§354.26(b)(3)]

The evaluation of potential effects on beneficial uses and users, land uses, and property interests for the
reduction of groundwater storage sustainability indicator is the same as for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels and is incorporated herein by reference.
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Cause of Groundwater Conditions That Could Lead to Undesirable Results
[8354.26(b)(1)]

The cause of groundwater conditions that could lead to undesirable results would be reduction of
groundwater storage that subsequently causes undesirable results for the other sustainability indicators.

The following factors could result in groundwater storage reductions that could lead to undesirable
results for the other sustainability indicators:

1. Groundwater extractions, particularly extraction rates that exceed those assumed for the
projected water budget analysis.

2. Droughts that exceed the duration and severity of droughts included in the hydrologic
period used for the projected water budget analysis.

3. Decreased groundwater inflow from the Conejo volcanic bedrock.
4. Decreased surface water inflow from Conejo Valley and the Hill Canyon WWTP.

5. Combinations of items 1 through 4.

It is noted that the GSAs are only responsible for addressing effects related to groundwater extraction
within the Basin (i.e., Factor No. 1).

Criteria Used to Define Undesirable Results [8354.26(b)(2)]

The criteria used to define undesirable results for the reduction of groundwater storage sustainability
indicator are based on the qualitative description of undesirable results, which is causing other
sustainability indicators to have undesirable results. As explained in Section 4.5.2, groundwater levels will
be used as a proxy for the reduction of groundwater storage sustainability indicator minimum thresholds.
Based on the foregoing, the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that is deemed to cause
significant and unreasonable effects in the Basin for the reduction of groundwater storage sustainability
indicator is the same as the combinations deemed to cause undesirable results for the chronic lowering
of groundwater levels sustainability indicator (Table 4.4-01).
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4.5.2 Minimum Thresholds [8§354.28]

45.2.1 Information and Criteria to Define Minimum Thresholds
[8354.28(a)(b)(1),(c)(2),(d),(e), and 8354.34(g)(3)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28(d), groundwater levels may be used as a proxy for
other sustainability indicators if a significant correlation between groundwater levels and the other
sustainability indicators can be demonstrated. Groundwater levels are related to groundwater storage,
as described in Section 3.2.2, 3.3 (under Water Budget Components), and Appendices G and K. Rising
groundwater levels indicate an increase in groundwater storage and vice versa. It is also noted that
groundwater storage cannot be directly measured; rather it can only be estimated using measured or
modeled groundwater levels and knowledge of the basin geometry and subsurface hydraulic properties,
and the calibrated numerical model is used to estimate the change in storage for the Basin (Appendix G).
The numerical model was used to develop a quantitative relationship between groundwater storage and
groundwater levels (Appendix G). Nonetheless, the groundwater levels established for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels minimum thresholds are a more direct and reliable measure of
sustainability as compared to estimated storage changes. For these reasons, groundwater levels will be
used as a proxy for the reduction of groundwater storage sustainability indicator (Table 4.4-01).

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 97



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

4.5.2.2 Evaluation of Representative Minimum Thresholds [8354.28(d)]

As discussed in Section 3.2.2 and Appendix G, groundwater levels are related to groundwater storage.
Because of this, groundwater level elevations are used as a proxy for the reduction of groundwater
storage minimum thresholds.

4.5.2.3 Relationships Between Minimum Thresholds and Sustainability Indicators
[8354.28(b)(2)]

The relationships between the minimum thresholds for the reduction of groundwater storage
sustainability indicator and other sustainability indicators are the same as the potential effects of the
minimum thresholds for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels on the other sustainability
indicators and are discussed in Section 4.4.2.5.

4.5.2.4 Minimum Thresholds in Relation to Adjacent Basins [8354.28(b)(3)]

The potential effect on the adjacent basins is considered to be small because ASRVGB is separated from
the adjacent basins by exposed and/or shallow bedrock.

4.5.2.5 Impact of Minimum Thresholds on Beneficial Uses and Users
[8354.28(b)(4)]

The effects on beneficial users and land uses in the Basin are the same as analyzed for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator and are incorporated herein by reference to
Section 4.4.2.4.
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4.5.2.6 Current Standards Relevant to Sustainability Indicator [8354.28(b)(5)]

The GSAs are unaware of any federal, state, or local standards for reduction of groundwater storage.

4.5.2.7 Measurement of Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(b)(6)]

Groundwater elevations will be directly measured to determine their relation to minimum thresholds.
Groundwater level monitoring will be conducted in accordance with the monitoring plan outlined in
Section 5.

4.5.3 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones
[8354.30(a),(b),(c),(d),(e),(g), and §354.34(g)(3)]
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Because the chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum thresholds are a proxy for the reduction
of groundwater storage minimum thresholds, the measurable objectives and interim milestones for
chronic lowering of groundwater levels are adopted for the reduction of groundwater storage
measurable objectives and interim milestones (Table 4.4-01).

4.6 Seawater Intrusion

Seawater intrusion is not an applicable indicator of groundwater sustainability in the ASRVGB and,
therefore, no SMC are set. Section 3.2.3 (Seawater Intrusion) provides the evidence for the
inapplicability of this sustainability indicator.

4.7 Degraded Water Quality

GSP Emergency Regulations 354.28(c)(4) requires GSAs to address significant and unreasonable impacts
on beneficial uses caused by groundwater operations or projects and management actions that spread
contaminant plumes or cause dissolved constituent concentrations to increase to levels that significantly
and unreasonably impact beneficial uses. The key aspect of the regulation is causation — plume
spreading, or concentration increases are only significant and unreasonable under SGMA if caused by
groundwater operations or a GSA’s implementation of project or management actions. As discussed in
Section 3.1.3.3, Water Quality, and Section 3.2.4, Groundwater Quality Impacts, there are no identified
contaminant plumes from point sources in the Basin, and available data indicate that concentrations of
naturally occurring constituents (indicator constituents include TDS, chloride, sulfate, and boron) are not
caused by or exacerbated by groundwater pumping. The indicator constituents were determined based
on the RWQCB WQOs (see Section 3.2.4). Nitrate and TCP — non-point source contaminants from above-
ground sources and land use — have impacted Camrosa’s public supply wells. Elevated nitrate and TCP
concentrations have been mitigated by blending with imported purchased water; however, the low MCL
for TCP (5 ppt) now requires treatment via a GAC treatment plant that is currently under construction.
Given the treatment methods in place for nitrate and TCP, SMC were developed specific to these
constituents to address feasibility of treatment to drinking water quality standards.
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4.7.1 Undesirable Results [8§354.26(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3).(c), and (d)]

Process and Criteria for Defining Undesirable Results [8354.26(a)]

The overall process relied upon to define undesirable results for this GSP was described in Section 4.3.
The specific process and criteria for defining undesirable results applied to the degraded water quality
sustainability indicator are described below.

Evaluation of Potential Effects on Beneficial Uses and Users, Land Uses, and
Property Interests [8354.26(b)(3)]

The process for defining undesirable results for degraded water quality began with considering the
potential effects on beneficial uses and users of groundwater, land uses, and property interests.
Potential effects on municipal beneficial uses associated with water quality degradation could include
increased costs for treatment or blending to meet drinking water standards. Potential effects on
domestic beneficial uses associated with water quality degradation could include health effects
(resulting from elevated nitrate and/or TCP concentrations) and increased costs for alternative water
supplies or additional treatment. Potential effects on agricultural beneficial uses could include lower
quality crops, implementation of treatment or blending, or use of more expensive alternative sources of
water for irrigation. All of the potential effects on agricultural beneficial uses would result in increased
costs and potential impacts on land values. Nitrate and TCP do not currently impact agricultural
beneficial use of groundwater.

The above-listed potential effects were analyzed by evaluating information about the following:
1. Historical groundwater quality data;

2. Relevant local, state, and federal water quality standards applicable to the Basin; and

3. Local and professional opinion on water quality and treatment issues.
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The analysis revealed that the common ion chemistry of the groundwater in the ASRVGB is not ideal but
has been and continues to be beneficially used by municipal and agricultural users through the
utilization of blending practices. Based on the foregoing, the qualitative description of undesirable
results is groundwater quality parameters exceeding historical concentrations due to pumping or GSP
implementation that significantly impacts beneficial uses, and in the case of nitrate and TCP,
exceedances that can make blending or treatment cost-prohibitive.

Cause of Groundwater Conditions That Could Lead to Undesirable Results
[8354.26(b)(1)]

As previously discussed, there are no identified contaminant plumes from point sources in the Basin,
and available data indicate that concentrations of naturally occurring constituents (indicator
constituents include TDS, chloride, sulfate, and boron) are not caused by or exacerbated by
groundwater pumping.

Criteria Used to Define Undesirable Results [§354.26(b)(2)]

The effects of groundwater conditions deemed to cause undesirable results is considered to occur when
the average concentration for all representative monitoring wells in either management areas exceed
the minimum threshold concentration for a constituent for 2 consecutive years. Two (2) years is
considered to be a reasonable duration to confirm that any minimum threshold exceedances are not
due to seasonal variability or a short-term aberration.

4.7.2 Minimum Thresholds [§354.28]

4.7.2.1 Information and Criteria to Define Minimum Thresholds
[8354.28(b)(1),(c)(4), and (e)]
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Minimum thresholds were developed to address the qualitative description of undesirable results
provided in Section 4.7.1: “groundwater quality parameters exceeding historical concentrations due to
pumping or GSP implementation that significantly impacts beneficial uses, and in the case of nitrate and
TCP, exceedances that can make blending or treatment cost-prohibitive.” The potential effects on
beneficial uses and users were considered together with applicable local, state, and federal water
quality standards applicable to the Basin.

These criteria were considered when developing the minimum thresholds:

1.

Primary MCLs: Applicable to nitrate and TCP only. For the municipal wells in the Basin,
primary MCLs are achieved in delivered water through blending and/or treatment. There is
also one domestic well in the Basin. The ASRGSA is reaching out to the well owner to
determine if the well is used to supply drinking water. If yes, ASRGSA will work with the well
owner to test the groundwater quality.

Secondary MCLs: Applicable to TDS, sulfate, and chloride. The California Division of Drinking
Water considers concentrations of these constituents in excess of their respective Upper
Consumer Acceptance Levels to be acceptable only on a temporary basis for community and
municipal water suppliers pending construction of treatment facilities. Because treatment
costs are significant, a widespread increase in concentrations to levels exceeding the Upper
Consumer Acceptance Level due to pumping or GSP implementation would be considered a
significant and unreasonable degradation of water quality.

RWQCB WQOs: These standards are designed to protect beneficial uses and preserve
existing water quality at the time of RWQCB Basin Plan (RWQCB-LA, 2019) development
from degradation, consistent with the Porter-Cologne Act and SWRCB Antidegradation Policy
(Resolution No. 68-16). RWQCB established WQOs for nitrate, TDS, chloride, sulfate, and
boron (Table 4.7-01).

Agricultural Thresholds: Certain crops grown in the Basin are sensitive to boron and chloride
in irrigation water. The RWQCB WQOs were developed, in part to protect agricultural
beneficial uses of water. Therefore, widespread chloride or boron concentrations in excess of
WQOs for these constituents due to pumping or GSP implementation would be considered a
significant and unreasonable effect.

Existing Water Quality: With the exceptions noted earlier, existing groundwater quality is
known to support municipal and agricultural beneficial uses in the Basin through blending
practices. Therefore, minimum thresholds should generally be set equal to or greater than
existing water quality to recognize the absence of significant and unreasonable effects in the
basin at present.

The GSA’s Regulatory Authority to Improve Water Quality: TDS, sulfate, chloride, and boron
are naturally occurring constituents that are derived from groundwater interaction with
subsurface sediments and bedrock. Nitrate and TCP are derived from historical and/or
current land use activities, such as agricultural return flows and septic system percolation.
The GSAs have no regulatory authority to change or improve the water quality in the Basin
unless degradation of water quality is related to pumping or Plan implementation. The GSAs
are focused on preserving the existing water quality of the Basin in the interest of
maintaining sustainability; however, if means become available to improve water quality,
aspirational goals are considered for reducing concentrations for naturally occurring
constituents.
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The minimum thresholds are provided along with their rationale in Table 4.7-01 and are also shown on
Table 4.7-02 for each water quality monitoring well, with water quality plots provided in Appendix H.
Concentrations for all the constituents except for sulfate and boron have historically been above the
WQO or MCL, so the approach for defining the minimum thresholds is based on the premise that any
further degradation of the groundwater quality, if caused by groundwater extraction or GSP projects
and management actions, would be significant and unreasonable because the WQO/MCL is already
exceeded. For nitrate and TCP, the economic infeasibility of treatment and blending is considered to be
significant and unreasonable. The water quality constituents of concern within the Basin are described
in Sections 3.1.3.3 and 3.2.4, and the information used to define the minimum thresholds for each
constituent is provided below.

Nitrate

Elevated nitrate concentrations (expressed throughout the GSP to represent nitrate as nitrogen [N])
have been observed throughout the Basin for decades and have not been an issue for agricultural use;
however, nitrate concentrations above 50 mg/L may impact sensitive nursery crops (Faber, pers. comm.,
2022). Analytical data for the Basin indicates nitrate has not exceeded 50 mg/L throughout the ASRVGB
and therefore is not expected to impact sensitive crops. The public supply wells require blending with
imported purchases from Calleguas MWD to meet drinking water standards. The blending ratio has
averaged 1:1 (imported:local) for the historical period, and when ratios exceed 2:1 it is no longer
economical to use local groundwater, which is considered an undesirable result for the Basin. The
concentration limit for nitrate for the blended raw Conejo Wellfield water prior to blending with
imported water, has been identified to be 23.4 mg/L (Prichard, pers. comm., 2022c). The Conejo
wellfield water is also blended with other groundwater wells which have lower nitrate concentrations
prior to blending with imported water, but if the blended Conejo wellfield water is above 23.4 mg/L,
blending becomes economically infeasible. Therefore, the minimum threshold has been set to 23.4 mg/L
(Appendix H).

TCP

TCP (1,2,3-trichloropropane) concentrations for the public supply wells currently exceed the MCL of 5
ng/L, and the impacted wells have been shut down since 2018 appending construction of a GAC
treatment plant. The maintenance for the GAC treatment requires a carbon change-out to remain
effective at treating TCP and the frequency of change-out depends on the influent concentrations. If
influent concentrations exceed 250 ng/L then the carbon change-out frequency becomes cost-
prohibitive (Prichard, pers. comm., 2022d). Therefore, the minimum threshold has been set to 250 ng/L
(Appendix H).

Total Dissolved Solids

Although the average TDS concentration for all the representative monitoring sites in the last 10 years is
below the RWQCB WQO of 900 mg/L (Table 4.7-01), concentrations have historically exceeded the WQO
in some wells. The TDS minimum threshold was set higher than the RWQCB WQO based on the upper
range of concentrations observed in representative monitoring wells during the previous 10 years
(Appendix H) because the GSAs have no regulatory authority to reduce TDS concentrations in the Basin.
Setting the minimum threshold above the RWQCB WQO is not considered an issue because the
secondary MCL short-term consumer acceptance level is not exceeded for potable uses and agricultural
users manage salinity via blending.
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Chloride

Similar to TDS, chloride concentrations in some wells within the Basin have historically exceeded the
RWQCB WQO of 150 mg/L; however, the average concentration for all the representative monitoring
sites in the last 10 years is below the RWQCB WQO. The chloride minimum threshold was set higher
than the RWQCB WQO based on the upper range of concentrations observed in representative
monitoring wells during the previous 10 years (Appendix H). Although there may be concern about
higher chloride concentrations impacting avocado orchards (see Section 3.2.4), blending with imported
purchased potable water has addressed this issue for agricultural users (Prichard, pers. comm., 2022c).
In addition, the groundwater within the Basin has historically been used for agricultural purposes and
there have been no documented undesirable results regarding elevated chloride concentrations. Note,
the elevated chloride concentrations are not caused by pumping and cannot be improved by managing
groundwater pumping; however, ASRGSA intends to achieve the sustainability goal of preserving the
water quality for the Basin. Setting the minimum threshold above the RWQCB WQQO is not considered an
issue for potable water because the minimum threshold is less than the secondary MCL recommended
consumer acceptance level.

Sulfate

All historical concentrations of sulfate have consistently been below the WQO (300 mg/L); therefore, the
minimum threshold has been set to be equal to the WQO to preserve the water quality of the Basin
(Appendix H).

Boron

All historical concentrations of boron have consistently been below the WQO (1 mg/L); therefore, the
minimum threshold has been set to be equal to the WQO to preserve the water quality of the Basin
(Appendix H).

Determination of Minimum Threshold Exceedances

The degraded water quality minimum threshold applies only if the GSAs determine that an exceedance
was caused by groundwater pumping or implementation of a GSP project. In other words, the GSAs are
not responsible for water quality degradation caused by land use practices or other conditions unrelated
to groundwater pumping or implementation of a GSP project. Therefore, exceedances of minimum
thresholds do not necessarily constitute significant and unreasonable effects for the Basin.

4.7.2.1.1 Evaluation of Multiple Minimum Thresholds [§354.26(c)]

§354.26 Undesirable Results.

(c) The Agency may need to evaluate multiple minimum thresholds to determine whether an undesirable
result is occurring in the basin. The determination that undesirable results are occurring may depend upon
measurements from multiple monitoring sites, rather than a single monitoring site.

This requirement is not applicable because only one minimum threshold is established for each
constituent for the degraded water quality sustainability indicator.
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4.7.2.1.2 Evaluation of Representative Minimum Thresholds [8354.28(d)]

The requirement is not applicable to the degraded water quality sustainability indicator because
groundwater elevations are not used as a proxy for the minimum thresholds.

4.7.2.2 Relationships Between Minimum Thresholds and Sustainability Indicators
[8354.28(b)(2)]

The relationships between the minimum thresholds for the degraded water quality and other
sustainability indicators are as follows:

1. Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels and Reduction of Groundwater Storage: As
discussed in Section 3.1.3.3, there is no known relationship between groundwater levels and
groundwater quality.

2. Seawater Intrusion: This sustainability indicator is not applicable to the ASRVGB.

3. Land Subsidence: The land subsidence minimum thresholds are designed to minimize future
potential inelastic land subsidence. Lower-quality water may be expelled from clays when
inelastic subsidence occurs, so minimizing inelastic land subsidence helps prevent significant
and unreasonable effects for the degraded water quality sustainability indicator.

4. Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water: There is no cause-and-effect relationship
between the degraded water quality and depletions of ISW sustainability indictors.

4.7.2.3 Minimum Thresholds in Relation to Adjacent Basins [8354.28(b)(3)]

Numerical modeling results for the water budget components presented in Section 3.3 indicate a
potential for groundwater flow out of the Basin at the boundary with the Pleasant Valley Basin;
however, the flow rate is negligible and within the numerical modeling range of uncertainty.
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4.7.2.4 Impact of Minimum Thresholds on Beneficial Uses and Users
[8354.28(b)(4)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
(4) How minimum thresholds may affect the interests of beneficial uses and users of groundwater or land
uses and property interests.

Degraded water quality minimum thresholds affect beneficial users and land uses in the Basin in the
following ways:

Groundwater Beneficial Users (All Types): The minimum thresholds will prevent significant and
unreasonable degradation of groundwater quality that would limit the beneficial use of groundwater.
Potential effects that are minimized or avoided by the minimum thresholds include:

1. Adverse health effects of elevated nitrate and TCP in drinking water;

2. The potential for increased costs for treatment or blending to meet drinking water
standards for municipal beneficial users;

3. Lower quality crops and increased demand for more costly surface water for blending or to
replace groundwater for irrigation. The potential effects on agricultural beneficial uses
would result in increased costs and potential impacts on land and crop values.

Land Uses and Property Interests (All Types): The minimum thresholds will prevent significant and
unreasonable effects on land uses and property interests by preserving water supply for beneficial uses,
thereby helping maintain property values. As discussed in Section 2.2.3, agricultural land and open space
in the Basin is subject to the County of Ventura SOAR voter initiatives currently approved through 2050
(SOAR, 2015). The SOAR initiatives require a majority vote of the people to rezone unincorporated open
space, agricultural or rural land for development. The existence of the SOAR makes it likely that land use
in the basin would not change significantly in the near future; therefore, it is important to ensure that
agricultural beneficial uses of groundwater are protected by the minimum thresholds because there is
no practical alternative land use for most agricultural land in the Basin. Absent useable groundwater
supplies, agricultural property values would likely be significantly impacted. The impact on property
values for other land uses and property uses in the Basin is less directly tied to the groundwater in the
Basin because Camrosa WD has a diverse water supply portfolio that includes multiple supplies derived
from sources located outside of the Basin.

Because it is anticipated that pumping restrictions or projects/management actions will not be needed

to prevent undesirable results for the degraded water quality sustainability indicator, there are no
anticipated impacts on groundwater pumping rates or costs to produce groundwater.

4.7.2.5 Current Standards Relevant to Sustainability Indicator [8354.28(b)(5)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
(5) 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 basis for the
difference.
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The state, federal, and local standards applicable to the degraded water quality sustainability indicator
are discussed in Section 4.7.2.1.

4.7.2.6 Measurement of Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(b)(6)]

Groundwater quality will be directly measured to determine where dissolved constituent concentrations
are in relation to minimum thresholds. Groundwater quality monitoring will be conducted in accordance
with the monitoring plan outlined in Section 5.

4.7.3 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones
[§354.30(a),(b),(c).(d).(e).(9)]

The measurable objectives are set equal to the minimum thresholds for all constituents to reflect the
fact that the GSAs have no ability to improve water quality by managing groundwater pumping due to
the lack of a causal relationship between pumping and groundwater quality (see Section 3.1.3.3).

SGMA also provides for setting measurable objectives at levels for the purpose of improving conditions,
but failure to achieve those measurable objectives is not grounds for a DWR inadequacy determination
(§354.30(g)); therefore, a secondary measurable objective for each constituent was established to
represent an aspirational goal to improve water quality within the Basin. The secondary measurable
objectives are set at the WQO (TDS, and chloride), MCL (nitrate and TCP), or the upper bound of existing
data if existing concentrations are already below the WQO (sulfate and boron) — the latter representing
an aspirational goal to not degrade existing water quality for those constituents. Setting the secondary,
“aspirational” measurable objectives contribute to achieving the second part of the sustainability
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goal: “...The GSAs also desire to collaborate with other agencies and stakeholders within the basin to
improve the groundwater quality of the ASRVGB.”

The measurable objectives and secondary measurable objectives are provided along with their rationale

in Table 4.7-01 and are also shown on Table 4.7-02 for each water quality monitoring well, with water
quality plots provided in Appendix H.

4.7.3.1 Interim Milestones [§354.30€]

§354.30 Measurable Objective.

(e) Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin with 20 years of
Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for each relevant sustainability indicator,
using the same metric as the measurable objective, in increments of five years. The description shall explain
how the Plan is likely to maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and
implementation horizon.

Interim milestones are used to show the anticipated progress or path to achieving the measurable
objectives within 20 years. The GSAs must define the interim milestones using the same metric as the
measurable objective in increments of 5 years. In all cases, the measurable objectives are equal to the
minimum thresholds because the GSAs currently have no ability to improve existing water quality in the
Basin. Thus, interim measures are equal to the measurable objective indicating that the measurable
objective is already being met.

4.8 Land Subsidence

As described in Section 3.2.5 Land Subsidence, no land subsidence has been documented historically in
the Basin. Section 3.2.5 also explains that the Basin is considered to have a low estimated potential for
inelastic land subsidence. Numerical modeling for the water budget suggests that future groundwater
levels will remain above historical low levels, which would prevent inelastic subsidence due to
groundwater extraction (Appendix G). Despite these factors, sustainable management is prudent
because groundwater levels could decline below historical levels and trigger inelastic land subsidence if
actual future conditions differ significantly from those assumed in the projected water budget analysis.
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4.8.1 Undesirable Results [8§354.26(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3), and (c)]

Process and Criteria for Defining Undesirable Results [8354.26(a)]

The overall process relied upon to define undesirable results for this GSP was described in Section 4.3.
The specific process and criteria for defining undesirable results applied to the land subsidence
sustainability indicator are described below.

Evaluation of Potential Effects on Beneficial Uses and Users, Land Uses, and
Property Interests [8354.26(b)(3)]

Due to the lack of subsidence within the Basin, there is low potential for impacts to beneficial uses and
users, land uses, and property interests. In addition, significant and unreasonable effects related to
subsidence are not likely to occur because future groundwater levels are not expected to be lower than
what has been historically observed.

Cause of Groundwater Conditions That Could Lead to Undesirable Results
[8354.26(b)(1)]

The cause of groundwater conditions that could lead to undesirable results would be groundwater levels
that decline below historical low levels resulting in inelastic land subsidence.
The following factors could result in groundwater levels declining below historical low levels:

1. Groundwater extractions, particularly extraction rates that exceed those assumed for the
projected water budget analysis.

2. Droughts that exceed the duration and severity of droughts included in the hydrologic
period used for the projected water budget analysis.

3. Decreased groundwater inflow from the Conejo volcanic bedrock.
4. Decreased surface water inflow from Conejo Valley and the Hill Canyon WWTP.

5. Combinations of items 1 through 4.
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It is noted that the GSAs are only responsible for addressing effects related to groundwater extraction
within the Basin (i.e., Factor No. 1).

Criteria Used to Define Undesirable Results [8354.26(b)(2), (c)]

The criteria used to define when and where the effects of the groundwater conditions cause undesirable
results is based on the qualitative description of undesirable result, which is land subsidence impacting
existing infrastructure within the Basin and/or that substantially interferes with surface land uses
elsewhere in the Basin.

INSAR is the best available method for measuring the rate and extent of land subsidence over large
areas, such as a groundwater basin. However, as explained in Section 4.4.2, groundwater levels will be
used as a proxy for the land subsidence sustainability indicator minimum thresholds. Based on the
foregoing, the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that is deemed to cause significant and
unreasonable effects in the Basin for the land subsidence sustainability indicator is the same as the
combinations deemed to cause undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels
sustainability indicator (Table 4.4-01). In addition to groundwater levels, InSAR data will be reviewed
annually; and, to determine whether InSAR-indicated land surface elevation changes were caused by
groundwater conditions, InSAR data will only be considered when groundwater levels are below
historical low levels.
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4.8.2 Minimum Thresholds [8§354.28]

4.8.2.1 Information and Criteria to Define Minimum Thresholds [§354.26(c),
§354.28(a),(b)(1),(c)(5)(A).(c)(5)(B).(d), and (e)]

Land uses and property interests that would be affected by land subsidence in the Basin were described
in the evaluation of undesirable results (Section 4.8.1).

GSP Emergency Regulation §354.28(d) allows the use of groundwater levels as a proxy for other sustainability
indicators if a significant correlation between groundwater elevations and the other sustainability indicators can
be demonstrated. The preconsolidation stress, the effective stress threshold at which inelastic compaction
begins, generally is exceeded when groundwater levels decline past historical low levels (California Water
Foundation, 2014). Therefore, groundwater levels are an appropriate proxy for monitoring inelastic land
subsidence due to groundwater extraction, and the minimum thresholds for land subsidence are defined as the
historical low groundwater levels (Table 4.1-01).
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The historical low groundwater elevations which define the minimum thresholds in Basin were
established using the approach described in Section 4.4.1.

4.8.2.2 Evaluation of Representative Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(d)]

As mentioned above, maintaining groundwater levels above the historical low will prevent inelastic
subsidence from occurring in the Basin; therefore, groundwater level elevations are used as a proxy for
the reduction of groundwater storage minimum thresholds.

4.8.2.3 Relationships Between Minimum Thresholds and Sustainability Indicators
[8354.28(b)(2)]

The relationships between the minimum thresholds for the land subsidence sustainability indicator and
other sustainability indicators are the same as the potential effects of the minimum thresholds for the
chronic lowering of groundwater levels on the other sustainability indicators and are discussed in
Section 4.4.2.5.

4.8.2.4 Minimum Thresholds in Relation to Adjacent Basins [8354.28(b)(3)]

The potential effect on the adjacent basins is considered to be small because ASRVGB is separated from
the adjacent basins by exposed and/or shallow bedrock, and the calculated underflow between the
Basins is insignificant.

4.8.2.5 Impact of Minimum Thresholds on Beneficial Uses and Users
[8354.28(b)(4)]

The effects on beneficial users and land uses in the Basin are the same as analyzed for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator and are incorporated herein by reference to
Section 4.4.2.4.
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4.8.2.6 Current Standards Relevant to Sustainability Indicator [8354.28(b)(5)]

The GSAs are unaware of any federal, state, or local standards for land subsidence.

4.8.2.7 Measurement of Minimum Thresholds [§354.28(b)(6)]

Groundwater elevations will be directly measured to determine their relation to minimum thresholds.
Groundwater level monitoring will be conducted in accordance with the monitoring plan outlined in
Section 5.

4.8.3 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones
[8354.30(a),(b),(c),(d),(e),(g), and §354.34(g)(3)]
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Because the chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum thresholds are used as a proxy for the
land subsidence minimum thresholds, the measurable objectives and interim milestones for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels are adopted for the land subsidence measurable objectives and interim
milestones (Table 4.4-01).

4.9 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water

As discussed in Section 3.2.6, the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are interconnected with the shallow
groundwater in the Basin and a small amount of direct depletions occur due to groundwater pumping
adjacent to the creek. The Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek stream system has primarily losing
conditions; however, it is perennial due to the constant source of water from the Hill Canyon WWTP
effluent and additional surface water flow from the North and South Fork Arroyo Conejo streams that
drain Conejo Valley. The GSAs have developed SMC for the depletions of ISW sustainability indicator to
ensure that potential undesirable results related to groundwater extraction are avoided.

4.9.1 Undesirable Results [8354.26(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3),(c), and (d)]

Process and Criteria for Defining Undesirable Results [8354.26(a)]

The overall process relied upon to define undesirable results for this GSP was described in Section 4.3.
The specific process and criteria for defining undesirable results applied to the ISW depletions
sustainability indicator are described below.

Evaluation of Potential Effects on Beneficial Uses and Users, Land Uses, and
Property Interests [8§354.26(b)(3)]

The process for defining undesirable results for the ISW depletions sustainability indicator focused on
considering the potential effects on beneficial uses and users of the ISW, land uses, and property
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interests that would be caused by depletions of ISW. The GSAs have considered public trust resources in
development of this GSP by considering the impacts to riparian and aquatic habitats, and by setting
minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable results under SGMA.

When considering ISW depletion effects, it is important to note that the GSAs are only responsible for
addressing effects caused by pumping or GSP projects or management actions. The GSAs do not have
jurisdictional authority over potential impacts from other external sources for the surface water
sustaining the riparian vegetation habitats (i.e., land-use changes, surface water flows, or wastewater
discharges from the Hill Canyon WWTP); hence, the GSP cannot address or manage any future changes
to surface flows (or beneficial use of the same) from increased recycled water demands or other actions
that could reduce surface water inflows into the Basin.

As discussed in Section 3.3, surface water percolation is a significant inflow component of the water
balance for the Basin (see Figure 3.3-02). Although inflows are generally constant for the Basin
regardless of climate conditions, drier years can reduce inflows primarily due to less streamflow
percolation from stormflows. During prolonged droughts, lowering of groundwater levels and reduction
of groundwater storage caused by pumping could have potential impacts on streamflow.

Identified potential beneficial surface water uses of the surface water bodies within and downstream of
the Basin include those that have been identified in the RWQCB Basin Plan (RWQCB-LA, 2019):
1. Municipal Supply
Agricultural Supply
Warm Freshwater Habitat

Cold Freshwater Habitat

Migration of Aquatic Organisms

2

3

4

5. Wildlife Habitat (terrestrial)
6

7. Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development
8

Wetland Habitat

Within the Basin there are riparian vegetation habitats dependent on discharges to surface water and
the associated shallow groundwater that is sustained by these discharges (Sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.7), but
currently there are no active diversions for municipal or agricultural supply. Water Rights Decision 1638
(SWRCB, 1997) addresses diversion rights that are located within the Basin, and Camrosa WD provides
water for and sets the rates for these water rights holders (see Section 2.2.2.2). The following beneficial
users were identified downstream of the Basin:

1. Surface Water Diversions for Municipal Water Supply — this includes non-potable water uses
for irrigation purposes

2. Surface Water Diversions for Agricultural Irrigation Supply

Surface water diversions from the Conejo Creek are located downstream, outside of the Basin, and
include the City of Thousand Oaks water rights pertaining to the Conejo Creek Project diversion (see
Section 3.3.1.1). The Conejo Creek Project diversion is managed by Camrosa and activities are reported
to the City of Thousand Oaks to file annual reports to the SWRCB. Beneficial users relying on surface
water diversions from Conejo Creek downstream have historically met their demands and streamflow
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bypass requirements (i.e., there have been no reported instances when a beneficial user was unable to
meet their water supply needs) and no undesirable results have been documented. Additionally,
through engagement with stakeholders and the GSAs, there has not been any evidence found
presenting impacts to interconnected streamflow; therefore, it was concluded that significant and
unreasonable effects have not occurred historically with respect to the ISW sustainability indicator for
agricultural, municipal, or domestic beneficial uses, but could potentially occur if groundwater levels
decline below historically low levels in the future. Furthermore, any beneficial uses or users located
upstream or downstream of the diversions have been protected historically based on the absence of
documented impacts. Historical depletions of ISW in Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek have been
qguantified using the numerical model (see Section 3.2.6 and Appendix G), and future depletions will be
monitored, assessed, and (if found to be significant) managed to ensure that beneficial uses of surface
water do not have significant and unreasonable impacts.

It is important to note that there are two different types of ISW depletion that can potentially affect
beneficial uses, direct and indirect depletion. Direct depletion occurs when the cone of depression in the
water table from pumping wells near the stream system induces surface water flow directly into the
well. Direct depletion is primarily associated with the pumping wells located adjacent to the Arroyo
Conejo and Conejo Creek. Indirect depletion is caused by wells located away from the stream system
that do not have cones of depression that intersect the streambed. Currently, there are few wells
located close enough to interconnected stream reaches to cause significant direct depletion (see Section
3.2.6). Indirect depletions of surface water are related to groundwater levels and storage because
indirect depletion occurs as a result of the regional groundwater gradient relative to the stream
location. Depletion amounts based on numerical modeling results are quantified in Section 3.2.6. The
minimum threshold for the depletions of ISW includes both direct and indirect depletion (see Section
4.9.2). For reasons stated above, the specific amount of direct depletion is not warranted at this time.

Cause of Groundwater Conditions That Could Lead to Undesirable Results
[8354.26(b)(1)]

The causes of groundwater conditions that could lead to undesirable results would be pumping that
causes ISW depletions in excess of the minimum thresholds.

It is noted that the GSAs are only responsible for addressing effects related to groundwater extraction
within the ASRVGB and are not responsible for addressing effects reducing streamflow caused by other
factors, such as drought conditions.

Criteria Used to Define Undesirable Results [8354.26(b)(2)]

The GSP must identify the combination of minimum threshold exceedances deemed to cause significant
and unreasonable effects in the Basin for each applicable sustainability indicator. Only one ISW
depletion minimum threshold is identified in the GSP. Therefore, any minimum threshold exceedance is
considered to constitute undesirable results for the Basin.
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4.9.2 Minimum Thresholds [8§354.28]

4.9.2.1 Information and Criteria to Define Minimum Thresholds
[8354.28(b)(1),(c)(6)(A).(c)(6)(B), and (e)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.28 (c)(6), the minimum threshold for depletions of ISW
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. Adverse impacts
have not been documented to occur historically; therefore, undesirable results are not expected to
occur as long as future depletions do not exceed the maximum historical depletion rate. The maximum
historical depletion rate within the Basin was evaluated using the numerical model results in which
groundwater levels and storage are at historical lows; these conditions were simulated by increasing the
pumping across the Basin, and a 25% increase created the best approximation of historical low
groundwater conditions. The maximum depletion rate for the Basin at the groundwater level and
storage historical lows includes both the direct and potential indirect depletion and was calculated to be
1,150 AF/yr (~1.6 cfs). The calculated annual total depletion rates for the Basin using the numerical
model results are presented on Figure 4.9-01.

4.9.2.1.1 Evaluation of Multiple Minimum Thresholds [8354.26(c)]

This requirement is not applicable because only one minimum threshold is established for the ISW
depletions sustainability indicator.
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4.9.2.1.2 Evaluation of Representative Minimum Thresholds [8354.28(d)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.

(d) An Agency may establish a representative minimum threshold for groundwater elevation to serve as the value
for multiple sustainability indicators, where the Agency can demonstrate that the representative value
is a reasonable proxy for multiple individual minimum thresholds as supported by adequate evidence.

The requirement is not applicable to the ISW depletions sustainability indicator because groundwater
elevations are not used as a proxy for the minimum threshold.

4.9.2.2 Relationships Between Minimum Thresholds and Sustainability Indicators
[8354.28(b)(2)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
(2) 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.

The relationships between the minimum threshold for ISW depletions and the other sustainability
indicators are as follows:

1. Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels, Reduction of Groundwater Storage, and Land
Subsidence: Direct depletions of ISW can occur regardless of groundwater level or storage
conditions and are therefore not affected by the minimum thresholds for the chronic
lowering of groundwater level or reduction of groundwater storage sustainability indicators.
Currently, there are few wells located close enough to interconnected stream reaches to
cause significant direct depletion (see Section 3.2.6). Indirect depletions of surface water are
related to groundwater levels and storage because indirect depletion occurs as a result of
the regional groundwater gradient relative to the stream location.

2. Seawater Intrusion: This sustainability indicator is not applicable to the ASRVGB.

3. Degraded Water Quality: There is very little cause-and-effect relationship between the
degraded water quality and the depletions of ISW sustainability indictors. Increased
depletion of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek is not expected to degrade the water
quality because the nitrate concentrations of the effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP are
maintained at levels below the WQO, and the background groundwater concentrations are
higher than the WQO, on average.

4.9.2.3 Minimum Thresholds in Relation to Adjacent Basins [8354.28(b)(3)]

§354.28 Minimum Thresholds.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
(3) How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in adjacent basins
or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.

The ISW depletions minimum threshold helps protect the quantity of surface water that leaves the Basin
and is available for downstream diversions.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 119




Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

4.9.2.4 Impact of Minimum Thresholds on Beneficial Uses and Users
[8354.28(b)(4)]

The ISW depletions minimum threshold may impact agricultural and municipal beneficial uses of surface
water because addressing depletions may result in decreased water supply for these beneficial uses
and/or increased costs.

Riparian vegetation identified along Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are considered to be dependent
on perennial surface water discharges from Conejo Valley and the Hill Canyon WWTP and urban runoff
from Conejo Valley. The minimum thresholds for the depletion of ISW are protective of impacts that
could cause undesirable results including significant and unreasonable effects on riparian habitat.

Public trust resources were also assessed in development of this GSP by considering the impacts to
riparian and aquatic ecosystems, and by setting minimum thresholds designed to prevent undesirable
results under SGMA.

4.9.2.5 Current Standards Relevant to Sustainability Indicator [8§354.28(b)(5)]

The GSAs are unaware of any federal, state, or local standards for ISW depletion.

4.9.2.6 Measurement of Minimum Thresholds [8354.28(b)(6)]

As provided for in SGMA, undepleted flows will be determined through a combination monitoring and
modeling using the numerical flow model (Appendix G). The surface water flow monitoring network is
described in Section 5.8.
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4.9.3 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones
[§354.30(a),(b).(c).(d).(e).(9)]

4.9.3.1 Description of Measurable Objectives

The ISW depletions measurable objective is the same as the minimum threshold. It is noted that the
Sustainable Management Criteria Best Management Practice (BMP) document indicates that the
measurable objective can be the same as the minimum threshold (DWR, 2017).

4.9.3.2 Interim Milestones [8354.30(€e)]

The GSP must include interim milestones in 5-year increments to show the anticipated progress toward
achieving the measurable objectives within 20 years. The interim milestones are equal to the
measurable objective.
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4.10 Measurable Objectives and Interim Milestones for Additional
Plan Elements [8354.30(f)]

No additional plan elements that have measurable objectives are included in the GSP.
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5.0 Monitoring Networks [Article 5, SubArticle 4]

5.1 Introduction to Monitoring Networks [8354.32]

§354.32 Introduction to Monitoring Networks. This Subarticle describes the monitoring network that shall
be developed for each basin, including monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols, and data reporting
requirements. The monitoring network shall promote the collection of data of sufficient quality, frequency, and
distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water conditions in the basin and evaluate
changing conditions that occur through implementation of the Plan.

Section 5 describes existing monitoring networks and improvements to those monitoring networks that
will be developed as part of GSP implementation. Section 5 is prepared in accordance with the GSP
Emergency Regulations §354.32 - §354.40 and includes monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols,
data reporting requirements, assessment of the monitoring network, and a DMS.

Consistent with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(e), the monitoring networks presented in this
section are based primarily on existing monitoring sites. The existing monitoring networks in the Basin
have been used to collect information to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in
groundwater and related surface water conditions. The monitoring networks include features for the
collection of data to monitor the groundwater sustainability indicators applicable to the Basin. The
proposed monitoring network is adequate to meet SGMA monitoring needs and assess groundwater
conditions, SMC, and potential impacts on beneficial use in the Basin. However, additional monitoring
sites may be necessary in the future, depending on groundwater conditions. Future monitoring may also
be included to refine the HCM and improve the numerical model.

Monitoring networks are described for each applicable sustainability indicator as appropriate in the
following sections. As discussed in Sections 3.2.3 and 4.6, seawater intrusion is not an applicable
sustainability indictor in the Basin and no monitoring network is included for seawater intrusion.
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5.2 Monitoring Network Objectives and Design Criteria
[§354.34(a),(b)(1),(b)(2),(b)(3),(b)(4).(d),(f)(1),(F)(2).(F)(3), and
Q)]

5.2.1 Monitoring Network Objectives

The GSP Emergency Regulations require monitoring networks be developed to collect data of sufficient
quality, frequency, and spatial distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water
conditions in the Basin, and to evaluate changing conditions that occur during implementation of the
GSP. Monitoring networks should accomplish the following (§354.34(b)):

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

3. Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds.

4. Quantify annual changes in water budget components.
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Each of these objectives is described further below with specific discussion relevant to the planned
ASRVGB GSP monitoring network:

1.

Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in Section 4 of this
GSP: As described in Section 4 of this GSP, the seawater intrusion sustainability indictor is not
applicable to this basin. The measurable objectives for the degraded water quality, land
subsidence, and depletions of ISW sustainability indicators are already met. Therefore, the focus
of this objective for the ASRVGB is to demonstrate progress toward meeting the measurable
objectives for chronic lowering groundwater levels and groundwater storage reduction.

Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses or users of groundwater: Key design criteria considered
in developing a network to monitor these potential impacts on uses and users of groundwater
include the following:

Monitoring Parameters: Monitoring groundwater levels and quality can indicate trends that
could precede potential undesirable results. Monitoring groundwater quality at or near active
water supply wells can detect changes in groundwater quality that might affect groundwater
users. Groundwater levels can be directly measured at monitoring wells using a manual sounder
(where monthly, quarterly, or semi-annual measurement is appropriate) or an installed pressure
transducer with datalogger (where high-frequency measurement is needed). In addition,
monitoring stream flow rates is important for addressing depletions of ISW.

Monitoring Locations: As noted in DWR’s BMPs for developing monitoring networks (DWR,
2016b), “Areas that are subject to greater groundwater pumping, greater fluctuations in
conditions, significant recharge areas, or specific projects may require more monitoring
(temporal and/or spatial) than areas that experience less activity or are more static.” Under this
guidance, appropriate monitoring sites in ASRVGB are near the Basin’s active water supply wells,
allowing the GSAs to assess necessary sustainability indicators as well as any impacts on
beneficial use of groundwater.

Screened Intervals (depths) of Monitoring Wells: The depth of monitoring is an important
consideration. For ASRVGB, this means ensuring monitoring wells are screened in the
groundwater production zones from which most of the groundwater is extracted. Most
production occurs from the lower production zones, where there are adequate monitoring
wells. In addition, monitoring sites screened in the Conejo volcanics bedrock are relevant for the
sustainable management of the Basin because the Conejo volcanics have been identified as an
important source of groundwater inflow to the Basin. Existing wells completed within the
bedrock will be prioritized to be added to the monitoring network as described in the
Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project (Section 6.2).

Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds: Monitoring of changes in groundwater conditions relative to minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives will be accomplished using groundwater level and groundwater
quality monitoring and numerical modeling. Monitoring should focus on whether the trend of
these parameters is deviating from a pattern that is consistent with maintenance of
groundwater conditions relative to the measurable objectives. If a significant change from
historical pumping patterns or groundwater quality were to occur in the future (e.g., large
changes in pumping rates, or locations or reports of a contaminant release to groundwater),
then modifications to the monitoring network may be necessary. Numerical modeling will be
needed to evaluate conditions relative to the minimum threshold and measurable objective for
depletions of ISW.
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4. Quantify annual changes in water budget components: As described in Section 3.3 of this GSP,
the numerical model is the best tool currently available for estimating the quantities of the
water budget components. The numerical model will be updated with data from monitoring
wells and continue to be used to quantify the water budget, including annual changes in the
water budget components. The following data will be needed to update the numerical model
and calculate the water budget components:

— Groundwater extractions, which are measured by FCGMA, Camrosa, or otherwise
estimated.

- Water deliveries for the Basin to calculate return flows.
- Groundwater levels, measured from the monitoring network.

- Surface Water Inflow and Outflow: Surface water flow entering and leaving the Basin are
measured by gages.

The above data will be input to the numerical model for calculating future annual changes in subsurface
water budget components, groundwater-surface water interaction within the Basin, Basin change in
storage, and depletions of ISW.

5.2.2 Monitoring Network Design Criteria

Design criteria are discussed for each sustainability indicator relative to GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.34(c)(1) through (6) and are addressed in the subsections that discuss the monitoring networks
specific to each sustainability indicator.

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(d) adds the overarching design criteria, which echo the third
monitoring network objective described in GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(b)(3) (see no. 3 in
Section 5.2.1 above), to “Ensure adequate coverage of sustainability indicators.” Two management
areas (see Section 3.4) have been established for the Basin, so ensuring the sufficient quantity and
density of monitoring sites is addressed for both management areas for each sustainability indicator.

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(f) provide additional design considerations for the density of
monitoring sites and frequency of measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and
long-term trends based upon the following factors:

=  Amount of current and projected groundwater use.

= Aquifer characteristics, including confined or unconfined aquifer conditions, or other physical
characteristics that affect groundwater flow.

= |mpacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater and land uses and property interests
affected by groundwater production, and adjacent basins that could affect the ability of that
basin to meet the sustainability goal.

=  Whether the Agency has adequate long-term existing monitoring results or other technical
information to demonstrate an understanding of aquifer response.
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Other criteria from DWR’s BMPs (2016b) were also considered in developing the monitoring network.
These include:

Access issues—Most of the land within the Basin is privately held, including areas along the
Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek. This does not include wells operated by Camrosa WD, which
are owned by the District and can be easily accessed and monitored for GSP purposes. Overall,
the proposed monitoring network relies on existing wells, which have historically been deemed
adequate for management by the FCGMA under its special act district powers and Camrosa WD
under its AB 3030 management efforts to date. Nonetheless, a project study will be undertaken
to assess access and monitoring capabilities for additional existing wells that are currently not
being actively monitored. Use of existing wells will be prioritized for future monitoring to
minimize costs.

Consider all sustainability indicators—DWR (2016b) recognizes that “GSAs should look for ways
to efficiently use monitoring sites to collect data for more than one or all of the sustainability
indicators,” including those indicators that are not currently known to affect (or be affected by)
uses and users of groundwater from the principal aquifers. In keeping with DWR (2016b)
guidance, to the extent practicable, the monitoring network is designed to collect the most data
possible with a minimum of monitoring points/resources.

Cost — Cost is a critical factor for ASRVGB because the Basin is small compared to most other
basins. With fewer rate payers than most basins, there is a significantly greater cost burden on
each rate payer to fund additional monitoring sites.

5.2.3 Monitoring Network Design Analysis

The objectives and design criteria set forth in the GSP Emergency Regulations were analyzed in a Basin-
specific context. The analysis resulted in the following key monitoring network design factors:

1. The degraded water quality sustainability indicator measurable objectives have been met
historically and are expected to be met going forward. Therefore, the focus for water quality
monitoring is to demonstrate continued compliance with the degraded water quality
measurable objectives as opposed to progress toward meeting them.

2. Numerical modeling results suggest that the measurable objectives for the chronic lowering
of groundwater levels and reduction of groundwater storage sustainability indicators are
expected to be met in the future without the need for projects or management actions.
Therefore, additional data do not appear necessary at this time to demonstrate progress
toward meeting the measurable objectives.

3. Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek are interconnected with the shallow aquifer in the Basin,
and streamflow percolation is an important component for the groundwater budget.
Therefore, surface water flow monitoring is a critical monitoring network element. Existing
surface water monitoring at gage 800 and the Confluence Flume is sufficient to quantify
streamflow depletion using the numerical model.

4. Two management areas (see Section 3.4) have been established in this GSP and adequate
coverage of the sustainability indicators applies for each management area.

5. The frequency of groundwater quality sampling at or near active water supply wells should
be sufficient to detect any long-term trends in water quality. Because most groundwater
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quality monitoring sites are public water supply wells, the existing sampling programs
implemented for satisfying Division of Drinking Water requirements with selected
supplemental sampling by the GSAs is considered adequate for meeting SGMA
requirements.

The specific application of the monitoring objectives and design criteria to each sustainable
management criterion to develop the GSP monitoring network is described in the following subsections.

5.3 Groundwater Levels Monitoring Network
[§354.34(e),(9)(3).(h), and (j)]

Table 5.3-01 summarizes construction and other information for the 14 existing wells in ASRVGB that
have regularly been used for groundwater level monitoring historically. These wells are referred to as
the “existing groundwater level monitoring network.” Locations of groundwater level monitoring wells
are shown on Figure 5.3-01. Inspection of Table 5.3-01 indicates that most (11) existing groundwater
level monitoring wells are known to be screened above bedrock: two wells are screened exclusively in
the upper groundwater production zone, six wells are screened exclusively in the lower groundwater
production zone, two wells are screened across both the upper and lower groundwater production
zones, and one monitoring well is screened across both the lower production zone and the bedrock
(02N19W20MO04S). The remaining three wells have unknown screen intervals. Four (4) wells are
manually monitored on a quarterly basis by VCWPD and 10 wells are manually monitored monthly by
Camrosa WD.
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5.3.1 Attainment of Monitoring Objectives and Other Requirements
[§354.34(c)(1)(A).(c)(1)(B), and (9)(1)]

In accordance with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(b) and (d), the groundwater level monitoring
network sites are based on available preexisting monitoring sites maintained by VCWPD and Camrosa.
The monitoring sites were selected based on available existing wells and scientific judgment to
demonstrate progress toward:

1. achieving measurable objectives described in the GSP,
2. monitoring impacts to the beneficial uses and users of groundwater,

3. monitoring changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds,

4. quantifying annual changes in water budget components, and

5. providing adequate coverage of sustainability indicators.

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(1)(A), the groundwater level monitoring network
sites have been selected to provide a sufficient density of monitoring wells to collect representative
measurements in the Basin. The existing groundwater level monitoring wells provide sufficient density
for the following scientific and practical reasons consistent with the key Basin-specific monitoring
network design factors discussed in Section 5.2:

= The groundwater level monitoring sites were selected to provide monitoring of groundwater
levels in the proximity of where most of the groundwater extraction occurs.
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= The groundwater level monitoring sites were selected to provide coverage across the Basin to
monitor the regional groundwater flow gradient direction over time.

= The groundwater level monitoring sites were selected to provide coverage in areas where
groundwater and surface water interaction occurs.

= The groundwater level monitoring sites were selected to assess the vertical gradient between
the shallow groundwater, the upper and lower groundwater production zones, and the Conejo
volcanic bedrock.

Consistent with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(1)(B), static groundwater levels will be
measured no less frequently than twice per year to capture the approximate seasonal low and seasonal
high groundwater levels. Currently 4 wells are monitored manually on a quarterly basis and the
remaining 10 wells are monitored monthly.

Additional factors considered during selection of the groundwater level monitoring sites include:

1. From a scientific perspective, monitoring sites were selected to provide data in areas where
groundwater flow into the Basin is conceptualized to come from the Conejo volcanic bedrock.
Existing wells completed within the bedrock will also be prioritized to be added to the
monitoring network as described in the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project
(Section 6.2).

2. To the extent practicable, existing wells have been selected as monitoring sites to avoid the cost
and public nuisance associated with drilling new wells.

3. DWR’s BMPs for developing monitoring networks (2016b) cites guidance stating that the density
of monitoring wells should be 6.3 wells per 100 square miles (mi?) (Sophocleous, 1983) to 4.0
wells per 100 mi? (Hopkins, 1994; applies to basins with groundwater extractions of more than
10,000 AF per 100 mi?). In the groundwater-producing zones of the FCGMA management area in
the ASRVGB Basin (which has an area of approximately 1.7 mi?), there are 3 existing monitoring
wells (density of ~176 wells per 100 mi?). In the groundwater-producing zones of the ASRGSA
management area in the ASRVGB Basin (which has an area of approximately 4.4 mi?), there are
11 existing monitoring wells (density of ~250 wells per 100 mi?). Therefore, the density of
monitoring sites in the existing groundwater level monitoring network for each management
area far exceeds the BMP recommendation by DWR.

5.3.2 Data and Reporting Standards [8354.34(g)(2)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:
(2) Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not consistent with
those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the monitoring network, and how any
variation from the standards will not affect the usefulness of the results obtained.

The groundwater level monitoring sites (Table 5.3-01) are generally consistent with applicable data and
reporting standards set forth in GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4. Exceptions to the standards are
described below:

= Three monitoring wells have unknown screen intervals. These wells are believed to be
completed above the bedrock based on their location and casing depth (for well
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02N20W25D01S). The screen interval depth will be surveyed (see Section 5.3.4) to verify which
groundwater production zone(s) the well is completed. These wells are still considered reliable
to meet SGMA and GSP regulatory requirements once the screen interval is verified.

= All of the monitoring wells require the reference point to be surveyed to establish the reference
elevation used to determine the groundwater level elevation.

=  Ten monitoring wells do not have assigned CASGEM well identification numbers and will be
entered on forms made available by the DWR website.

5.3.3 Monitoring Protocols [8354.34(i)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.

(i) The monitoring protocols developed by each Agency shall include a description of technical standards, data
collection methods, and other procedures or protocols pursuant to Water Code Section 10727.2(f) for
monitoring sites or other data collection facilities to ensure that the monitoring network utilizes
comparable data and methodologies.

VCWPD and Camrosa collect and report groundwater elevation data from the groundwater-level
monitoring network in general conformance with the CASGEM program’s “Procedures for Monitoring
Entity Reporting” (DWR, 2010) and DWR’s (2016c) BMP for monitoring protocols, standards, and sites.
Some key elements of DWR guidance include (but are not limited to) the following:

= Depth to groundwater must be measured relative to an established reference point on the well
casing.

= Depth to groundwater must be measured to an accuracy of 0.1 foot below the reference point
(it is preferable to measure depth to groundwater to an accuracy of 0.01 foot).

More details are provided in the referenced guidance documents (DWR, 2010, 2016c), and are not
repeated in this GSP.
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5.3.4 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network

[§354.38(a),(b).(c)(1).(c)(2).(d).(e)(1).(e)(2).(e)(3), and (e)(4)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.38, the GSAs assessed the existing groundwater level
monitoring network and determined that the proposed network has sufficient coverage for
groundwater sustainability planning relative to the criteria provided in DWR’s GSP and CASGEM
guidance (DWR, 2016d, 2010). Sections 5.2.3 and 5.3.1 present the analysis of the monitoring network
and how it attains the monitoring network objectives with the current wells. To summarize, the spatial
extent of the monitoring network is deemed sufficient because:

= The current monitoring network has a much higher density (see Section 5.3.1) than that
recommended by the DWR BMPs (2016b).

= The existing wells are located in and around areas with most of the groundwater production
(the primary outflow from the basin). As such, monitoring and managing groundwater levels and
quality at these wells will allow for the Basin to be managed sustainably. The existing monitoring
wells have historically met the needs of Camrosa WD, FCGMA, and VCWPD relative to their
objectives for monitoring groundwater conditions.

= Areas (for example in the east and along the western boundary of the Basin) where monitoring
wells do not exist or are currently not monitored are areas with minimal water budget
contributions (including groundwater pumping) with no known undesirable results.

While no significant data gaps in the spatial coverage of the existing monitoring network have been
identified, there are some data gaps in the depth information. For example, three of the proposed
monitoring wells do not have screen information, and all of the monitoring wells require accurate
reference elevations to be determined to correctly calculate groundwater levels. These data gaps will be
addressed through surveys to measure the reference elevation and assess screen information. A single
private domestic well exists in the eastern portion of the Basin. Groundwater levels or quality are not
available at this well. The GSAs will reach out to the domestic well owner and assess the ability to collect
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groundwater levels and/or quality. Alternatively, the GSAs may periodically contact the well owner to
check on groundwater conditions and any potential impacts on beneficial use of groundwater.

In addition to the data gaps discussed above, uncertainties in the HCM and numerical model exist that
may be reduced through additional data collection and monitoring in the future. These uncertainties
include inflows from the Conejo volcanics (especially from the east), boundary conditions and
underflows from (or to) the Pleasant Valley Basin, and depletions of ISW. As such, the existing
monitoring network may be augmented in the future by a) including monitoring at existing wells that are
currently not actively monitored, or b) additional monitoring wells in areas with variable groundwater
conditions or potential adverse impacts to beneficial uses and users (as enumerated under GSP
Emergency Regulations §354.38 (e)) in the future. Monitoring existing wells (where this is feasible) is a
low-cost option to augment and expand the current monitoring network.

5.4 Groundwater Storage Monitoring Network
[§354.34(e).(9)(3).(h), and (j)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.

(e) A Plan may utilize site information and monitoring data from existing sources as part of the monitoring
network.

(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:

(3) For each sustainability indicator, the quantitative values for the minimum threshold, measurable
objective, and interim milestones that will be measured at each monitoring site or representative
monitoring sites established pursuant to Section 354.36.

(h) The location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and reported in tabular
format, including information regarding the monitoring site type, frequency of measurement, and the
purposes for which the monitoring site is being used.

(j) An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more sustainability indicators are
not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to
establish a monitoring network related to those sustainability indicators.

As noted in DWR’s (2016b) BMPs for monitoring networks, changes in groundwater storage are not a
directly measurable condition. Rather, estimation of changes in groundwater storage relies on collection
of accurate groundwater levels. Measured groundwater-level changes can then be used in conjunction
with numerical or analytical models to calculate changes in storage based on aquifer thickness, specific
yield and/or storage coefficient, and hydraulic connectivity (DWR, 2016b). A calibrated numerical model
has been developed for the ASRVGB (Appendix G) and has been used to estimate groundwater budget
components, including change in storage. Therefore, the “groundwater storage monitoring network”
consists of the groundwater level monitoring network (described above in Section 5.3) used in
conjunction with the numerical model to assess Basin storage and the change therein.

5.4.1 Attainment of Monitoring Objectives and Other Requirements
[8354.34(c)(2) and (g)(1)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.
(c) Each monitoring network shall be designed to accomplish the following for each sustainability indicator:

(2) Reduction of Groundwater Storage. Provide an estimate of the change in annual groundwater in storage.
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:

(1) Scientific rationale for the monitoring site selection process.
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The reduction of groundwater storage monitoring network design criterion provided in GSP Emergency
Regulations §354.34(c)(2) is to provide an estimate of the change in annual storage. As noted in Section
5.3, static groundwater levels will be measured at least quarterly to achieve the overall monitoring
objectives described in Section 5.2, and additionally to estimate annual change in groundwater in
storage.

5.4.2 Data and Reporting Standards [8354.34(g)(2)]

The data and reporting standards for groundwater storage monitoring are identical to those for
groundwater level monitoring because groundwater levels are used to estimate groundwater in storage.

5.4.3 Monitoring Protocols [8354.34(i)]

The monitoring protocols for groundwater storage monitoring are identical to those for groundwater
levels monitoring (Section 5.3.2) because groundwater levels will be used to estimate aquifer storage.
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5.4.4 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network

[§354.38(a),(b).(c)(1).(c)(2).(d).(e)(1).(e)(2).(e)(3), and (e)(4)]

Assessment and potential improvements of the monitoring network for groundwater storage are
identical to those for groundwater level monitoring (Section 5.3.4) because groundwater levels are used
to estimate aquifer storage.

5.5 Seawater Intrusion Monitoring Network [8354.34(e),(g)(3),(h),
and (j)]

As was described in Sections 3.2.3 and 4.6, the seawater intrusion sustainability indicator was
determined to be not applicable to ASRVGB. Therefore, a monitoring network for seawater intrusion is
not required.
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5.6 Degraded Water Quality Monitoring Network
[§354.34(e),(9)(3).(h), and (j)]

Table 5.6-01 summarizes information regarding depth, sampling frequency, and purpose of the 14 wells
in ASRVGB that have been regularly sampled for water quality analysis. These wells are referred to as
the “existing groundwater quality monitoring network.” Well locations are shown on Figure 5.6-01.
Inspection of Table 5.6-01 indicates that most (11) existing groundwater quality monitoring sites are
screened in the upper or lower groundwater production zones, and three have unknown screen
intervals.

Five groundwater quality monitoring sites are public water supply wells, which are sampled according to
schedules set forth by the California Division of Drinking Water requirements for general mineral and
other parameters (Table 5.6-01). The remaining groundwater quality monitoring sites are agricultural
wells sampled by VCWPD and Camrosa on an annual basis, subject to access. All wells are sampled for
parameters relevant to the degraded water quality SMC (TDS, sulfate, chloride, boron, nitrate, and TCP
[Camrosa water supply wells only]) among other analytes useful for tracking water quality (i.e., common
ions, etc.).

The GSAs for the Basin have budgeted to coordinate more frequent sampling than required by California
Division of Drinking Water at select wells to ensure adequate data are obtained for evaluating
groundwater quality conditions relative to the degraded water quality SMC. In addition, any future
monitoring sites identified for groundwater level monitoring network will be incorporated into the
groundwater quality monitoring network, as possible. These new wells will be sampled for general
minerals annually, subject to access.

5.6.1 Attainment of Monitoring Objectives and Other Requirements
[8354.34(c)(4) and (9)(1)]
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In accordance with GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(b) and (d) the groundwater quality monitoring
sites were selected based on available preexisting monitoring sites maintained by Camrosa and VCWPD
using scientific judgment to demonstrate progress toward:

1. achieving measurable objectives described in the GSP,
2. monitoring impacts to the beneficial uses and users of groundwater,

3. monitoring changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds, and

4. providing adequate coverage of sustainability indicators.

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(4), the groundwater quality monitoring network
sites have been selected to provide sufficient spatial and temporal data from the upper and lower
groundwater production zones for both management areas, and the Conejo volcanic bedrock to
determine groundwater quality trends. The groundwater quality monitoring wells are considered to
provide sufficient density for the following scientific and practical reasons consistent the key Basin-
specific monitoring network design factors discussed in Section 5.2:

= The groundwater quality monitoring sites were selected to provide monitoring of groundwater
quality in the proximity of where the majority of groundwater extraction occurs.

= The groundwater quality monitoring sites were selected to provide coverage across the Basin to
monitor groundwater quality along the regional groundwater flow direction over time.

Additional factors considered during selection of the groundwater quality monitoring sites include:

1. To the extent practicable, existing wells have been used as monitoring sites to avoid the cost
and public nuisance associated with drilling new wells.

2. From a scientific perspective, monitoring sites were selected to provide data in areas where
groundwater flow into the Basin is conceptualized to come from the Conejo volcanic bedrock, to
assess the sources of groundwater contamination.

3. DWR’s BMPs for developing monitoring networks (2016b) cites guidance stating that the density
of monitoring wells should be 6.3 wells per 100 square miles (mi?) (Sophocleous, 1983) to 4.0
wells per 100 mi? (Hopkins, 1994; applies to basins with groundwater extractions of more than
10,000 AF per 100 mi?). In the groundwater-producing zones of the FCGMA management area in
the ASRVGB Basin (which has an area of approximately 1.7 mi?), there are 2 existing monitoring
wells (density of ~118 wells per 100 mi?). In the groundwater-producing zones of the ASRGSA
management area in the ASRVGB Basin (which has an area of approximately 4.4 mi?), there are
12 existing monitoring wells (density of ~273 wells per 100 mi?). Therefore, the density of
monitoring sites in the existing water quality monitoring network for each management area far
exceeds the BMP recommendation by DWR.

5.6.2 Data and Reporting Standards [8354.34(g)(2)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:
(2) Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not consistent with
those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the monitoring network, and how any
variation from the standards will not affect the usefulness of the results obtained.
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The groundwater quality monitoring sites are generally consistent with applicable data and reporting
standards set forth in GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4. Exceptions to the standards are described
below:

= Three groundwater quality monitoring wells do not have well screen information.

5.6.3 Monitoring Protocols [§354.34(i)]

Camrosa and VCWPD collect groundwater quality data from wells in the ASRVGB in general
conformance with the DWR’s BMPs for monitoring protocols, standards, and sites (2016c). Camrosa
must meet United States Environmental Protection Agency and California Division of Drinking Water
standards for municipal water supply; data and reporting standards for groundwater quality sampling at
their municipal water-supply wells typically exceed the recommended standards described in DWR’s
BMPs (2016c). The key DWR “standardized protocols” for groundwater quality sampling are provided in
the referenced guidance document (DWR, 2016c), and are not repeated in this GSP.

5.6.4 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network

[§354.38(a),(b),(c)(1),(c)(2).(d),(e)(1).(e)(2).(e)(3), and (e)(4)]

Similar to the groundwater level monitoring network, the groundwater quality monitoring network has
sufficient spatial coverage to allow for the Basin to be managed towards the sustainability goal. The
adequacy, data-gaps, and uncertainty in the groundwater quality monitoring network is very similar to
the groundwater level network discussed in Section 5.3.4 due to both monitoring networks sharing most
of the same wells. An additional issue identified for the groundwater quality monitoring network is the
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sampling frequency. Five groundwater quality monitoring sites are public water supply wells, which are
sampled according to schedules set forth by the California Division of Drinking Water requirements for
general mineral and other parameters (Table 5.6-01). In some cases, the Division of Drinking Water-
required sampling frequency may be once every 2 to 3 years. The GSAs for the Basin budgeted to
coordinate more frequent sampling than required by Division of Drinking Water to ensure at least one
sample is collected per year from each monitoring well (Table 5.6-01). This will ensure that adequate
data are obtained for evaluating groundwater quality conditions relative to the degraded water quality
SMC.

Note, any existing or new wells added to the groundwater level monitoring network in the future will
also be included in the groundwater quality monitoring network (and vice versa), if feasible.

5.7 Land Subsidence Monitoring Network [8354.34(e),(g)(3),(h),
and ()]

As described in Section 3.2.5 Land Subsidence, no land subsidence has been documented historically in
the Basin and there is a low estimated potential for inelastic land subsidence. Despite these factors,
sustainable management is prudent because groundwater levels could decline below historical levels
and trigger inelastic land subsidence if actual future conditions differ significantly from those assumed in
the projected water budget analysis. Therefore, INSAR data will be monitored to detect land surface
elevation changes when groundwater levels are below historical lows (Section 4.8).

5.7.1 Attainment of Monitoring Objectives and Other Requirements
[8354.34(c)(5) and (g)(1)]

The land subsidence monitoring network design criterion provided in GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.34(c)(5) is to identify the rate and extent of land subsidence, which may be measured by
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extensometers, surveying, remote sensing technology, or other appropriate methods. Using
groundwater levels as a proxy for inelastic land subsidence is an appropriate method because it is
mentioned in the GSP Emergency Regulations (§354.36(b)) and because the sustainability goal of no
measurable inelastic land subsidence due to groundwater extractions is directly correlated with
maintaining groundwater levels above historical low levels. Declining groundwater levels (typically
resulting from groundwater extractions) are one potential cause for land subsidence in California,
especially when groundwater levels decline below historical lows (Sneed et al., 2013). However, after
fine-grained sediments have been compacted during an episode of historically low groundwater levels,
there is low probability of additional subsidence unless groundwater elevations decline further—
specifically, below the previous historical lows (DWR, 2014). For these reasons, the groundwater level
monitoring network will be used to attain the monitoring objectives for the land subsidence monitoring
network, with InSAR as an additional tool.

5.7.2 Data and Reporting Standards [8354.34(g)(2)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:
(2) Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not consistent with
those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the monitoring network, and how any
variation from the standards will not affect the usefulness of the results obtained.

The data and reporting standards for land subsidence monitoring are identical to those for groundwater
level monitoring since groundwater levels will be used as a proxy for indicating potential onset of land
subsidence. InSAR data acquired from DWR will be reported to an accuracy of at least 0.1 ft relative to
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88): 0.1 ft is the total estimated error due to
measurement. DWR has stated that on a statewide level for the total vertical displacement
measurements between June 2015 and June 2018, the errors are as follows (Paso Robles GSA, 2020):

1. The error between InSAR data and continuous GPS data is 16 mm (0.052 ft) with a 95%
confidence level, and

2. The measurement accuracy when converting from the raw InSAR data to the maps provided
by DWR is 0.048 ft with 95% confidence level.

Therefore, a land surface change of less than 0.1 ft is within the noise of the data collection and
processing and is considered equivalent to no measurable subsidence in this GSP. The InSAR data will be
compared with groundwater level data to analyze the rate of ground position decline with variation in
groundwater levels to determine subsidence in relation to groundwater levels or extraction rates.
Results will be mapped, graphed, and reported consistent with standards described in GSP Emergency
Regulations (§352.4 (d)), and provided with the GSP updates.

5.7.3 Monitoring Protocols [8354.34(i)]

23 Cal. Code Regs. §354.34 Monitoring Network.

(i) The monitoring protocols developed by each Agency shall include a description of technical standards, data
collection methods, and other procedures or protocols pursuant to Water Code Section 10727.2(f) for
monitoring sites or other data collection facilities to ensure that the monitoring network utilizes
comparable data and methodologies.
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The monitoring protocols for land subsidence monitoring are identical to those for groundwater level
monitoring, as groundwater levels will be used as a proxy for indicating potential onset of land
subsidence. InSAR data for the Basin will be acquired from DWR from their SGMA Data Viewer web-
based GIS viewer (DWR, 2022), and reviewed.

5.7.4 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network

[§354.38(a),(b).(c)(1).(c)(2).(d).(e)(1).(e)(2).(e)(3), and (e)(4)]

Assessment and potential improvements of the monitoring network for land subsidence are identical to
those for groundwater level monitoring since groundwater levels are used as a proxy for indicating
potential onset of land subsidence.

The GSAs have assessed the available InSAR data for the Basin and have considered it generally suitable
for estimating land subsidence in the case that groundwater levels are below the historical low. There
are some minor gaps in INSAR raster coverage (see Figure 3.2-07) but will not significantly impact the
interpolation of the InSAR land displacement.
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5.8 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water Monitoring
Network [8354.34(e),(9)(3),(h), and (j)]

§354.34 Monitoring Network.

(e) A Plan may utilize site information and monitoring data from existing sources as part of the monitoring
network.

(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:

(3) For each sustainability indicator, the quantitative values for the minimum threshold, measurable
objective, and interim milestones that will be measured at each monitoring site or representative
monitoring sites established pursuant to Section 354.36.

(h) The location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and reported in tabular
format, including information regarding the monitoring site type, frequency of measurement, and the
purposes for which the monitoring site is being used.

(j) An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more sustainability indicators are
not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to
establish a monitoring network related to those sustainability indicators.

As discussed in Section 3.2.6, the Arroyo Conejo/Conejo Creek and groundwater interactions vary with
time and location in the Basin. Surface water gaging stations and the numerical groundwater model are
required to fully assess depletions of ISW and to prevent undesirable results (Section 4.9.1). The
monitoring network for the depletions of ISW sustainability indicator includes the following elements:

= Surface Water Gages: Two active surface water flow gages (gage 800 and Confluence Flume) are
maintained by other entities (CCWTMP and Hill Canyon WWTP) (GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.34(c)(6)(B)) (Figure 5.8-01 and Table 5.8-01): gage 800 provides continuous monitoring of
streamflow for the Conejo Creek outflow from the Basin and the Confluence Flume provides
streamflow data for the Arroyo Conejo during the summer months. Arroyo Conejo and Conejo
Creek are part of the same surface water system and are a continuous source of streamflow
infiltration into the Basin due to effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP and surface water
outflows from the Conejo Valley to the south. There are no surface water gages for the Arroyo
Santa Rosa and its tributary in the eastern area of the Basin, due to their ephemerality and
disconnection from groundwater (see Section 3.2.6).

= Groundwater Level Monitoring: At locations where interconnection exists, the surface water is
interconnected with shallow groundwater. Wells in the Basin do not extract water from the
shallow groundwater system. Therefore, monitoring of shallow groundwater levels is not
necessary to demonstrate sustainable management of the Basin. If future wells extract shallow
groundwater, then shallow groundwater monitoring may be warranted at that point in time.
The existing surface water data along with the numerical model is deemed sufficient to evaluate
streamflow depletions under historical and current conditions, which were not seen to be
causing any undesirable results. This monitoring network will be evaluated during every 5-year
GSP assessment, and shallow groundwater monitoring may be included in future revisions to
the Plan, if warranted.
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5.8.1 Attainment of Monitoring Objectives and Other Requirements
[§354.34(c)(6)(A).(c)(6)(B).(c)(6)(C).(c)(6)(D), and (g)(1)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(6)(A) and §354.34(g), the surface water gage sites
have been selected to measure surface water inflows and outflows to and from the Basin and
groundwater-surface water interaction within the portions of the Basin where ISW occurs. The existing
surface water flow monitoring sites provide sufficient coverage of surface water discharge, surface
water stage, and baseflow contribution:

= Key Surface Water Flows into the Basin: The Confluence Flume monitors surface water flow
into the Basin at the upstream location of Arroyo Conejo under baseflow conditions, typically
from June to September. Arroyo Conejo is a continuous (i.e., year-round) source of streamflow
infiltration for the Basin, due to effluent from the Hill Canyon WWTP and surface water outflows
from the Conejo Valley to the south. The GSAs will evaluate increasing the duration of
measurements to include the entire year, if feasible.

= Surface Water Exiting the Basin: gage 800 monitors surface water flow existing the ASRVGB at a
daily frequency throughout the year.

= Surface water stage and baseflow contribution: Consistent with GSP Emergency Regulations
§354.34(c)(6)(A), all surface water gages monitor discharge and stage (surface water level); gage
800 is designed to address both stormflow and baseflow, while the Confluence Flume is
designed to address baseflow during summer months.

GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(6)(B) and §354.34(g) are not applicable to Arroyo Conejo and
Conejo Creek because they are a perennial stream system, as described above.

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.34(c)(6)(C) and §354.34(g), the monitoring network is
designed to quantify temporal changes in conditions due to variations in stream discharge and regional
groundwater extraction. The gages are spaced along Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek to characterize
variations in stream inflows to and outflows from the Basin (Figure 5.8-01).
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5.8.2 Data and Reporting Standards [8354.34(g)(2)]

Existing streamflow gages comply with applicable GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4 requirements
(Table 5.8-01).

5.8.3 Monitoring Protocols [8354.34(i)]

Streamflow gaging will be conducted in accordance with DWR’s BMPs for measuring streamflow (DWR,
2016c).

5.8.4 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network

[§354.38(a),(b),(c)(1).(c)(2).(d).(e)(1).(e)(2).(e)(3), and(e)(4)]

Pursuant to GSP Emergency Regulations §354.38, the GSAs have assessed the existing surface water
monitoring network and determined that combined with the numerical model it has sufficient spatial
coverage to assess depletions of ISW within the range of historical and current conditions. Future
depletions will be assessed by comparing inflows at the Confluence Flume with outflows at gage 800
along with the numerical model to evaluate ISW and quantify depletions.
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At locations where interconnection exists, the surface water is interconnected with shallow
groundwater. Wells in the Basin do not extract water from the shallow groundwater system. Therefore,
monitoring of shallow groundwater levels is not necessary to demonstrate sustainable management of
the Basin. If future wells extract shallow groundwater, then shallow groundwater monitoring may be
warranted at that point in time. The existing surface water data along with the numerical model is
deemed sufficient to evaluate streamflow depletions under historical and current conditions, which
were not seen to be causing any undesirable results. This monitoring network will be evaluated during
every 5-year GSP assessment, and shallow groundwater monitoring may be included in future revisions
to the Plan, if warranted.

5.9 Representative Monitoring Sites [8354.36(a),(b)(1),(b)(2), and
(c)]

At present, the GSAs plan to use data collected from all of the monitoring sites described in Sections 5.3
and 5.6 to monitor relevant groundwater sustainability indicators in the Basin and are not currently
designating a subset of monitoring sites as representative of conditions in the Basin.

5.10 Reporting Monitoring Data to the Department (Data
Management System) [§354.40]

Pursuant to §352.6, monitoring data will be stored in the DMS. Data will be transmitted to DWR with the
GSP, annual reports, and GSP updates electronically on the forms provided by DWR. Information
concerning the DMS is provided in Appendix L.
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6.0 Projects and Management Actions [Article 5,
SubArticle 5]

6.1 Introduction [§354.42 and §354.44(a),(b)(2),(b)(9),(c), and (d)]

This section describes projects and management actions that ASRGSA and FCGMA (the two GSAs for the
Basin) have included in the plan to ensure the sustainability goal (Section 4.2) is met and to address the
additional plan elements identified in Section 2.2.4. Determination of the projects and management
actions is based on the best available science and information and accounts for the level of uncertainty
associated with the Basin setting (Section 3).

The GSP Emergency Regulations specifically require the inclusion of projects or management actions to
address the following:

= Overdraft (§354.44(b)(2)): A description of the projects or management actions, including a
quantification of demand reduction or other methods, for the mitigation of overdraft, if any
overdraft condition is identified through the analysis required by §354.18.

= Drought Offset Measures §354.44(b)(9): A description of the management of groundwater
extractions and recharge to ensure that chronic lowering of groundwater levels or depletion of
supply during periods of drought is offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage during
other periods.

As described in Section 3.3.4, the Basin does not currently appear to be in an overdraft condition;
therefore, projects or management actions to address overdraft are not required. As described in
Section 3.2.6, the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek surface water system is perennial due to a constant
source of water from the Hill Canyon WWTP effluent and additional surface water flow from the North
and South Fork Arroyo Conejo streams that drain Conejo Valley. A primary inflow component for the
ASRVGSB is infiltration from Arroyo Conejo-Conejo Creek and the relatively constant baseflows provide a
reliable source of inflows for the Basin during droughts (Section 3.3.1); therefore, projects or
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management actions are not needed to raise groundwater levels and storage following droughts. The
need for projects to address any overdraft or drought offset will be evaluated no less frequently than
every 5 years, as required by SGMA.

The need for projects and management actions was also guided by analysis of the sustainability
indicators:

= Seawater Intrusion: As described in Section 3.2.3, seawater intrusion is not an applicable
sustainability indicator for the Basin; therefore, projects or management actions to address this
sustainability indicator are not needed.

= Land Subsidence: Section 3.2.5 describes reported land surface displacement and there is no
indication of land subsidence due to groundwater withdrawal within the ASRVGB; therefore,
projects or management actions are not needed to address this sustainability indicator.

= Other Sustainability Indicators: As described in Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.7, and 4.9, historical data
and the modeling projections indicate that the measurable objectives for the chronic lowering
of groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater storage, degraded water quality, and
depletions of ISW sustainability indicators will be met without the need for projects or
management actions.

Additional considerations for inclusion of projects and management actions included:

= Compliance with GSP Emergency Regulations: As described in Section 5.3.2, there are
monitoring sites that do not meet the data and reporting standards set forth in GSP Emergency
Regulations §352.4. The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project is included to
address the deficiencies identified for the monitoring network (monitoring well surveying and
determination of well construction details).

= Address Uncertainty: As described in Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4, the GSAs desire to voluntarily
enhance the groundwater levels and quality monitoring networks with additional monitoring
sites, where feasible and not cost-prohibitive. The Groundwater Monitoring Network
Enhancement Project is included to identify opportunities to enhance the groundwater levels
and quality monitoring networks via existing wells, where possible.

= Improve Groundwater Quality: Additional projects are included to meet the sustainability goal
to improve water quality for the Basin: Water Quality Management Coordination Project and
the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project.

® Increase Basin Yield and Reduce Reliance on Imported Water: Additional projects are included
to increase the basin yield and, thereby, decrease reliance on imported water: Arroyo Santa
Rosa Basin Desalter Project and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project.
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6.2 Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project
[8354.44(b)(1) and (d)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(1) A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the measurable

objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action. The list shall include projects
and management actions that may be utilized to meet interim milestones, the exceedance of
minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results have occurred or are imminent.

(d) An Agency shall take into account the level of uncertainty associated with the basin setting when developing

projects or management actions.

The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project will consist of two phases: (1) a survey of
the monitoring network wells within the Basin to address GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4 monitoring
network data and reporting standards, and (2) research of areas of limited coverage to assess the
expansion of the monitoring network using existing wells.

The survey of the monitoring network wells will be desighed to collect information about well
construction (well depth, screen interval, casing diameter, reference point information, etc.) and a GPS
survey to collect the spatial coordinates, and casing and reference point elevations. There are three
wells within the monitoring network which have unknown screen intervals and none of the wells within
the network have reference point information (see Section 5.3; Table 5.3-01). Of the three wells with
unknown screen intervals, two are agricultural wells and one is a public supply well, and the project
assumes the pumps will need to be pulled in order to verify the construction details of the well (using
down-hole video equipment) to satisfy the requirements for monitoring network data and reporting
standards.

The research for additional wells to expand the monitoring network will initially consist of a desktop
assessment identifying candidate existing wells based on location and well construction information,
including the collection and review of available well documentation. Access agreements with the well
owner to access, inspect, and monitor the well will then be pursued if the well is deemed adequate to
add to the monitoring network. Wells added to the monitoring network will be verified and surveyed for
GPS spatial coordinates, elevation, and any additional well construction information. This phase of the
project may require down-hole videos, which could involve pulling the pumps for any wells identified
without well construction information.

6.2.1 Relevant Measurable Objective(s) [8354.44(b)(1)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(1) A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the measurable
objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action. The list shall include projects
and management actions that may be utilized to meet interim milestones, the exceedance of
minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results have occurred or are imminent.

The relevant measurable objective for the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project is
the measurable objective for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater
storage, degradation of water quality, and land subsidence sustainability indicators.
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6.2.2 Implementation Triggers [8354.44(b)(1)(A)]

The implementation trigger for addressing the well survey and well construction information needs is
GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4(b) and (c) monitoring network data and reporting standards. Pursuit
of additional monitoring wells is a voluntary action and will be triggered at the discretion of the GSAs.

6.2.3 Public Notice Process [8354.44(b)(1)(B)]

The GSAs will continue to follow the SEP (Appendix D) to inform the public about progress implementing
the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project.

6.2.4 Permitting and Regulatory Process [8354.44(b)(3)]

No permits or regulatory approvals are required to implement the Groundwater Monitoring Network
Enhancement Project.

6.2.5 Implementation Timeline [§354.44(b)(4)]

The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project is anticipated to be completed during the
first 5-year GSP assessment period (i.e., before 2028).

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Page 149



Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin

6.2.6 Anticipated Benefits [8§354.44(b)(5)]

The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project will ensure compliance with GSP
Emergency Regulations §352.4 monitoring network data and reporting standards and reduce
uncertainty in the monitoring of groundwater conditions in the Basin. Benefits will be measured by the
number of existing monitoring network sites brought into compliance with GSP Emergency Regulations
§352.4 and the number of monitoring sites added to the monitoring networks.

6.2.7 Implementation Approach [8354.44(b)(6)]

The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project will be implemented by the GSAs and/or
consultants through a focused outreach effort to the well owners in the Basin.

6.2.8 Legal Authority [8354.44(b)(7)]

The GSAs will rely on the authority provided for under SGMA to conduct the Groundwater Monitoring
Network Enhancement Project.

6.2.9 Cost & Funding [§354.44(b)(8)]

The estimated total cost for the Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project is $180,000
over 5 years and is included in the Projects and Management Actions in Section 7.1.6. The first phase of
the project assumes $20,000 per well to pull pumps and conduct down-hole video surveys, and $10,000
in additional costs for the land survey, administrative, field supervision, and project management
(570,000 subtotal). The second phase of the project assumes at least 5 additional wells are located and
would require down-hole surveys and pump pulling (520,000 per well, with $15,000 in additional costs;
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$110,000 subtotal). The Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement Project will be funded by the
GSAs through their available funding mechanisms, unless grant funding is available.

6.3 Water Quality Management Coordination Project
[8354.44(b)(1) and (d)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(1) A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the measurable

objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action. The list shall include projects
and management actions that may be utilized to meet interim milestones, the exceedance of
minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results have occurred or are imminent.

(d) An Agency shall take into account the level of uncertainty associated with the basin setting when developing

projects or management actions.

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project will consist of coordinating with and supporting
the actions of other entities in their efforts to manage and improve groundwater quality in the Basin,
and engaging where there is overlap between the entities’ efforts and the GSAs’ sustainability goal for
the Basin. The existing water quality monitoring programs (i.e., Camrosa and Ventura County; see
Section 5.6) are expected to cover most of the efforts to manage and improve the water quality for the
Basin but ongoing coordination with other entities is an important aspect of the GSP implementation.
The GSAs intend to coordinate with the following entities:

=  Camrosa Water District: Camrosa WD performs a significant portion of the groundwater quality
monitoring in the Basin and manages the quality of water delivered for the potable and non-
potable uses in the Basin through blending. Importantly, Camrosa WD is investigating the
feasibility of constructing the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project, which would remove
salts and nitrate from the Basin and improve groundwater quality over time.

= Ventura County (Land Use): Ventura County Planning Division’s Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance
(Ventura County, 2022) sets standards for dwellings within groundwater Impact Areas for the
Basin to limit water quality impacts from septic systems. Additional standards for Animal
Husbandry/Keeping and Waste handling (i.e., composting) are included in the Ordinance. The
VCWPD may also require a Manure Management Plan for land developments involving animal
husbandry or animal boarding facilities, which includes an assessment of long-term impacts to
the area groundwater quality. The primary concern is the amount of nitrate loading to the
groundwater. The GSAs will coordinate with these County agencies to track the management of
potential impacts. The GSAs will also coordinate with the County of Ventura on its future
general plan updates.

=  Ventura County (Well Permitting): Ventura County is the well permitting agency for the Basin.
The GSAs coordinate with Ventura County to pursue destruction of improperly abandoned or
constructed wells that act as conduits for migration of poor-quality water from shallow water-
bearing units into the primary producing zones. The GSAs will also coordinate with Ventura
County to promote well construction policies that ensure new wells are properly constructed to
prevent migration of poor-quality water from shallow water-bearing units into the primary
producing zones.
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=  State Municipal Stormwater Program (MS4): The MS4 program regulates stormwater
discharges, including the Phase Il Permit Program for municipalities less than 100,000 people
and the Statewide Stormwater Permit for the State of California Department of Transportation.
Ventura County is the permittee for the ASRVGB. The MS4 program is implemented and
enforced by the RWQCB. The GSAs will coordinate with the permittees and RWQCB.

= Total Maximum Daily Loads: TMDL monitoring of surface water within the Basin is currently
coordinated by the CCWTMP. The GSAs will coordinate with the CCWTMP to ensure monitoring
and compliance during plan implementation.

= Ventura County Agricultural Irrigated Lands Group: The GSAs will coordinate with Ventura
County Agricultural Irrigated Lands Group concerning efforts to manage salt and nutrient
loading to the Basin.

= City of Thousand Oaks: The GSAs will coordinate with the City of Thousand Oaks concerning the
quality of surface water entering the Basin from the City in Arroyo Conejo.

6.3.1 Relevant Measurable Objective(s) [8354.44(b)(1)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(1) A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the measurable
objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action. The list shall include projects
and management actions that may be utilized to meet interim milestones, the exceedance of
minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results have occurred or are imminent.

The relevant measurable objective for the Water Quality Management Coordination Project is the
measurable objectives for constituents identified for the degradation of water quality sustainability
indicator. Although SMC have been established for the degradation of water quality sustainability
indicator, water quality is not impacted by groundwater pumping operations (see Section 4.7).

6.3.2 Implementation Triggers [8354.44(b)(1)(A)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(1) (A) A description of the circumstances under which projects or management actions shall be
implemented, the criteria that would trigger implementation and termination of projects or
management, and the process by which the Agency shall determine that conditions requiring the
implementation of particular projects or management actions have occurred.

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project is a voluntary action and will be triggered at the
discretion of the GSAs.
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6.3.3 Public Notice Process [8354.44(b)(1)(B)]

The GSAs will continue to follow the adopted SEP (Appendix D) to inform the public about progress
implementing the Water Quality Management Coordination Project.

6.3.4 Permitting and Regulatory Process [8354.44(b)(3)]

No permits or regulatory approvals are required to implement the Water Quality Management
Coordination Project.

6.3.5 Implementation Timeline [§354.44(b)(4)]

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project will be completed during the first 5-year GSP
assessment period (i.e., before 2028).

6.3.6 Anticipated Benefits [§354.44(b)(5)]

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project will benefit beneficial users and property interests
in the Basin by promoting actions by agencies with regulatory authority to address water quality that
ultimately leads to improvement of groundwater quality. Benefits will be evaluated by documenting
coordination efforts with the entities listed in Section 6.3.
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6.3.7 Implementation Approach [8354.44(b)(6)]

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project will be implemented by the GSAs and/or
consultants through a focused outreach effort.

6.3.8 Legal Authority [8354.44(b)(7)]

The GSAs will rely on the authority provided for under SGMA to conduct the Water Quality Management
Coordination Project.

6.3.9 Cost & Funding [8354.44(b)(8)]

The Water Quality Management Coordination Project is an ongoing effort that is estimated to cost
$5,000 per year to cover communication, outreach, and coordination with other entities. The annual
cost does not include any additional technical support, which needs to be scoped out on an as-needed
basis. The costs are included in Section 7.1.11. The Water Quality Management Coordination Project will
be funded by the GSAs through their available funding mechanisms, unless grant funding is available.

6.4 Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project [8354.44(b)(1) and
(d)]

As discussed in Sections 3.2.4 and 4.7, the ASRVGB groundwater has elevated nitrate and TDS
concentrations, which have been managed through blending with imported water by Camrosa WD.
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Currently, the Camrosa WD GAC treatment plant is being installed to remove TCP from the
groundwater; however, it is not designed to reduce the concentrations of nitrate or TDS. Desalination of
groundwater is a preferred water treatment that would allow Camrosa WD to discontinue their blending
operations and significantly reduce their reliance on imported water (see Section 3.3.1.1.3). The Arroyo
Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project would also remove salts and nutrients from the Basin, thereby
improving groundwater quality over time, which contributes to the GSP sustainability goal to “improve
the groundwater quality of the ASRVGB” (Section 4.2).

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project would involve the construction and operation of a desalter
treatment facility. Preliminary design work has been completed for the Salinity Management Pipeline by
Calleguas MWD (Calleguas MWD, 2021) to be rerouted into the ASRVGB, which will allow for the
discharge of brine waste from the desalter, if constructed. Camrosa WD is currently in the early planning
stages for the desalter; therefore, the project yield and other key parameters have not yet been
determined.

6.4.1 Relevant Measurable Objective(s) [8354.44(b)(1)]

The relevant measurable objective for Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project is the degradation of
water quality sustainability indicator.

6.4.2 Implementation Triggers [8354.44(b)(1)(A)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project is a voluntary action and will be triggered at the discretion
of the implementing agency or agencies.

6.4.3 Public Notice Process [8354.44(b)(1)(B)]
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The GSAs will continue to follow the adopted SEP (Appendix D) to inform the public about progress
implementing the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project.

6.4.4 Permitting and Regulatory Process [8354.44(b)(3)]

The permits or regulatory approvals required to develop the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project
will be determined during preliminary design.

6.4.5 Implementation Timeline [§354.44(b)(4)]

A project implementation timeline will be developed as part of the current preliminary planning effort.

6.4.6 Anticipated Benefits [§354.44(b)(5)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project will benefit beneficial users and property interests in the
Basin by removing salts and nutrients from groundwater in the basin. In addition, the decreased reliance
on imported water for blending will result in an increased reliability of water supply for the Basin and
potential savings on water delivery fees. Benefits will be evaluated by documenting the mass of salts
and nutrient removed from the Basin and volume of groundwater treated.

6.4.7 Implementation Approach [8354.44(b)(6)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project is being pursued by Camrosa WD, an ASRGSA member
agency. The project is in the early planning stages. The implementation approach will be developed as
part of the current planning effort.
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6.4.8 Legal Authority [8354.44(b)(7)]

Camrosa WD will rely on the authority provided in the Water Code to implement the Arroyo Santa Rosa
Basin Desalter Project.

6.4.9 Cost & Funding [8354.44(b)(8)]

No costs have been developed for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project. More information is
required to understand how the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project would be funded, but it is
currently anticipated that the project will be funded via grants and Camrosa WD water rates.

6.5 Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project [8354.44(b)(1)
and (d)]

Recharge basins have been considered by Camrosa WD in the past (MWH, 2013) and preliminary
assessments have located potential sites and developed recharge rate estimates. The Arroyo Santa Rosa
Basin Recharge Project will consist of numerical modeling and field-scale pilot testing to validate model
results, followed by the construction of recharge ponds and a delivery system within the Basin.
Additional information will be provided in subsequent updates during the GSP implementation on the
details of this project moving forward. Camrosa WD is currently in the early planning stages for the
recharge basins; therefore, the project yield and other key parameters have not yet been determined.
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6.5.1 Relevant Measurable Objective(s) [§354.44(b)(1)]

The relevant measurable objective for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project is the measurable
objective for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater storage, land
subsidence, and degradation of water quality sustainability indicators.

6.5.2 Implementation Triggers [8354.44(b)(1)(A)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project is a voluntary action and will be triggered at the
discretion of the GSAs.

6.5.3 Public Notice Process [8354.44(b)(1)(B)]

The GSAs will continue to follow the adopted SEP (Appendix D) to inform the public about progress
implementing the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project.

6.5.4 Permitting and Regulatory Process [8354.44(b)(3)]

The permits or regulatory approvals required to develop the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project
will be determined during preliminary design.
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6.5.5 Implementation Timeline [§354.44(b)(4)]

A project implementation timeline will be developed as part of the current preliminary planning effort.

6.5.6 Anticipated Benefits [8354.44(b)(5)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project will benefit beneficial users and property interests in the
Basin by helping avoid undesirable results for groundwater levels and storage and increasing the
operational yield of the Basin. Recharging the Basin may also improve groundwater quality.

6.5.7 Implementation Approach [8354.44(b)(6)]

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project is being pursued by Camrosa WD, an ASRGSA member
agency. The project is in the early planning stages. The implementation approach will be developed as
part of the current planning effort.

6.5.8 Legal Authority [8354.44(b)(7)]

Camrosa WD will rely on the authority provided for in the Water Code to implement the Arroyo Santa
Rosa Basin Recharge Project.
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6.5.9 Cost & Funding [8354.44(b)(8)]

No costs have been developed for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Project. It is currently
anticipated that the project will be funded via grants and Camrosa WD water rates.
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7.0 GSP Implementation

This section presents estimated GSP implementation costs and schedule. Please note that the costs and
schedule are approximate estimates based on currently available information and will be reviewed and
updated during the GSAs’ annual budgeting process.

7.1 Estimate of GSP Implementation Costs [8354.6(€)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include
a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the Agency plans to meet
those costs.

This section describes the scope and estimated costs for GSP implementation. Implementation cost
considerations include administration of the GSAs, outreach and engagement, coordination with water
management efforts by others, monitoring, addressing data gaps, data management, planning for
projects and management actions, GSP assessments, GSP updates, maintaining a prudent fiscal reserve,
and other costs estimated over the GSP 20-year implementation horizon.

The following sections present estimated costs for each major expense category. The estimated costs
include annual costs for ongoing activities and estimated costs for one-time activities. This approach
enables calculating costs through the first GSP assessment and update to better inform the GSAs’ annual
and multiyear budgeting processes. Because costs are based on the best available estimates at the time
of preparation, actual costs may vary from those included in the projections below. The GSAs will
coordinate GSP implementation with other water management efforts in the watershed (e.g., Project
No. 2, Section 6.3) to minimize duplication of effort and costs to the water users of the Basin.

The following sections describe the scope of the various GSP implementation activities. Associated costs
are presented in Table 7.1-01. In general, all costs were developed using 2022 dollars and escalated by
3% per year for the remainder of the 20-year GSP implementation period. It is noted that although there
are two GSAs a single budget is presented because the GSAs have not yet executed a cost-sharing
agreement.

7.1.1 Agency Administration

This category includes administrative staff support, Executive Director, insurance, organizational
memberships and conferences, miscellaneous supplies, and materials. The estimated costs are
presented in Table 7.1-01. Administrative and accounting support is provided by the County of Ventura
under contract (FCGMA) and Camrosa WD (ASRGSA). This budget category includes finance-related
costs for routine accounts payable and receivable functions, financial reporting, and financial audits.
Administrative costs also include annual liability insurance costs, IT services (website, e-mail, and cloud
storage), and incidentals (postage, copies, etc.). Neither FCGMA nor ASRGSA own or lease any office
space or office equipment. The estimated first year budget for agency administration is $50,000.
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7.1.2 Legal Counsel

Legal services for the GSAs are provided under contract with County of Ventura (FCGMA) and by the
Hathaway Law Firm, LLP. (ASRGSA). The first year budget is $15,000 and assumes legal review of
contracts and access agreements as well as consultation on other legal matters.

7.1.3 Groundwater Management, Coordination, and Outreach
GSP implementation will require certain management and coordination activities:

= Ongoing SGMA Outreach and Stakeholder Engagement: Staff of each GSA will perform ongoing
outreach required by SGMA concerning GSP implementation in accordance with the SEP
(Appendix D).

=  Monitor and Coordinate with Local Water Management Activities: Staff of each GSA will
monitor activities of the Member Agencies, land use planning agencies, and entities with
regulatory authority over water quality within the Basin.

= SGMA Program: Staff of each GSA will track DWR updates concerning SGMA and related
programs.

This cost category also includes miscellaneous technical support that may be needed to implement the
GSP that is not captured in other cost categories. The specific needs and costs are yet to be identified
but it is expected, as the initial GSP implementation efforts proceed, that these needs will become
evident. Examples of technical support are potential tasks such as ongoing data review (outside of
annual reporting and GSP evaluation), day-to-day data management, review of funding mechanisms,
development of alternative funding mechanisms (grants), and other technical issues that may arise
during Plan implementation. It is envisioned that much of the work will be completed by the staff of
each GSA, with support from other consultants, as needed. The first year budget is $30,000.

7.1.4 Monitoring Program

The GSAs’ proposed monitoring program is presented in the monitoring section (Section 5). The
monitoring program consists of the following elements:

=  Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Network
=  Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network

=  Streamflow Monitoring Network

All monitoring is currently performed by other entities. The GSAs will continue to rely on other entities’
monitoring efforts to minimize redundancy and costs. It is assumed that any new monitoring sites added
such as those through the Monitoring Network Enhancement Project will be either monitored by the
GSAs or incorporated into another entity’s monitoring program for a fee. Thus, the budget includes
assumed costs for new monitoring sites beginning in fiscal year 2024.

7.1.5 Annual Reporting

SGMA regulations require submittal of annual reports to DWR concerning GSP implementation status
and basin conditions. The reporting requirements are presented in GSP Emergency Regulations §356.2.
In general, the annual report must include an executive summary, description and graphical
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presentation of basin conditions (groundwater levels and storage), reporting of groundwater
extractions, surface water supplies to the basin, total water use in the basin, and a discussion of the GSP
implementation progress relative to the SMC. It is anticipated that the annual reports will be prepared
by consultant support. The cost for the first annual report is anticipated to be greater than the cost for
subsequent reports because the first report must be developed from scratch and will include several
years of data to bridge the gap between data presented in the GSP and water year 2023/2024. The
numerical groundwater model (Appendix G) will require annual updates to support the annual reporting
since it is used to estimate the ISW depletion rates and change in storage for the Basin; ongoing costs
for model updates are included in the annual reporting costs (Table 7.1-01). The first annual report is
due in April 2024.

Ongoing costs for maintaining the SMGA-required DMS are included in the annual reporting costs (Table
7.1-01). See Section 5.10 and Appendix L for more information concerning the DMS.

7.1.6 Projects and Management Actions

As discussed in Section 4, it does not appear that any projects or management actions will be needed to
meet the measurable objectives for chronic lowering of groundwater levels, groundwater storage
reduction, degraded water quality, land subsidence, or depletions of ISW sustainability indictors.

As discussed in Section 5.3.4, the groundwater elevation and water quality monitoring networks will be
assessed as part of GSP implementation to address GSP Emergency Regulations §352.4 monitoring
network data and reporting standards. In summary, the identification of existing wells (where this is
feasible) is a low-cost option to expand the current monitoring network, and incorporating additional
existing wells will help improve understanding of Basin conditions and numerical model calibration. The
budget includes costs to survey the existing monitoring network wells (GPS coordinates, elevation, and
down-hole video surveying) and to assess additional existing wells within the Basin to enhance the
monitoring network. For budgeting purposes, it is assumed these wells would be identified and added
before 2028. The estimated cost to enhance the monitoring network is $180,000 in 2022 dollars and is
assumed to be allocated over the first 5 years of plan implementation ($36,000 per year in 2022 dollars).
The estimated cost includes access agreements, permitting, surveying, pulling pumps, down-hole videos,
supervision, and project management. This approximate cost is an estimates, as there are uncertainties
due to site-specific considerations, which will be updated for each annual report.

The costs for the Water Quality Management Coordination Project and coordination with Camrosa WD
for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter and Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Recharge Projects are included in
the Groundwater Management, Coordination, and Outreach budget category (Table 7.1-01).

7.1.7 GSP Evaluations and Amendments

GSP Emergency Regulations §356.4 require GSAs to evaluate the GSP at least every 5 years and in
conjunction with any GSP amendments. The initial 5-year GSP evaluation is due to DWR in 2028. It is
assumed that any Plan amendments will be timed such that only one GSP evaluation will be performed
per 5-year period. GSP evaluations are dependent on maintaining and updating the numerical model.

7.1.7.1 Numerical Model Updates and Simulations

The model will be an important tool to inform the evaluation of GSP implementation over time. The
numerical model will require annual updates to calculate the ISW depletion and change in storage
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values for the annual reports and to help inform ongoing performance assessment of the SMC. The
annual numerical model updates require an extension of the model time period to represent the
reported water year in the annual report, which includes updates to flow rates and boundary conditions.
The costs for annual numerical model updates are included in the annual reporting budget, estimated to
be $10,000 per year (in 2022 dollars). In addition, prior to performing each 5-year GSP evaluation, a
more extensive update to the numerical flow model will be required to continue to refine and improve
the model capabilities and maintain ongoing functionality. This includes incorporating new model tools
and features, updates to data, and updates to calibration. Simulations will be performed with the
updated model for use during the GSA evaluation and update processes. The first model updates will
incorporate new data from the enhanced groundwater monitoring network and model input data
collected for each water year. Model updates will also incorporate enhancements identified during GSP
implementation to evaluate potential projects and management actions. Each 5-year model update is
anticipated to result in recalibration of the model. The estimated cost for each 5-year model update is
$40,000 (in 2022 dollars).

7.1.7.2 GSP Evaluation

SGMA regulations require submittal of written evaluation of the GSP to DWR at least once every 5 years.
The GSP evaluation requirements are presented in GSP Emergency Regulations §356.4. In general, the
GSP evaluation must include a description of groundwater conditions relative to each sustainability
indicator, discussion of GSP implementation, proposed revisions to the basin setting and SMC in light of
new information or changes in water use, assessment of the monitoring networks, regulatory actions
taken by the GSAs, summary of coordination with agencies located within the Basin and adjacent basins,
and a description of any proposed or adopted GSP amendments. The estimated cost for the GSP
evaluations is $50,000 (in 2022 dollars).

7.1.7.3 GSP Amendments

To control costs, the GSAs will seek to perform any Plan amendments in conjunction with the required
5-year evaluations. Pertinent sections of the GSP will be amended, as appropriate, based on new
information, groundwater conditions, monitoring results, water use, land use changes, land use plan
updates, and management status of adjacent basins. The estimated cost for the GSP amendments is
$150,000 (in 2022 dollars).

7.1.8 Respond to DWR GSP Evaluations and Assessments

The GSAs will address DWR requests for additional information and comments following its review of
the adopted GSP. It is assumed that DWR comments on the initial GSP will be received and addressed
during fiscal year 2025. The GSAs will respond to DWR comments and requests for information
associated with subsequent 5-year GSP assessments. The estimated cost for addressing the DWR
assessment comments on the initial GSP in 2025 is $50,000 (in 2022 dollars). The estimated cost for
responding to DWR comments following the 5-year GSP evaluations is $25,000 (in 2022 dollars).

7.1.9 Contingencies

Contingency is included in the budget in recognition that GSP implementation is new and there is
potential for unanticipated expenses. For the purposes of conservatively estimating the cost to
implement the GSP, the budget estimate includes a 5% contingency. Contingency amounts will be
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reviewed during each annual budgeting process. It is anticipated that contingency amounts will decline
over time as the GSAs become more certain about ongoing GSP implementation costs.

7.1.10 Financial Reserves

Prudent financial management requires that the GSAs carry a general reserve in order to manage cash
flow. General reserves have no restrictions on the types of expenses they can be used to fund. The
reserve will be determined at a future date.

7.1.11 Total Estimated Implementation Costs Through 2043 [§354.6(e)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include

a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if

necessary, along with the following information:

(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the Agency plans to meet
those costs.

GSP implementation costs are presented in Table 7.1-01. The estimated costs are presented by the
budget categories discussed in Section 7.1. The estimated total cost of the GSP implementation over the
20-year planning horizon is $6.21 million. Costs through the first 5-year evaluation period are also
provided as a subtotal of $1.23 million. The annual costs include an annual rate of inflation of 3%
factored into the cost projections. These estimated costs are based on the best available information at
the time of GSP preparation and represent the GSAs’ current understanding of Basin conditions and the
current roles and responsibilities of the GSAs under SGMA. The GSAs will coordinate GSP
implementation with other water management efforts in the watershed to minimize duplication of
effort and costs to the water users of the Basin.

7.2 Funding Sources and Mechanisms [8354.6(¢e)]

§354.6 Agency Information. When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include

a copy of the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if

necessary, along with the following information:

(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the Agency plans to meet
those costs.

Funding for FCGMA GSP implementation will be obtained from a groundwater extraction fee
implemented pursuant to FCGMA’s non-SGMA and SGMA authorities. ASRGSA is currently funded by
contributions from its member agencies (Camrosa WD and County of Ventura). It is currently anticipated
that ASRGSA GSP implementation efforts will be funded by Camrosa WD, although other funding
options may be evaluated as the GSP implementation progresses. ASRGSA obtained a $177,081
Proposition 1 Sustainable Groundwater Planning Grant from DWR to fund, in part, development of the
GSP. The GSAs will seek additional grants for GSP implementation, although, to be conservative, the
budget assumes no additional grant funding.
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7.3 Implementation Schedule [8354.44(b)(4)]

§354.44 Projects and Management Actions.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include the following:
(4) The status of each project and management action, including a time-table for expected initiation and
completion, and the accrual of expected benefits.

GSP adoption is anticipated in late May 2023 for submittal to DWR in June 2023.

Most of the budget categories consist of ongoing tasks and efforts that will be conducted throughout
GSP Implementation (i.e., administration, coordination, outreach, monitoring, etc.).

GSP reporting will occur on an annual basis, with reports for the preceding water year due to DWR by
April 1.

Periodic evaluations (every 5 years) and any associated GSP amendments will be submitted to DWR by
April 1 at least every 5 years (no later than 2028, 2033, 2038, and 2043).

The schedule for Projects and Management Actions is described in Section 6. In summary, the
Groundwater Monitoring Network Enhancement and Water Quality Management Coordination Projects
are expected to begin during the initial 5-year implementation period. Schedules for the Desalter and
Basin Recharge Projects will be developed as part of preliminary project planning.
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8.0 References and Technical Studies [8354.4(b)]

§354.4 General Information.

(b) Each Plan shall include the following general information: A list of references and technical studies relied
upon by the Agency in developing the Plan. Each Agency shall provide to the Department electronic copies
of reports and other documents and materials cited as references that are not generally available to the
public.
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Figure 1.0-01 Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin Area and Local Agencies.
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Figure 2.2-01 Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley and Adjacent Groundwater Basins.
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Figure 2.2-02 Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin Land Use.
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Figure 2.2-03 Groundwater Supply Wells Active in Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin.
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Figure 3.1-01 Watershed Boundaries in the Vicinity of the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-02 Basin Topographic Map.
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Figure 3.1-03 Precipitation Within the ASRVGB.
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See Figure 3.1-03 for gage locations. Data source: Ventura County Water Protection District, 2022

Figure 3.1-04 Annual Precipitation and Cumulative Departure from Mean Precipitation Chart.
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Figure 3.1-05 Surface Water Bodies in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-06 Available Streamflow Data for the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-07 Points of Delivery for Imported Water in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-08 Regional Surface Geology for the ASRVGB.
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Names of Hydrostratigraphic Units from Hanson et. al. (2003).

Figure 3.1-09 Schematic Illustration of Geologic Formations, Ages, Aquifer Systems, and Model Layers.
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Figure 3.1-10a North-South Cross Section A-A'.
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Figure 3.1-10b West-East Cross Section B-B'.
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Figure 3.1-11 Soil Characteristics Map.
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Figure 3.1-12 Bottom of Basin Elevation Map.
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Figure 3.1-13 Basin Thickness Map.
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Figure adopted from MWH (2013)

Figure 3.1-14 Groundwater Level and Chemistry Differences Observed Across the Bailey Fault.
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Figure 3.1-15 Hydrographs Across the ASRVGB Showing Hydraulic Differences.
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Figure 3.1-16 Transmissivities (in gallons per day per foot) Estimated from Specific Capacity and Pumping Tests.
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Figure 3.1-17 Vertically Averaged Hydraulic Conductivity Map.
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Figure 3.1-18 Primary Groundwater Recharge and Discharge Processes and Areas.
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Figure 3.1-19 Nitrate (as N) Concentrations Detected in the ASRVGB during 2020.
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Figure 3.1-20 Time Series Data for Nitrate (as N) in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-21 TDS Concentrations Detected in the ASRVGB during 2020.
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Figure 3.1-22 Time Series Data for TDS in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-23 Chloride Concentrations Detected in the ASRVGB during 2020.
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Figure 3.1-24 Time Series Data for Chloride in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-25 Sulfate Concentrations Detected in the ASRVGB during 2020.
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Figure 3.1-26 Time Series Data for Sulfate in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-27 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP) Concentrations Detected in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.1-28 Pumping Wells and Rates with Beneficial Uses.
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Figure 3.2-01a Contour Map for Seasonal High Modeled Water Levels (Wet Season) in the Upper Groundwater Production Zone - February
2017.
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Figure 3.2-01b Contour Map for Seasonal High Modeled Water Levels (Wet Season) in the Lower Groundwater Production Zone - February
2017.
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Figure 3.2-02a Contour Map for Seasonal Low Modeled Water Levels (Dry Season) in the Upper Groundwater Production Zone - November
2015.
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Figure 3.2-02b Contour Map for Seasonal Low Modeled Water Levels (Dry Season) in the Lower Groundwater Production Zone -
November 2015.
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Figure 3.2-03 Groundwater Level Hydrographs for Key Wells in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.2-04a Combined Hydrographs from Key Wells for ASRGSA.
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Figure 3.2-04b Combined Hydrographs from Key Wells for FCGMA.
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Figure 3.2-05 Historical Change in Groundwater Storage with Annual Groundwater Use and Water Year Type.
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Figure 3.2-06 Location and Status of Environmental Sites within the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.2-07 Land Subsidence in the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.2-08a Gaining and Losing Reaches of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek During Dry Conditions (November 2015).
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Figure 3.2-08b Gaining and Losing Reaches of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek During Normal Conditions (June 2017).
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Figure 3.2-08c Gaining and Losing Reaches of the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek During Wet Conditions (February 2017).
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Figure 3.2-09 Schematic for the Interconnection of Surface Water and Shallow Groundwater.
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Streamflow Losses - Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek
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Figure 3.2-10 Streamflow Losses for the Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Figure 3.2-11 Modeled Streamflow Depletion Within the ASRVGB.
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Figure 3.2-12 Potential Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems.
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Figure 3.2-13a Historical Aerial Photo Comparison for the Riparian Vegetation in the Western Reaches of the Conjeo Creek.
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Figure 3.2-13b Historical Aerial Photo Comparison for the Riparian Vegetation in the Eastern Reaches of the Conjeo Creek.
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Figure 3.2-13c Historical Aerial Photo Comparison for the Riparian Vegetation in the Arroyo Conejo.
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Outside Arroyo Santa Rosa
. Valley Groundwater Basin

Extractions from
Pleasant Valley Basin
within FCGMA

Extractions from
Pleasant Valley Basin
outside FCMGA

Conejo Creek
Project Water and
Recycled WW

Sources of Water Supplies

Extractions from
Tierra Rejada Basin

Imported Purchases
from Calleguas MWD

* Private agricultural wells do not supply Camrosa’s water delivery system.

Figure 3.3-01 Sources of Water Supplies for the ASRVGB.
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Stream Inflows is the sum of Arroyo Santa Rosa Inflows, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary Inflows, Arroyo Conejo Inflows, and Direct Runoff Contributions to Streamflow.
See Table 3.3-06 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-02 Historical and Current Surface Water Inflows and Outflows to/from ASRVGB (acre-feet per year).
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Total Recharge from Precipitation and Return Flows is the sum of Recharge from Precipitation, Agricultural Return Flows, M&l Outdoor Return Flows, M&I Septic Return Flows, Non-potable Distribution Losses, and Potable Distribution Losses.
Total Inflows from Conejo Volcanics is the sum of Bedrock Contributions from the South and Bedrock Contributions from the East.

Net Streamflow Percolation is the sum of Streamflow Percolation from Losing Reaches and GW Discharge to Streamflow Gaining Reaches.

Groundwater Extraction is the sum of FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Non-FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Domestic Pumping, and M&l Pumping.

See Table 3.3-07 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-03 Historical and Current Groundwater Inflows and Outflows to/from ASRVGB (acre-feet per year).
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Stream Inflows is the sum of Arroyo Santa Rosa Inflows, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary Inflows, Arroyo Conejo Inflows, and Direct Runoff Contributions to Streamflow.
See Table 3.3-12 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-04 Baseline Projected Annual Surface Water Inflows (positive values) and Outflows (negative values) to/from ASRVGB.
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Stream Inflows is the sum of Arroyo Santa Rosa Inflows, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary Inflows, Arroyo Conejo Inflows, and Direct Runoff Contributions to Streamflow.

See Table 3.3-13 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-05 Projected Surface Water Budget Components under the 2030 Climate Change Scenario.
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Stream Inflows is the sum of Arroyo Santa Rosa Inflows, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary Inflows, Arroyo Conejo Inflows, and Direct Runoff Contributions to Streamflow.

See Table 3.3-14 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-06 Projected Surface Water Budget Components under the 2070 Climate Change Scenario.
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Total Recharge from Precipitation and Return Flows is the sum of Recharge from Precipitation, Agricultural Return Flows, M&I Outdoor Return Flows, M&I Septic Return Flows, Non-potable Distribution Losses, and Potable Distribution Losses.
Total Inflows from Conejo Volcanics is the sum of Bedrock Contributions from the South and Bedrock Contributions from the East.

Net Streamflow Percolation is the sum of Streamflow Percolation from Losing Reaches and GW Discharge to Streamflow Gaining Reaches.

Groundwater Extraction is the sum of FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Non-FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Domestic Pumping, and M&l Pumping.

See Table 3.3-15 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-07 Baseline Projected Annual Groundwater Inflows (positive values) and Outflows (negative values) to/from ASRVGB.
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Total Recharge from Precipitation and Return Flows is the sum of Recharge from Precipitation, Agricultural Return Flows, M&! Outdoor Return Flows, M&I Septic Return Flows, Non-potable Distribution Losses, and Potable Distribution Losses.
Total Inflows from Conejo Volcanics is the sum of Bedrock Contributions from the South and Bedrock Contributions from the East.

Net Streamflow Percolation is the sum of Streamflow Percolation from Losing Reaches and GW Discharge to Streamflow Gaining Reaches.

Groundwater Extraction is the sum of FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Non-FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Domestic Pumping, and M&l Pumping.

See Table 3.3-16 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-08 Projected Groundwater Budget Components under the 2030 Climate Change Scenario.
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Total Recharge from Precipitation and Return Flows is the sum of Recharge from Precipitation, Agricultural Return Flows, M&l Outdoor Return Flows, M&I Septic Return Flows, Non-potable Distribution Losses, and Potable Distribution Losses.
Total Inflows from Conejo Volcanics is the sum of Bedrock Contributions from the South and Bedrock Contributions from the East.

Net Streamflow Percolation is the sum of Streamflow Percolation from Losing Reaches and GW Discharge to Streamflow Gaining Reaches.

Groundwater Extraction is the sum of FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Non-FCGMA Agricultural Pumping, Domestic Pumping, and M&l Pumping.

See Table 3.3-17 for individual water budget components.

Figure 3.3-09 Projected Groundwater Budget Components under the 2070 Climate Change Scenario
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Figure 3.4-01 ASRVGB Management Areas.
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Figure 4.9-01 Annual Streamflow Depletion for Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek
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Figure 5.3-01 Groundwater Level Monitoring Network Wells.
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Figure 5.6-01 Water Quality Monitoring Network Wells.
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Figure 5.8-01 Surface Water Monitoring Network Gages.
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Table 2.2-01

Existing Water Resources Monitoring Programs.

Member Agency Groundwater Levels

Countywide Groundwater Monitoring Program

Division of Drinking Water Compliance Monitoring

California Statewide Groundwater Elevation
Monitoring (CASGEM)

Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment
Program (GAMA)

GeoTracker

Countywide Precipitation Monitoring

Countywide Stream Flow Monitoring

TMDL Compliance Monitoring

Hill Canyon WWTP Streamflow Monitoring

Electronic Water Rights Information Management
System (eWRIMS)

Groundwater Extraction Reporting

Countywide Evaporation Monitoring

Camrosa Water District

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

Public Water Suppliers in the Basin

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

State Water Resources Control Board

State Water Resources Control Board

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL Compliance
Monitoring Program (CCWTMP)

City of Thousand Oaks (Hill Canyon WasteWater
Treatment Plant)
State Water Resources Control Board

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

Groundwater Levels

Groundwater Levels

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater Levels

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater Quality

Precipitation

Stream flow

Stream flow

Stream flow

Surface Water Diversions

Groundwater Extractions

Evaporation

Groundwater level monitoring as part of normal well
operations.

Countywide groundwater monitoring program

Public water suppliers are required to monitor
groundwater quality in potable supply wells in the
Basin. Data are reported to the Division of Drinking
Water.

VCWPD is the CASGEM monitoring entity for the
Ventura County. Data is compiled from the
Countywide Groundwater Monitoring Program and
cooperative entities.

SWRCB Program implemented in 2000 (modified by
Assembly Bill 599 in 2001) to monitor and assess
groundwater basins throughout the state.

Records for contamination remediation sites.

Countywide rainfall monitoring program (2 active
stations located within Basin and three immediately
adjacent to Basin See Figure 3.1-03)

Countywide stream flow monitoring program (2 stations
[gages 800 and 838] located near western Basin
boundary and in center of Basin - See Figure 3.1-05)

CCWTMP resumed monitoring when VCWPD
discontinued - monitors daily stream flow at Gage 800
on Conejo Creek

Hill Canyon WWTP staff monitor streamflow four
months out of the year (June-Sept.)

eWRIMS is a SWRCB database that contains
Statements of Water Diversion and Use filed by water
diverters.

Well operators are required to report their groundwater
extractions twice per year using FCGMA approved
forms.

Countywide evaporation monitoring program (no
stations located within ASRVGB, but data is useful for
estimating conditions in the Basin)

Yes

Yes

No

(currently no GAMA data in last 10 years that is not
captured in other data sources)

No

(currently no plumes of concern in ASRVGB)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

https://s29422.pcdn.co/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/2015-Annual-Report-Final-
Reduced.pdf

https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/

https:/www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/
drinkingwater/EDTlibrary.html

https:/Iwater.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Groundwater-Elevation-Monitoring--
CASGEM

https:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/program
sigama/

https:/lgeotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/

https:/iwww.vcwatershed.net/hydrodata/

https:/www.vcwatershed.net/hydrodata/

N/A

N/A

https:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/iwaterrights/water_issu
es/programs/ewrims/index.html

http://www.fcgma.org/public-documents/reports

https:/iwww.vcwatershed.net/hydrodata/
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Table 2.2-02

Existing Water Resources Management Programs.

Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility

Conejo Creek Diversion (2000)

Camarillo Sanitary District Recycled Water Supply

Salinity Management Pipeline

RWQCB Water Quality Management Programs

Ventura County Stormwater Quality Monitoring
Program

FCGMA Groundwater Extraction Reporting
Program

Lower Aquifer System Contingency Plan

Camrosa Water District

Camarillo Sanitary District

Calleguas Municipal Water District

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Ventura County Watershed Protection District and City
Partners

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Water Supply

Water Supply

Water Supply

Surface Water and Groundwater Quality

Surface Water Quality

Groundwater Extraction

Groundwater Quality

Reclaimed water from within Camrosa is tertiary
treated and distributed for use in agriculture and public
landscaping.

Nonpotable water from the Hill Canyon WWTP
upstream of the Conejo Creek Diversion is used for
agricultural irrigation and landscaping.

Reclaimed water from within Camarillo Sanitary District
is tertiary treated and discharged to Conejo Creek or
delivered to agricultural customers.

A brine disposal pipeline that collects brine generated
by desalting facilities in the Las Posas, Pleasant
Valley, and Oxnard and conveys it to an ocean outfall
for disposal. Future construction of the pipeline is
expected to serve additional facilities including those in
the ASRVGB

The RWQCB Basin Plan includes water quality
objectives (WQOs) for surface water and groundwater.
RWQCB operates various water quality regulatory
programs to meet the WQOs, including NPDES
permits, and the Algae TMDL.

Program meets the requirements of the Ventura
County Stormwater Permits. Includes water quality
sampling, watershed assessments, business
inspections, and pollution prevention programs.

Since 1985, FCGMA has collected extraction records
from well operators. Well operators are required to
report their groundwater extractions twice per year
using FCGMA approved forms. Requirements include
periodic calibration of meters.

A plan containing measures that could be
implemented in the event of severe water quality
degradation in the Lower Aquifer System

Details regarding sources and volumes of by water use
sectors.

Details regarding sources and volumes of by water use
sectors.

Potential Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Desalter Project

WQOs were used to establish minimum thresholds and
measurable objectives for the degraded water quality
sustainability indicator. Actions undertaken by RWQCB
contribute to maintenance of groundwater quality below
the measurable objective concentrations.

This program contributes to maintenance of
groundwater quality below the measurable objective
concentrations.

Used for extraction rate inputs and estimation for the
Water Budget

https://lwww.camrosa.com/uwmp

https://www.camrosa.com/uwmp

https://www.calleguas.com/cmwdfinal2020uwmp.pdf

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issu
es/programs/basin_plan/basin_plan_documentation.ht
ml

http://www.vcstormwater.org/

https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-

asps/
Pleasant Valley GSP

https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-

asps/
Pleasant Valley GSP

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin


https://www.camrosa.com/uwmp
https://www.camrosa.com/uwmp
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https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/basin_plan_documentation.html
http://www.vcstormwater.org/
https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/
https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/
https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/
https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/
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Table 3.2-01  Arroyo Conejo and Conejo Creek Depletions (in acre-feet).

[ Losses from Connected Reaches of the Arroyo |

Depletions Due to Pumping Potential Indirect Depletions

A Conejo and Conejo Creek
2012 120 18 102
2013 681 41 640
2014 823 52 771
2015 876 66 810
2016 856 74 782
2017 873 83 790
2018 897 74 823
2019 932 94 838
2020 850 112 738
2021 712 126 586
Average 762 74 688
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Table 3.3-01

Water Budget Component

Directly measured components:

Precipitation (i.e., rainfall)

Surface water diversions

Groundwater extractions (pumping)

Gaged surface flows entering and exiting Arroyo Santa Rosa Groundwater
Basin

Components estimated using related data:

Ungaged stream flows entering and exiting Arroyo Santa Rosa
Groundwater Basin

Direct runoff contributions to streamflow within the Basin

Groundwater extractions (pumping)

Components estimated by numerical modeling:
Interaction (exchanges) of groundwater and surface water

Mountain Front Recharge

Inflow from Conejo Volcanics and Underflow from the Pleasant Valley

Recharge (including infiltration of precipitation, water distribution system
losses, septic system leachate, and agricultural and M&l return flows)

Direct evapotranspiration (ET) of surface water by riparian vegetation

Summary of Data Sources for Water Budget Components.

Data Source or Estimation Method

Historical and current: Precipitation data for stations 049, 049A, 500, 500A, and 502 in Ventura County collected and maintained by Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) at https://www.vcwatershed.net/hydrodata/.
Projected: VCWPD precipitation data as noted above (assume baseline period of water year 1972-2021 rainfall amounts), modified in accordance with precipitation climate-change factors for 2030 and 2070, as recommended by California Department of
Water Resources (2018).

Historical and current: Reported water use in the State Water Resources Control Board's eWRIMS database.
Projected: Assumed to be 0 based on current eWRIMS data and the agreement of agricultural users along Conejo Creek to purchase water from Camrosa (EWRIMS, 2022; pers. comm. with Camrosa WD, 2022).

Historical and current: Historical monthly groundwater extractions by Camrosa Water District were provided. Agricultural groundwater extractions by wells in the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) were provided on a biannual
basis. The extraction rate of the single domestic well located in the Basin extractions is based on annual usage statements submitted by the well owner to the County of Ventura.

Projected: Camrosa provided estimates of future extraction per well on an annual basis. Agricultural extractions were assumed to equal to the 10-year historical period, repeated over the 50-year predictive period. The domestic well is assumed extract
the same as reported historically.

Historical and current: The primary source of year-round daily gaged surface flows is at gage 800 near the western edge of the basin. Flow data was collected by VCWPD from 1971 until 2010, and Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL from 2012 — 2021.
The Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant (HCWWTP) also operates a flume during the summer months (typically June — September) at the confluence of the North and South Forks of Arroyo Conejo. When they exist, the flume records are the source
of baseflow entering the basin. When flume records don't exist, flows at 800 are used for baseflow up to a threshold of 20 cfs, with flows above 20 cfs being treated as storm flows.

Projected: Historical streamflow data (as noted above) was used for the baseline projected simulation from the reference period 1972-2021). The historical data was modified in accordance with the climate-change streamflow change factors for the 2030
and 2070 scenarios, respectively, as recommended by California Department of Water Resources (2018).

Historical and current: Inflows to the basin from Arroyo Santa Rosa and Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary are ungaged, and Arroyo Conejo is only measured during the summer months. As described above, where Arroyo Conejo flume records do not exist,
800 flows up to 20 cfs are treated as base flows into the basin via Arroyo Conejo. Flows at 800 above 20 cfs are treated as storm flows and are distributed to Arroyo Santa Rosa, Arroyo Santa Rosa Tributary, and Arroyo Conejo based on each stream’s
contributing catchment area.

Projected: Ungaged flows were computed for the reference historical period (1970-2019) using the method described above with data from VCWPD precipitation gage 20. Ungaged flows for the climate-change scenarios were adjusted using the climate-
change streamflow change factors for the 2030 and 2070 scenarios, respectively.

Historical and current: Direct runoff within the Basin that contributes to streamflow is calculated based on the catchment area that accumulates to the gage 800 location - the area-determined proportion (based on the contributing catchment area between
the entry points of the tributaries and gage 800) of stormflows at gage 800 were implemented as runoff spread equally across the modeled streams.

Projected: Direct runoff is calculated using the same method for the historical and current using stormflow data from gage 800 for the historical reference period (1972-2021) for the baseline scenario. The runoff data is adjusted by climate-change
streamflow change factors for the respective 2030 and 2070 scenarios.

Historical and current: Pumping from active agricultural wells outside of FCGMA was estimated by calculating the crop irrigation duty to agricultural parcels with known pumping and/or Camrosa deliveries and applying that per-acre duty to cropped areas
served by these non-FCGMA agricultural wells. See the Numerical Model Technical Memorandum (Appendix G) for more details. Projected: Agricultural extractions were assumed to equal to the 10-year historical period, repeated over the 50-year
predictive period.

Historical, current, and projected: The streams within the basin have both gaining and losing reaches. Both stream percolation directly into the aquifer as well as discharge from the aquifer into the river is calculated by the numerical model and is
dependent on the difference between river stage and groundwater elevations as well as the width and slope of the riverbed.

Historical and current: Aerial recharge and runoff via precipitation from the BCM model (Flint and Flint, 2014; Flint et al., 2013) was incorporated in the numerical model (Appendix G).
Projected: Areal recharge via precipitation in the period 1972 — 2021 is taken from the BCM data and used to simulate future conditions. For the climate change scenarios, precipitation change factors are used.

Historical, current, and projected: simulated as a general head boundary within the numerical model (Appendix G).

Historical and current: Areal recharge via precipitation was taken from the BCM model. M&I return flows were calculated from metered Camrosa water sales to residential parcels. Indoor use was estimated to be 93 gpcd (see Model TM for details
[Appendix G]), all of which was assumed to result in return flows via septic leachate because there is no sanitary sewer service within the basin. Deliveries above 93 gpcd were allocated to outdoor landscape irrigation, 20% of which was assumed to
result in return flows. Metered Camrosa water sales were also the source for return flows from distribution losses, which was estimated to be 4.7% based on Camrosa’s 2015 UWMP (Camrosa, 2016). Return flows from agricultural irrigation were
estimated to be 20% of total applied water, whether from groundwater pumping or Camrosa water sales to agricultural parcels.

Projected: Areal recharge via precipitation in the period 1972 — 2021 is taken from the BCM data and used to simulate future conditions. For the climate change scenarios, precipitation and ET change factors are both used. Predictive recharge from
agricultural, M&I uses, and distribution losses are assumed to be the same as the 10-year historical period, repeated over the 50-year predictive period.

Historical and current: ET from non-riparian surfaces and vegetation is already accounted for in the BCM recharge data, therefore only ET from phreatophytes is accounted for in this section. Areas in the basin with riparian vegetation were mapped and
used (TNC, 2022). Crop coefficients for different vegetation groups were used to estimate ET rates with a reference ET that relied on a local CIMIS station in Camarillo, which were then applied in the numerical model through the streamflow routing
package (i.e., riparian vegetation ET is interpreted to be primarily supplied by surface water).

Projected: The historical and current ET rates were scaled for the climate change scenarios using the ET change factors. Current phreatophyte distribution (with corresponding vegetation type) was assumed for future conditions and applied in the
numerical model through the streamflow routing package (Appendix G).
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Table 3.3-02 Estimated Historical Demands and Supplies in the ASRVGB by Category and Source (in acre-feet).

Domestic GW M&I Supplies from AG Supplies from | Total Supplies from _
*
Water Year Year Type M&I Demand Ag Demand Domestic Demand Total Demand M&l GW Suppliest Ag GW Supplies Sunplies Total GW Supplies Outside ASRVGB* Outside ASRVGB? Outside ASRVGB Total Supply

2012 Below Normal 1,964 4,737 6,703 3,160 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2013 Critical 2,071 4,837 25 6,911 849 3,282 2.5 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2014 Critical 2,218 5,136 25 7,357 865 3,489 25 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2015 Critical 1,725 4,186 25 5914 742 2,829 25 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5914
2016 Critical 1,724 4,517 25 6,243 672 2,886 25 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2017 Above Normal 1,602 3,394 25 4,999 865 2,524 25 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2018 Below Normal 1,892 3,884 25 5778 984 2,864 25 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5778
2019 Below Normal 1,625 3,205 25 4,832 585 2,307 25 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2020 Below Normal 1,772 3,557 2.5 5,332 301 2,368 2.5 2,671 1471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2021 Critical 1,980 3,550 25 5,532 238 2,181 2.5 2,421 1,742 1,369 3111 5,532
Historical Average 1,885 4,385 2.5 6,272 804 3,005 2.5 3,811 1,081 1,380 2,461 6,272
Current Average 1,792 3,437 25 5,232 375 2,285 2.5 2,662 1,418 1,152 2,570 5,232

* Includes groundwater extracted from all irrigation wells within the ASRVGB.

**Includes both potable and non-potable sources, see Section 3.3.1.1 for additional details.
t Includes non-potable sources, see Section 3.3.1.1 for additional details.

1 Some groundwater produced for M&l is exported for use outside of the Basin.
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Table 3.3-03  Projected and Actual Camrosa District-wide Imports from Calleguas MWD (in acre-feet).

% | %
Year Projected Imported Water Availability Actual Purchases Actual Purchases

2012 7,900 6,083 6,135
2013 7,900 6,992 6,644
2014 7,900 6,415 6,863
2015 7,900 4,539 4,591
2016 7,900 3,884 3,984
2017 7,900 4,242 4,219
2018 7,900 4,364 4,330
2019 7,900 4,766 4,680
2020 7,900 6,190 5,975
2021 7,900 4,908 5,753

*Purchases less than projected availability typically means need for imported water was less than the projected availability and is not necessarily an indicator of shortages. During periods in which allocations were in effect
(Calleguas MWD had allocations in place during 2015 and 2016), reduced imported water availability was addressed through conservation, not increased groundwater use.
**Through October 31.
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Table 3.3-04  Imported Purchased Calleguas MWD Water Deliveries to the Basin (in acre-feet).

Water Year Camrosa Metered Potable Deliveries Potable Imported Purchased Water Percentage Water Suoplv Shortage Occurrence
| inASRVGB | from Calleguas MWD to the ASRVGB | 9 PRl 9

2012 1,682 1,126 7% No occurrences

2013 1,729 1,017 59% No occurrences

2014 1,775 1,076 61% No occurrences

2015 1,351 770 57% No occurrences

2016 1,325 811 61% No occurrences

2017 1,252 570 46% No occurrences

2018 1,480 717 48% No occurrences

2019 1,268 806 64% No occurrences

2020 1,404 1,162 83% No occurrences

2021 1,556 1,369 88% No occurrences
Historical Average 1,482 942 64%
Current Average 1,409 1,112 79%
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Table 3.3-05  Imported Non-Potable Surface Water Deliveries to the Basin (in acre-feet).

Camrosa Metered Non-Potable* Imported Water to the

2012 2,636 2,134 81% No occurrences

2013 2,978 2,485 83% No occurrences

2014 3,143 2,749 87% No occurrences

2015 2,755 2,447 89% No occurrences

2016 3,072 2,760 90% No occurrences

2017 2,242 2,057 92% No occurrences

2018 2,538 2,328 92% No occurrences

2019 1,760 1,439 82% No occurrences

2020 1,802 1,473 82% No occurrences

2021 1,980 1,600 81% No occurrences
Historical Average 2,491 2,147 86%
Current Average 1,847 1,504 81%

*Non-potable water includes minor amount of reclaimed water and Calleguas purchases.
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Table 3.3-06 ~ ASRVGB Surface Water Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, Historical and Current Period (in acre-feet).

Arroyo Santa Rosa Arroyo Santa Rosa Direct Runoff Groundwater Discharge Stream Percolation REEN]
Period Water Year Year Type Y v Arroyo Conejo Inflows Contributions to 9 Stream Outflows parian Inflows Outflows
Inflows Tributary Inflows Streamflow to Gaining Reaches from Losing Reaches Evapotranspiration

2012 Below Normal 14,998 188 (730) (14,990) (128) 15,848 (15,848)

2013 Critical 209 25 13,481 257 121 (971) (13,000) (122) 14,093 (14,093)

3 2014 Critical 194 23 12,677 238 79 (1,075) (12,007) (129) 13,211 (13,211)
S 2015 Critical 168 20 12,362 207 68 (1,089) (11,620) (116) 12,825 (12,825)
£ 2016 Critical 110 13 10,634 135 64 (1,027) (9,812) (117) 10,956 (10,956)
2017 Above Normal 1,092 128 18,723 1,340 74 (1,721) (19,498) (138) 21,357 (21,357)

2018 Below Normal 389 46 13,118 477 62 (1,285) (12,679) (127) 14,092 (14,092)

E = 2019 Below Normal 1,684 198 23,104 2,067 73 (2,134) (24,854) (139) 27,126 (27,127)
'§ g 2020 Below Normal 1,313 154 20,771 1,611 78 (1,872) (21,910) (146) 23,928 (23,928)
£ 2021 Critical 196 23 13,317 241 78 (952) (12,765) (138) 13,855 (13,855)
Historical Average (2012-2021) 551 65 15,318 676 119 (1,286) (15,313) (130) 16,729 (16,729)
Current Average (2019-2021) 1,065 125 19,064 1,306 77 (1,653) (19,843) (141) 21,636 (21,636)

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.
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Table 3.3-07  ASRVGB Groundwater Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, Historical and Current Period (in acre-feet).

Recharge | Agricultural M&I Outdoor M&I Septic Non-potable Potable Un?rirralow ﬁgﬁ;ﬂ% Vr: Discr?e\\lyge to, FCGMA  Non-FCGMA Domestic &l Change in Cumulative
Period | Water Year | Year Type fqu . Return Return Return Distribution = Distribution Pleasant | from Losing Strea_m]flow AgricuIFuraI AgricuIFuraI Pumping Pumping Inflows Outflows Storage Change in
Precipitation Flows Flows Flows Losses Losses Valley Reaches Gaining Pumping Pumping Storage

2012 Below Normal 295 6 812 336 279 113 62 198 2,078 (144) 730 (490) (1,544) (735) (3) (3,101) 4,909 (6,017) (1,207) (1,207)

2013 Critical 284 4 829 357 279 128 63 115 1,299 131 971 (121) (1,391) (676) (3) (3,972) 4,461 (6,162) (,701) (2,808)

3 2014 Critical 285 4 880 387 279 135 65 98 1,203 281 1,075 (79) (1,597) (746) (3) (3,493) 4,691 (5,917) (1,226) (4,034)

S 2015 |Critical 241 7 718 288 279 118 49 90 1,213 9% 1,089 (68) (1,234) (554) (3) (2,627) 4,188 (4,485) (297) (4,331)

£ 2016 Critical 243 6 774 288 279 132 48 86 1,233 103 1,027 (64) (1,268) (565) (3) (1,945) 4,220 (3,844) 376 (3,955)

2017 Above Normal 199 161 582 265 279 96 46 76 1,095 (8) 1,721 (74) (1,033) (462) (3) (2,857) 4,521 (4,436) 85 (3,870)

2018 Below Normal 207 4 666 322 279 109 54 80 1,180 60 1,285 (62) (1,209) (539) (3) (3,272) 4,246 (5,085) (839) (4,709)

% = 2019 Below Normal 174 177 549 268 279 76 46 73 1,047 69 2,134 (73) (1,234) (552) (3) (2,094) 4,893 (3,956) 938 (3,771)

5 % 2020 Below Normal 188 38 610 298 279 77 51 62 1,058 272 1,872 (78) (1,440) (650) (3) (1,259) 4,805 (3,430) 1,375 (2,396)

£ O 2021 Critical 186 0 608 339 279 85 57 51 1,160 276 952 (78) (1,335) (611) (3) (1,278) 3,995 (3,305) 690 (1,706)
Historical Average (2012-2021) 230 “ 703 315 279 107 54 93 1,257 114 1,286 (119) (1,329) (609) 3) (2,590) 4,493 (4,664) (a71)
Current Average (2019-2021) 183 72 589 302 279 79 52 62 1,088 206 1,653 (77) (1,337) (604) (3) (1,544) 4,565 (3,564) 1,001

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.
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Table 3.3-08  Current and Projected Population for Camrosa Water District Service Area.

Unincorporated Ventura County* Population Projection

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Population 101,255 103,603 105,950 108,298 110,645
Growth Rate (5-year) 1.64% 2.32% 2.27% 2.22% 2.17%

*The population of ASRVGB is unknown and much less than the total for the unincorporated County, but the growth rate is assumed to be the same.

Note: Fields in blue are provided in Ventura Cities and County 2040 Population Forecast; 2025 and 2035 are interpolated.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table 3.3-09 Projected Baseline Demands and Supplies by Category and Source (in acre-feet).

' ' ' ] ' . | Domestic GW ] M& Imported |  AG Imported Total Imported |
Water Year Year Type M&l Demand ‘ Ag Demand Domestic Demand Total Demand Mé&l GW Supplies Ag GW Supplies Sunplies Total GW Supplies Sunplies Sunplies Sunplies Total Supply

2022 Dry 1,964 4,737 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2023 Above Normal 2,071 4,837 3,282 2.5 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2024 Above Normal 2,218 5,136 3,489 2.5 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2025 Above Normal 1,725 4,186 2,829 2.5 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2026 Dry 1,724 4,517 2,886 2.5 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2027 Dry 1,602 3,394 2,524 2.5 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2028 Wet 1,892 3,884 2,864 2.5 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2029 Wet 1,625 3,205 2,307 2.5 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2030 Wet 1,772 3,557 2,368 2.5 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2031 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 2,181 2.5 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2032 Dry 1,964 4,737 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2033 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2034 Wet 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2035 Dry 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5914
2036 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2037 Below Normal 1,602 3,39%4 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2038 Dry 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2039 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2040 Critical 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2041 Critical 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2042 Wet 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2043 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2044 Above Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2045 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2046 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2047 Below Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2048 Wet 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2049 Wet 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2050 Dry 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2051 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2052 Dry 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2053 Below Normal 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2054 Below Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2055 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2056 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2057 Critical 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2058 Critical 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2059 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2060 Below Normal 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2061 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2062 Below Normal 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2063 Critical 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2064 Critical 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2065 Critical 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5914
2066 Critical 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2067 Above Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2068 Below Normal 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2069 Below Normal 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2070 Below Normal 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2071 Critical 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
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Table 3.3-10 Prolected 2030 Demands and Supplies by Category and Source (in acre-feet).

Domestlc GW Mé&l Imported AG Imported Total Imported |
Water Year Year Type ‘ Mé&l Demand Ag Demand Domestic Demand ‘ Total Demand Mé&l GW Supplies Ag GW Supplies ‘ Total GW Supplles Sunplies ‘ Sunplies Total Supply

2022 1,964 4,737 6,703 3,160 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2023 Above Normal 2,071 4,837 2.5 6,911 849 3,282 2.5 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2024 Above Normal 2,218 5,136 2.5 7,357 865 3,489 2.5 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2025 Above Normal 1,725 4,186 2.5 5,914 742 2,829 25 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2026 Dry 1,724 4,517 2.5 6,243 672 2,886 2.5 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2027 Dry 1,602 3,394 2.5 4,999 865 2,524 25 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2028 Wet 1,892 3,884 2.5 5,778 984 2,864 2.5 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2029 Wet 1,625 3,205 2.5 4,832 585 2,307 2.5 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2030 Wet 1,772 3,957 2.5 5,332 301 2,368 2.5 2,671 1471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2031 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 2.5 5,532 238 2,181 25 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2032 Dry 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2033 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2034 Wet 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2035 Dry 1,725 4,186 3 5914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5914
2036 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2037 Below Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2038 Dry 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2039 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2040 Critical 1,772 3,957 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2041 Critical 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2042 Wet 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2043 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2044 Above Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2045 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2046 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2047 Below Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2048 Wet 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2049 Wet 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2050 Dry 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1,471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2051 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2052 Dry 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2053 Below Normal 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2054 Below Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2055 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5,914
2056 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2057 Critical 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2058 Critical 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2059 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2060 Below Normal 1,772 3,957 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2061 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
2062 Below Normal 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 1,316 1,578 2,893 6,703
2063 Critical 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 1,222 1,556 2,777 6,911
2064 Critical 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 1,353 1,647 3,000 7,357
2065 Critical 1,725 4,186 3 5914 742 2,829 3 3,574 983 1,357 2,340 5914
2066 Critical 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 1,051 1,631 2,682 6,243
2067 Above Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 737 870 1,607 4,999
2068 Below Normal 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 908 1,020 1,928 5,778
2069 Below Normal 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 1,040 898 1,938 4,832
2070 Below Normal 1,772 3,957 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 1471 1,190 2,661 5,332
2071 Critical 1,980 3,950 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 1,742 1,369 3,111 5,532
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Table 3.3-11 Projected 2070 Demands and Supplies by Category and Source (in acre-feet).

' ' ' ] ' . .| Domestic GW ) M& Imported |  AG Imported Total Imported
Water Year Year Type ‘ Mé&l Demand Ag Demand Domestic Demand Total Demand Mé&l GW Supplies Ag GW Supplies Supplies Total GW Supplies Sunolies Sunplies Sunplies Total Supply

2022 Dry 1,964 648 3,160 3 3,810 6,703
2023 Above Normal 2,071 849 3,282 2.5 4,133 6,911
2024 Above Normal 2,218 865 3,489 25 4,357 7,357
2025 Above Normal 1,725 742 2,829 25 3,574 5,914
2026 Dry 1,724 672 2,886 25 3,561 6,243
2027 Dry 1,602 865 2,524 25 3,392 4,999
2028 Wet 1,892 984 2,864 25 3,850 5,778
2029 Wet 1,625 585 2,307 25 2,894 4,832
2030 Wet 1,772 301 2,368 2.5 2,671 5,332
2031 Above Normal 1,980 238 2,181 25 2,421 5,532
2032 Dry 1,964 648 3,160 3 3,810 6,703
2033 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 6,911
2034 Wet 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 7,357
2035 Dry 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 5,914
2036 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,386 3 3,561 6,243
2037 Below Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 4,999
2038 Dry 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 5,778
2039 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 4,832
2040 Critical 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 5,332
2041 Critical 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 5,532
2042 Wet 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 6,703
2043 Wet 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 6,911
2044 Above Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 7,357
2045 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 5,914
2046 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,386 3 3,561 6,243
2047 Below Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 4,999
2048 Wet 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 5,778
2049 Wet 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 4,832
2050 Dry 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 5,332
2051 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 5,532
2052 Dry 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 6,703
2053 Below Normal 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 6,911
2054 Below Normal 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 7,357
2055 Wet 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 5,914
2056 Wet 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 6,243
2057 Critical 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 4,999
2058 Critical 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 5,778
2059 Dry 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 4,832
2060 Below Normal 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 5,332
2061 Above Normal 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 5,532
2062 Below Normal 1,964 4,737 3 6,703 648 3,160 3 3,810 6,703
2063 Critical 2,071 4,837 3 6,911 849 3,282 3 4,133 6,911
2064 Critical 2,218 5,136 3 7,357 865 3,489 3 4,357 7,357
2065 Critical 1,725 4,186 3 5,914 742 2,829 3 3,574 5,914
2066 Critical 1,724 4,517 3 6,243 672 2,886 3 3,561 6,243
2067 Above Normal 1,602 3,394 3 4,999 865 2,524 3 3,392 4,999
2068 Below Normal 1,892 3,884 3 5,778 984 2,864 3 3,850 5,778
2069 Below Normal 1,625 3,205 3 4,832 585 2,307 3 2,894 4,832
2070 Below Normal 1,772 3,557 3 5,332 301 2,368 3 2,671 5,332
2071 Critical 1,980 3,550 3 5,532 238 2,181 3 2,421 5,532
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Table 3.3-12

ASRVGB Surface Water Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, Future Baseline Conditions (in acre-feet).

Arroyo Santa Rosa Arroyo Santa Rosa . Dlrept Rgnoff Stream Percolation from
Water Year Year Type Inflows Tributary Inflows Arroyo Conejo Inflows Contributions to Losing Reach Stream Outflows Inflows Outflows
y Streamflow 0sing Reaches

2022 Dry 232 27 15,475 285 89 (931) (15,049) (129) 16,109 (16,109)
2023 Above Normal 714 84 16,536 875 115 (1,297 (16,999) (128) 18,324 (18,324)
2024 Above Normal 519 61 14,644 636 114 (1,083) (14,768) (123) 15,974 (15,974)
2025 Above Normal 355 42 13,493 436 91 (1,081) (13,215) (122) 14,417 (14,417)
2026 Dry 161 19 10,939 197 75 (983) (10,293) (114) 11,391 (11,391)
2027 Dry 318 37 14,035 390 71 (1,159 (13,567) (125) 14,851 (14,851)
2028 Wet 3,544 417 32,231 4,348 96 (2,833) (37,664) (139) 40,636 (40,636)
2029 Wet 1,706 201 23,236 2,093 89 (2,049) (25,136) (140) 27,325 (27,325)
2030 Wet 3,164 372 31,982 3,881 95 (2,559) (36,793) (143) 39,495 (39,495)
2031 Above Normal 432 51 14,747 530 70 (1,252) (14,453) (125) 15,830 (15,830)
2032 Dry 398 47 16,449 439 69 (1,267) (16,054) (132) 17,452 (17,452)
2033 Wet 4,062 478 36,826 4,984 106 (3,288) (43,013) (155) 46,456 (46,456)
2034 Wet 556 65 14,899 682 83 (1,295) (14,863) (227) 16,284 (16,284)
2035 Dry 640 75 15,221 786 74 (1,416) (15,257) (124) 16,797 (16,797)
2036 Wet 2,000 235 22,058 2,454 89 (2,313) (24,385) (138) 26,837 (26,837)
2037 Below Normal 309 36 13,980 380 68 (1,183) (13,464) (125) 14,773 (14,773)
2038 Dry 1,117 131 17,557 1,370 74 (1,798) (18,319) (231) 20,249 (20,249)
2039 Dry 528 62 16,099 648 64 (1,413) (15,859) (130) 17,402 (17,402)
2040 Critical 350 41 14,905 430 61 (1,293) (14,367) (128) 15,787 (15,787)
2041 Critical 941 111 17,835 1,155 61 (1,699) (18,276) (128) 20,103 (20,103)
2042 Wet 3,712 437 36,556 4,554 78 (3,032) (42,160) (146) 45,338 (45,338)
2043 Wet 4,937 581 42,124 6,057 94 (3,473) (50,170) (149) 53,792 (53,793)
2044 Above Normal 776 91 16,205 952 73 (1,560) (16,408) (129) 18,097 (18,097)
2045 Wet 3,978 468 35,445 4,880 97 (3,085) (41,635) (147) 44,867 (44,867)
2046 Wet 1,063 125 16,404 1,304 81 (4,717) (17,131) (129) 18,976 (18,976)
2047 Below Normal 1,236 145 19,592 1,516 77 (1,815) (20,618) (133) 22,566 (22,566)
2048 Wet 5,291 622 42,814 6,491 105 (3,660) (51,505) (158) 55,323 (55,323)
2049 Wet 620 73 16,654 761 75 (1,403) (16,646) (134) 18,183 (18,183)
2050 Dry 687 81 16,976 843 72 (1,474) (17,051) (133) 18,659 (18,659)
2051 Above Normal 1,754 206 22,759 2,152 80 (2,171) (24,654) (126) 26,951 (26,951)
2052 Dry 270 32 15,656 331 66 (1,180) (15,049) (126) 16,355 (16,355)
2053 Below Normal 1,402 165 20,705 1,720 79 (2,014) (21,922) (135) 24,071 (24,071)
2054 Below Normal 730 86 15,959 896 74 (1,535) (16,077) (134) 17,746 (17,746)
2055 Wet 4,794 564 40,388 5,882 105 (3,796) (47,790) (148) 51,733 (51,733)
2056 Wet 1,701 200 20,245 2,087 86 (2,177) (22,014) (129) 24,320 (24,320)
2057 Critical 596 70 15,715 731 75 (1,408) (15,647) (131) 17,186 (17,187)
2058 Critical 1,612 190 20,555 1,977 80 (2,086) (22,188) (140) 24,413 (24,414)
2059 Dry 765 90 17,532 938 68 (1,561) (17,698) (134) 19,393 (19,393)
2060 Below Normal 1,248 147 20,344 1,531 71 (1,899) (21,314) (129) 23,342 (23,342)
2061 Above Normal 1,108 130 18,843 1,359 71 (1,785) (19,606) (119) 21,510 (21,510)
2062 Below Normal 154 18 14,981 188 60 (1,132 (14,143) (126) 15,401 (15,401)
2063 Critical 209 25 13,481 257 62 (1,176) (12,736) (121) 14,034 (14,034)
2064 Critical 194 23 12,677 238 57 (1,178) (11,882) (129) 13,189 (13,189)
2065 Critical 168 20 12,362 207 56 (1,182) (11,515) (116) 12,813 (12,813)
2066 Critical 110 13 10,634 135 52 (1,145) (9,684) (116) 10,945 (10,945)
2067 Above Normal 1,092 128 18,723 1,340 60 (1,882) (19,324) (137) 21,343 (21,343)
2068 Below Normal 389 46 13,118 477 53 (1,400) (12,556) (227) 14,083 (14,083)
2069 Below Normal 1,684 198 23,104 2,067 63 (2,297) (24,681) (139) 27,116 (27,116)
2070 Below Normal 1,313 154 20,771 1,611 62 (2,104) (21,662) (146) 23911 (23,911)
2071 Critical 196 23 13,317 241 50 (1,282) (12,408) (137) 13,827 (13,827)

Average (2022-2071) 1,317 155 19,956 1,615 77 (1,794) (21,193) (132) 23,119 (23,120)

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table 3.3-13  ASRVGB Projected Surface Water Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, 2030 Climate Change Factors (in acre-feet).

Arroyo Santa Rosa Arroyo Santa Rosa . Dlrept Rgnoff Stream Percolation from
Water Year Year Type Inflows Tributary Inflows Arroyo Conejo Inflows Contributions to Losing Reach Stream Outflows Inflows Outflows
y Streamflow 0sing Reaches

2022 Dry 226 27 15,436 277 ) (135) 16,105 (16,105)
2023 Below Normal 703 83 15,435 862 114 (1,185) (15,885) (128) 17,198 (17,198)
2024 Wet 530 62 14,166 650 113 (1,089) (14,307) (126) 15,522 (15,522)
2025 Below Normal 340 40 12,957 417 90 (1,070) (12,649) (124) 13,843 (13,843)
2026 Below Normal 171 20 10,930 210 75 (994) (10,295) (117) 11,407 (11,407)
2027 Dry 338 40 14,581 415 71 (1,178) (14,135) (131) 15,445 (15,445)
2028 Wet 3,429 403 31,086 4,208 94 (2,810) (36,269) (141) 39,221 (39,220)
2029 Wet 1,568 184 21,112 1,924 86 (1,963) (22,772) (140) 24,875 (24,875)
2030 Wet 3,059 360 30,727 3,753 93 (2,528) (35,318) (147) 37,992 (37,992)
2031 Wet 402 47 14,334 493 68 (1,237) (13,978) (130) 15,344 (15,344)
2032 Dry 366 43 15,487 449 68 (1,245) (15,032) (135) 16,412 (16,412)
2033 Wet 3,894 458 35,335 4,777 103 (3,246) (41,162) (159) 44,567 (44,567)
2034 Wet 563 66 14,873 691 81 (12,307) (14,837) (231) 16,275 (16,275)
2035 Dry 626 74 15,270 768 73 (1,415) (15,265) (130) 16,810 (16,810)
2036 Wet 1,897 223 20,939 2,328 87 (2,256) (23,078) (142) 25,474 (25,474)
2037 Below Normal 309 36 14,304 380 67 (1,195) (13,770) (131) 15,097 (15,097)
2038 Dry 1,118 132 17,407 1,372 73 (,807) (18,160) (136) 20,102 (20,102)
2039 Dry 536 63 16,266 657 64 (1,427) (16,024) (135) 17,586 (17,586)
2040 Critical 357 42 14,706 438 60 (1,303) (14,170) (131) 15,603 (15,603)
2041 Critical 797 94 16,740 977 60 (1,622) (16,914) (131) 18,667 (18,668)
2042 Above Normal 3,488 410 34,411 4,280 76 (2,946) (39,571) (149) 42,665 (42,665)
2043 Wet 4,802 565 41,005 5,891 92 (3,445) (48,755) (154) 52,354 (52,355)
2044 Above Normal 786 92 16,247 964 71 (2,577) (16,449) (134) 18,161 (18,161)
2045 Wet 3,387 399 30,686 4,156 92 (2,885) (35,686) (150) 38,720 (38,720)
2046 Above Normal 1,120 132 17,070 1,374 79 (4,772 (17,869) (135) 19,775 (29,775)
2047 Below Normal 1,222 144 19,321 1,499 75 (1,820) (20,303) (138) 22,260 (22,260)
2048 Wet 5,470 644 43,366 6,712 103 (3,652) (52,482) (161) 56,294 (56,294)
2049 Wet 612 72 16,352 751 73 (1,411) (16,310) (139) 17,860 (17,860)
2050 Below Normal 711 84 17,241 873 71 (1,506) (17,337) (137) 18,980 (18,980)
2051 Above Normal 1,706 201 22,215 2,093 78 (2,159) (24,005) (130) 26,293 (26,293)
2052 Dry 268 32 16,236 329 65 (1,192 (15,605) (132) 16,930 (16,930)
2053 Below Normal 1,412 166 20,517 1,733 79 (2,024) (21,745) (138) 23,907 (23,907)
2054 Dry 758 89 16,302 930 74 (1,567) (16,448) (139) 18,153 (18,153)
2055 Wet 4,719 555 39,800 5,790 103 (3,785) (47,032) (152) 50,968 (50,968)
2056 Above Normal 1,575 185 18,789 1,932 84 (2,099) (20,335) (131) 22,565 (22,565)
2057 Critical 604 71 15,974 740 74 (1,427) (15,899) (137) 17,463 (17,463)
2058 Critical 1,621 191 20,445 1,988 79 (2,096) (22,082) (145) 24,323 (24,323)
2059 Dry 772 91 17,490 948 67 (1,574) (17,656) (139) 19,368 (19,368)
2060 Below Normal 1,310 154 21,104 1,608 71 (1,950) (22,164) (134) 24,247 (24,247)
2061 Above Normal 1,059 125 18,231 1,299 70 (1,764) (18,898) (121) 20,783 (20,783)
2062 Below Normal 143 17 14,542 175 59 (1,130) (13,677) (130) 14,937 (14,936)
2063 Critical 213 25 13,562 262 61 (1,187) (12,809) (227) 14,123 (14,123)
2064 Critical 190 22 12,628 233 57 (1,180) (11,816) (134) 13,130 (13,130)
2065 Critical 172 20 13,206 210 56 (1,196) (12,344) (124) 13,664 (13,664)
2066 Dry 112 13 10,303 138 52 (1,146) (9,354) (118) 10,618 (10,618)
2067 Above Normal 1,103 130 18,779 1,353 60 (1,894) (19,389) (141) 21,424 (21,425)
2068 Below Normal 362 43 12,997 444 52 (1,384) (12,382) (132) 13,898 (13,898)
2069 Above Normal 1,560 184 20,895 1,914 61 (2,216) (22,260) (138) 24,613 (24,613)
2070 Above Normal 1,329 156 21,252 1,631 61 (2,128) (22,151) (152) 24,431 (24,431)
2071 Critical 192 23 12,664 235 50 (1,278) (11,745) (139) 13,163 (13,163)

Average (2022-2071) 1,280 151 19,515 1,571 76 (1,784) (20,672) (136) 22,592 (22,592)

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table 3.3-14  ASRVGB Projected Surface Water Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, 2070 Climate Change Factors (in acre-feet).

Arroyo Santa Rosa Arroyo Santa Rosa . Dlref:t Rgnoff Stream Percolation from
Water Year Year Type Inflows Tributary Inflows Arroyo Conejo Inflows Contributions to Losing Reach Stream Outflows Inflows Outflows
y Streamflow 0sing Reaches

2022 Dry 210 25 15,487 257 89 (916) (15,010) (141) 16,068 (16,068)
2023 Above Normal 779 92 15,659 956 115 (1,229 (16,240) (132) 17,601 (17,601)
2024 Wet 549 65 13,836 674 113 (1,099) (14,007) (131) 15,236 (15,236)
2025 Below Normal 325 38 12,479 399 89 (1,058) (12,144) (128) 13,331 (13,331)
2026 Below Normal 252 30 10,550 309 73 (1,055) (10,050) (207) 11,212 (11,212)
2027 Below Normal 380 45 15,336 466 73 (1,198) (14,967) (134) 16,299 (16,299)
2028 Wet 3,720 438 32,891 4,564 94 (2,881) (38,680) (147) 41,707 (41,707)
2029 Wet 1,783 210 23,180 2,188 88 (2,080) (25,222) (149) 27,450 (27,450)
2030 Wet 3,306 389 32,065 4,056 95 (2,571) (37,185) (153) 39,909 (39,909)
2031 Wet 442 52 14,776 542 69 (1,260) (14,487) (134) 15,880 (15,880)
2032 Below Normal 371 44 15,700 455 68 (1,245) (15,251) (142) 16,638 (16,638)
2033 Wet 4,056 477 35,691 4,976 105 (3,237) (41,904) (164) 45,305 (45,306)
2034 Wet 476 56 13,554 585 80 (1,244) (13,372) (135) 14,751 (14,752)
2035 Dry 552 65 14,216 677 73 (1,354) (14,093) (135) 15,583 (15,583)
2036 Wet 2,259 266 24,141 2,772 89 (2,464) (26,913) (1512) 29,527 (29,527)
2037 Below Normal 305 36 14,666 374 69 (1,184) (14,125) (139) 15,448 (15,448)
2038 Dry 1,032 121 16,291 1,266 73 (1,735) (16,907) (140) 18,782 (18,782)
2039 Dry 433 57 15,542 593 64 (1,384) (15,213) (142) 16,739 (16,739)
2040 Critical 365 43 14,318 448 61 (1,300) (13,801) (134) 15,236 (15,236)
2041 Dry 989 116 18,110 1,214 61 (1,729 (18,623) (138) 20,490 (20,490)
2042 Wet 3,843 452 36,913 4,715 77 (3,021) (42,822) (155) 45,999 (45,999)
2043 Wet 5,246 617 43,685 6,437 93 (3,513) (52,404) (160) 56,078 (56,078)
2044 Above Normal 801 94 16,132 982 72 (1,578) (16,364) (139) 18,081 (18,081)
2045 Wet 3,918 461 34,039 4,807 94 (3,002) (40,159) (158) 43,318 (43,319)
2046 Above Normal 1,258 148 18,525 1,543 81 (1,852) (19,560) (144) 21,555 (21,555)
2047 Below Normal 1,140 134 18,478 1,399 76 (1,754) (19,331) (143) 21,227 (21,227)
2048 Wet 5,203 612 41,218 6,383 103 (3,505) (49,848) (166) 53,520 (53,520)
2049 Wet 574 68 15,481 704 73 (1,375) (15,380) (145) 16,900 (16,900)
2050 Below Normal 720 85 17,000 883 71 (1,505) (17,112) (142) 18,759 (18,759)
2051 Above Normal 2,110 248 25,533 2,589 81 (2,381) (28,043) (138) 30,561 (30,562)
2052 Dry 254 30 15,831 311 66 (2,173) (15,179) (139) 16,491 (16,491)
2053 Below Normal 1,362 160 19,270 1,671 79 (1,974 (20,425) (142) 22,541 (22,541)
2054 Dry 766 90 16,112 940 74 (1,568) (16,271) (144) 17,983 (17,983)
2055 Wet 4,905 577 40,750 6,018 104 (3,777) (48,419) (159) 52,355 (52,355)
2056 Above Normal 1,648 194 19,557 2,021 85 (2,144) (21,221) (139) 23,504 (23,504)
2057 Critical 598 70 15,799 734 74 (1,416) (15,717) (144) 17,276 (17,276)
2058 Critical 1,649 194 20,386 2,023 80 (2,096) (22,085) (151) 24,333 (24,333)
2059 Dry 744 88 16,889 913 67 (1,546) (17,011) (144) 18,701 (18,701)
2060 Below Normal 1,340 158 20,770 1,644 71 (1,954) (21,889) (139) 23,982 (23,982)
2061 Above Normal 997 117 17,163 1,223 69 (2,717) (17,727) (125) 19,570 (19,570)
2062 Below Normal 157 18 15,735 193 60 (1,143) (14,880) (140) 16,162 (16,163)
2063 Critical 218 26 13,339 268 61 (1,185) (12,595) (132) 13,912 (13,912)
2064 Critical 168 20 12,077 206 56 (1,158) (11,229) (139) 12,526 (12,526)
2065 Critical 175 21 13,271 215 56 (1,196) (12,413) (129) 13,738 (13,738)
2066 Dry 115 14 9,724 141 52 (1,140) (8,786) (119) 10,045 (10,045)
2067 Above Normal 1,064 125 17,970 1,305 59 (1,866) (18,511) (147) 20,524 (20,524)
2068 Below Normal 397 47 12,724 487 52 (1,408) (12,165) (135) 13,707 (13,708)
2069 Above Normal 1,636 192 21,322 2,007 61 (2,262) (22,813) (143) 25,218 (25,218)
2070 Above Normal 1,318 155 21,195 1,617 61 (2,119) (22,071) (157) 24,347 (24,347)
2071 Critical 169 20 11,450 207 49 (1,251) (10,502) (141) 11,895 (11,895)

Average (2022-2071) 1,343 158 19,737 1,647 76 (1,796) (21,023) (142) 22,960 (22,960)

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table 3.3-15  ASRVGB Projected Groundwater Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, Future Baseline Conditions (in acre-feet).

Underflow | Streamflow | . .
Recharge . . Non-potable . Discharge to . Cumulative
Water Year | Year Type fromg F? AUEIIIE | 4 OUmIEer | it Semie Distr?bution Distribution Percolatl_on Stream?low Inflows Change in Change in
Precipitation eturn Flows Return Flows  Return Flows LoSSes Pleasant fr%m Losing Gaining Storage Storage
eaches

2022 |Dry 178 10 812 336 279 113 62 46 1,164 ) (3) 4,337 3,538 799
2023 | Above Normal 189 330 829 357 279 128 63 34 1,066 319 1,197 (115) (3) 4,793 3,737 1,855
2024 | Above Normal 208 262 880 387 279 135 65 35 1,069 325 1,083 (114) (2) 4,728 5,398 1,185
2025 | Above Normal 179 113 718 288 279 118 49 51 1,133 102 1,081 (91) (3) 4,112 5,182 115
2026 | Dry 192 3 774 288 279 132 48 66 1,204 108 983 (75) (3) 4,079 5,224 (1,029)
2027  |Dry 154 8 582 265 279 96 46 76 1,221 17 1,159 (72) (3) 3,904 (1,993)
2028  |Wet 181 845 666 322 279 109 54 61 884 33 2,833 (96) ()] 6,266 5,135 (862)
2029  |Wet 171 836 549 268 279 76 46 49 921 4 2,049 (89) (3) 5,250 5,178 (790)
2030  |Wet 200 785 610 298 279 77 51 41 834 194 2,559 (95) (3) 5,929 5,502 (363)
2031 | Above Normal 210 17 608 339 279 85 57 55 1,085 225 1,252 (70) (3) 4,213 5,319 (1,470)
2032 |Dry 250 22 810 335 279 113 61 69 1,164 384 1,267 (69) ()] 4,755 5,630 (2,344)
2033 |Wet 268 1,087 829 357 279 128 63 50 768 288 3,288 106) (3) 7,406 5,473 (411)
2034 |Wet 293 185 882 388 280 135 65 53 1,050 293 1,295 (83) (3) 4,918 5,740 (1,232)
2035 | Dry 259 23 718 288 279 118 49 68 1,132 88 1,416 (74) (3) 4,440 5,165 (1,958)
2036  |Wet 276 478 773 288 279 132 48 66 988 65 2,313 (89) (2) 5,705 5,213 (1,466)
2037  |Below Normal 243 7 582 265 279 96 46 75 1,182 (39) 1,183 (68) (3) 3,959 4,905 (2,412)
2038 | Dry 262 49 667 322 280 109 54 79 1,132 21 1,798 (74) (3) 4,775 5,137 (2,774)
2039 |Dry 235 17 549 268 279 76 46 87 1,211 50 1,413 (64) (3) 4,232 5,153 (3,694)
2040 | Critical 247 2 608 297 279 77 51 94 1,253 271 1,293 (61) (2) 4,473 5,439 (4,660)
2041 | Critical 247 49 608 339 279 85 57 98 1,200 290 1,699 (61) (3) 4,952 5,308 (5,016)
2042 |Wet 290 460 812 336 279 113 62 83 939 410 3,032 (78) (3) 6,816 5,665 (3,865)
2043 | Wet 307 973 829 357 279 128 63 51 726 302 3,473 (94) (3) 7,490 5,461 (1,837)
2044 | Above Normal 317 15 880 387 279 135 65 60 1,043 326 1,560 (73) (2) 5,066 5,706 (2,477)
2045 | Wet 286 906 718 288 279 118 49 48 780 74 3,085 (97) (3) 6,633 5,188 (1,032)
2046  |Wet 304 159 774 288 279 132 48 55 1,027 48 1,717 (81) (3) 4,832 5,229 (1,430)
2047  |Below Normal 272 306 582 265 279 96 46 59 1,023 (65) 1,815 (77) (3) 4,745 4,940 (1,625)
2048 | Wet 296 899 666 322 279 109 54 38 693 (46) 3,660 105) ()] 7,016 5,192 200
2049 |Wet 258 12 549 268 279 76 46 48 1,040 (22) 1,403 (75) (3) 3,979 5,187 (1,009)
2050 | Dry 253 55 610 298 279 77 51 63 1,116 218 1,474 (72) (3) 4,496 5,479 (1,991)
2051 | Above Normal 252 345 608 339 279 85 57 65 1,003 229 2,171 (80) (3) 5,435 5,328 (1,885)
2052 |Dry 296 6 810 335 279 113 61 73 1,169 371 1,180 (66) ()] 4,692 5,627 (2,820)
2053  |Below Normal 290 96 829 357 279 128 63 78 1,095 322 2,014 (79) (3) 5,551 5,446 (2,714)
2054  |Below Normal 287 10 882 388 280 135 65 80 1,166 361 1,535 (74) (3) 5,191 5,730 (3,253)
2055  |Wet 262 1,107 718 288 279 118 49 53 690 86 3,796 105) (3) 7,447 5,196 (1,002)
2056  |Wet 277 92 773 288 279 132 48 55 964 56 2,177 (86) (2) 5,141 5211 (1,072)
2057 | Critical 233 1 582 265 279 96 46 66 1,132 (29) 1,408 (75) (3) 4,109 4,902 (1,864)
2058 |Critical 253 70 667 322 280 109 54 69 1,054 26 2,086 (80) (3) 4,991 5,144 (2,018)
2059 |Dry 226 8 549 268 279 76 46 76 1,143 55 1,561 (68) (3) 4,286 5,157 (2,888)
2060  |Below Normal 240 109 608 297 279 77 51 79 1,105 259 1,899 (72) (2) 5,003 5,450 (3,335)
2061 | Above Normal 254 589 608 339 279 85 57 74 1,064 245 1,785 (72) (3) 5,379 5,319 (3,275)
2062  |Below Normal 295 6 812 336 279 113 62 87 1,229 388 1,132 (60) (3) 4,740 5,647 (4,183)
2063 | Critical 284 4 829 357 279 128 63 95 1,262 350 1,176 (62) (3) 4,828 5,427 (4,782)
2064 | Critical 285 4 880 387 279 135 65 100 1,279 392 1,178 (57) ()] 4,984 5,688 (5,486)
2065 | Critical 241 7 718 288 279 118 49 107 1,317 168 1,182 (56) (3) 4,475 5,145 (6,156)
2066 | Critical 243 6 774 288 279 132 48 113 1,353 163 1,145 (52) (3) 4,546 5,199 (6,808)
2067 | Above Normal 199 161 582 265 279 96 46 112 1,243 49 1,882 (60) (3) 4,915 4,856 (6,748)
2068  |Below Normal 207 4 666 322 279 109 54 114 1,312 105 1,400 (53) ()] 4,571 5,090 (7,267)
2069  |Below Normal 174 177 549 268 279 76 46 112 1,185 120 2,297 (63) (3) 5,285 5,150 (7,132)
2070  |Below Normal 188 38 610 298 279 77 51 110 1,206 337 2,104 (62) (3) 5,298 5,466 (7,300)
2071 | Critical 186 - 608 339 279 85 57 113 1,318 360 1,282 (50) (3) 4,629 5,297 (7,968)
Average (2022-2071) 244 235 703 315 279 107 54 72 1,087 182 1,794 (77) (3) 5,076 5,235

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table 3.3-16 ~ ASRVGB Projected Groundwater Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, 2030 Climate Change Factors (in acre-feet).

Underflow

Streamflow

Recharge . . Non-potable . Discharge to . Cumulative
Water Year| Year Type fromg RA TENIED f i) US| 5] S Distr?bution Distribution Percolatl_on Stream?low Inflows Change in Change in
Precipitation eturn Flows  Return Flows Return Flows LoSSes Pleasant frcl)qm Losing Gaining Storage Storage
eaches

2022 | Dry 178 9 812 336 279 113 62 46 1,165 ) (3) 4,333 3,538 795
2023 |Below Normal 189 324 829 357 279 128 63 34 1,068 320 1,185 (114) (3) 4,776 3,736 1,835
2024 |Wet 208 252 880 387 279 135 65 35 1,069 326 1,089 (113) (2) 4,725 1,164
2025  |Below Normal 179 99 718 288 279 118 49 52 1,136 105 1,070 (90) (3) 4,093 76
2026 | Below Normal 192 3 774 288 279 132 48 66 1,205 110 994 (75) (3) 4,093 (1,054)
2027  |Dry 154 8 582 265 279 96 46 76 1,218 18 1,178 (72) (3) 3,922 (2,000)
2028 |Wet 181 773 666 322 279 109 54 62 890 36 2,810 (94) ()] 6,182 (952)
2029  |Wet 171 804 549 268 279 76 46 51 942 10 1,963 (86) (3) 5,160 (968)
2030  |Wet 200 732 610 298 279 77 51 44 853 201 2,528 (93) (3) 5,874 (594)
2031 |Wet 210 15 608 339 279 85 57 58 1,098 232 1,237 (68) (3) 4,218 (1,693)
2032 | Dry 250 20 810 335 279 113 61 71 1,175 390 1,245 (68) ()] 4,749 (2,572)
2033 | Wet 268 1,031 829 357 279 128 63 54 789 294 3,246 103) (3) 7,338 (704)
2034  |Wet 293 185 882 388 280 135 65 55 1,059 300 1,307 (81) (3) 4,949 (1,493)
2035 |Dry 259 23 718 288 279 118 49 70 1,142 93 1,415 (73) (3) 4,455 (2,202)
2036  |Wet 276 449 773 288 279 132 48 68 1,009 70 2,256 (87) (2) 5,649 (1,764)
2037  |Below Normal 243 7 582 265 279 96 46 78 1,192 (34) 1,195 (67) (3) 3,983 (2,679)
2038 | Dry 262 46 667 322 280 109 54 81 1,139 26 1,807 (73) (3) 4,795 (3,020)
2039  |Dry 235 17 549 268 279 76 46 89 1,216 55 1,427 (64) (3) 4,257 (3,915)
2040 | Critical 247 2 608 297 279 77 51 95 1,257 275 1,303 (60) (2) 4,492 (4,861)
2041 | Critical 247 43 608 339 279 85 57 99 1,218 294 1,622 (60) (3) 4,893 (5,275)
2042 | Above Normal 290 414 812 336 279 113 62 87 967 416 2,946 (76) (3) 6,721 (4,217)
2043 |Wet 307 951 829 357 279 128 63 56 747 309 3,445 (92) (3) 7,473 (2,203)
2044 | Above Normal 317 15 880 387 279 135 65 63 1,054 332 1,577 (71) (2) 5,104 (2,804)
2045  |Wet 286 804 718 288 279 118 49 55 833 83 2,885 (92) (3) 6,399 (1,588)
2046 | Above Normal 304 159 774 288 279 132 48 61 1,043 58 1,772 (79) (3) 4,918 (1,897)
2047 |Below Normal 272 294 582 265 279 96 46 64 1,041 (57) 1,820 (75) (3) 4,759 (2,067)
2048 |Wet 296 913 666 322 279 109 54 41 713 (40) 3,652 103) ()] 7,044 (206)
2049 |Wet 258 11 549 268 279 76 46 51 1,052 (16) 1,411 (73) (3) 4,002 (1,383)
2050 | Below Normal 253 53 610 298 279 77 51 66 1,123 224 1,506 (72) (3) 4,541 (2,320)
2051 | Above Normal 252 326 608 339 279 85 57 68 1,016 235 2,159 (78) (3) 5,424 (2,222)
2052 | Dry 296 6 810 335 279 113 61 75 1,178 378 1,192 (65) ()] 4,723 (3,126)
2053  |Below Normal 290 96 829 357 279 128 63 80 1,101 327 2,024 (79) (3) 5,574 (2,996)
2054 | Dry 287 11 882 388 280 135 65 82 1,169 366 1,567 (74) (3) 5,232 (3,494)
2055  |Wet 262 1,061 718 288 279 118 49 56 702 92 3,785 103) (3) 7,411 (1,277)
2056 | Above Normal 277 82 773 288 279 132 48 58 986 63 2,099 (84) (2) 5,085 (1,401)
2057  |Critical 233 1 582 265 279 96 46 68 1,142 (23) 1,427 (74) (3) 4,140 (2,155)
2058  Critical 253 64 667 322 280 109 54 71 1,061 32 2,096 (79) (3) 5,010 (2,288)
2059  |Dry 226 8 549 268 279 76 46 77 1,148 60 1,574 (67) (3) 4,312 (3,133)
2060 | Below Normal 240 110 608 297 279 77 51 80 1,102 263 1,950 (72) (2) 5,058 (3,524)
2061 | Above Normal 254 550 608 339 279 85 57 75 1,075 250 1,764 (70) (3) 5,337 (3,505)
2062 | Below Normal 295 6 812 336 279 113 62 89 1,236 394 1,130 (59) (3) 4,752 (4,399)
2063  |Critical 284 4 829 357 279 128 63 96 1,266 355 1,187 (61) (3) 4,849 (4,976)
2064 | Critical 285 8 880 387 279 135 65 101 1,283 396 1,180 (57) ()] 4,994 (5,670)
2065 |Critical 241 7 718 288 279 118 49 108 1,321 171 1,196 (56) (3) 4,497 (6,318)
2066 | Dry 243 7 774 288 279 132 48 114 1,356 166 1,146 (52) (3) 4,553 (6,962)
2067 | Above Normal 199 163 582 265 279 96 46 113 1,244 51 1,894 (60) (3) 4,934 (6,884)
2068 | Below Normal 207 4 666 322 279 109 54 115 1,318 107 1,384 (52) ()] 4,565 (7,409)
2069 | Above Normal 174 166 549 268 279 76 46 114 1,202 123 2,216 (61) (3) 5,214 (7,343)
2070 | Above Normal 188 41 610 298 279 77 51 111 1,211 340 2,128 (61) (3) 5,335 5,466 (7,474)
2071 |Critical 186 - 608 339 279 85 57 114 1,323 362 1,278 (50) (3) 4,632 5,297 (8,139)
Average (2022-2071) 244 224 703 315 279 107 54 74 1,097 187 1,784 (76) (3) 5,071 5,233

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.
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Table 3.3-17  ASRVGB Projected Groundwater Inflows and Outflows by Water Year, 2070 Climate Change Factors (in acre-feet).

Recharge . . Non-potable IS Streamfl_ow . Cumulative
Water Year| Year Type from F? AU | L CITEay | Wil SEine Distribution = Distribution Percolatl_o i Inflows Outflows Change in Change in
Precipitation eturn Flows Return Flows Return Flows LoSSes Pleasant fr%m Losing Storage Storage
eaches

2022  |Dry 178 8 812 336 279 113 62 46 1,167 407 916 (3) 4,325 (3,538) 787
2023 | Above Normal 189 325 829 357 279 128 63 34 1,058 320 1,229 (3) 4,812 (3,737) 1,861
2024 |Wet 208 243 880 387 279 135 65 35 1,065 327 1,099 (2) 4,722 (5,397) 1,187
2025  |Below Normal 179 98 718 288 279 118 49 51 1,136 105 1,058 (3) 4,080 (5,180) 87
2026  |Below Normal 192 3 774 288 279 132 48 66 1,201 111 1,055 ( (3) 4,151 (5,221) (984)
2027  |Below Normal 154 8 582 265 279 96 46 75 1,204 18 1,198 (7 (3) 3,926 (4,870) (1,928)
2028 | Wet 181 809 666 322 279 109 54 59 875 85 2,881 9 ()] 6,270 (5,134) (792)
2029  |Wet 171 817 549 268 279 76 46 47 909 8 2,080 8 (3) 5,251 (5,178) (719)
2030  |Wet 200 754 610 298 279 77 51 39 831 198 2,571 (95 (3) 5,910 (5,502) (310)
2031 |Wet 210 15 608 339 279 85 57 54 1,080 228 1,260 (69 (3) 4,216 (5,319) (1,413)
2032 | Below Normal 250 20 810 335 279 113 61 68 1,164 387 1,245 (68 ()] 4,732 (5,629) (2,309)
2033 |Wet 268 1,054 829 357 279 128 63 50 778 291 3,237 10 (3) 7,336 (5,472) (446)
2034 |Wet 293 152 882 388 280 135 65 54 1,063 299 1,244 (80) (3) 4,855 (5,737) (1,328)
2035 | Dry 259 20 718 288 279 118 49 69 1,148 93 1,354 (73) (3) 4,396 (5,163) (2,095)
2036  |Wet 276 470 773 288 279 132 48 66 968 68 2,464 (89) (2) 5,831 (5,213) (1,477)
2037  |Below Normal 243 6 582 265 279 96 46 75 1,178 (36) 1,184 (69) (3) 3,954 (4,902) (2,426)
2038  |Dry 262 43 667 322 280 109 54 80 1,141 24 1,735 (73) (3) 4,719 (5,136) (2,843)
2039 |Dry 235 15 549 268 279 76 46 88 1,219 53 1,384 (64) (3) 4,213 (5,152) (3,782)
2040 | Critical 247 2 608 297 279 77 51 94 1,253 274 1,300 (61) (2) 4,483 (5,438) (4,737)
2041 | Dry 247 47 608 339 279 85 57 98 1,198 293 1,729 (61) (3) 4,980 (5,308) (5,065)
2042 |Wet 290 431 812 336 279 113 62 83 947 413 3,021 (77) (3) 6,788 (5,664) (3,942)
2043 | Wet 307 967 829 357 279 128 63 50 729 305 3,513 (93) (3) 7,530 (5,461) (1,873)
2044 | Above Normal 317 14 880 387 279 135 65 59 1,039 328 1,578 (72) (2) 5,081 (5,706) (2,497)
2045 | Wet 286 821 718 288 279 118 49 49 804 79 3,002 (94) (3) 6,494 (5,185) (1,189)
2046 | Above Normal 304 151 774 288 279 132 48 56 1,011 54 1,852 (81) (3) 4,949 (5,230) (1,469)
2047  |Below Normal 272 311 582 265 279 96 46 59 1,033 (61) 1,754 (76) (3) 4,698 (4,935) (1,705)
2048 | Wet 296 868 666 322 279 109 54 39 730 (43) 3,505 (203) (2) 6,369 (5,186) (23)
2049 |Wet 258 10 549 268 279 76 46 50 1,056 17) 1,375 (73) (3) 3,968 (5,181) (1,236)
2050  |Below Normal 253 49 610 298 279 77 51 65 1,120 223 1,505 (72) (3) 4,531 (5,478) (2,182)
2051 | Above Normal 252 332 608 339 279 85 57 65 971 233 2,381 (81) (3) 5,604 (5,329) (1,908)
2052  |Dry 296 5 810 335 279 113 61 72 1,164 375 1,173 (66) ()] 4,683 (5,626) (2,851)
2053  |Below Normal 290 93 829 357 279 128 63 77 1,096 325 1,974 (79) (3) 5,513 (5,445) (2,783)
2054  |Dry 287 10 882 388 280 135 65 80 1,161 364 1,568 (74) (3) 5,221 (5,730) (3,292)
2055  |Wet 262 1,084 718 288 279 118 49 53 700 89 3,777 (104) (3) 7,420 (5,195) (1,067)
2056 | Above Normal 277 78 773 288 279 132 48 55 970 60 2,144 (85) (2) 5,105 (5,210) (1,172)
2057 | Critical 233 1 582 265 279 96 46 66 1,135 (25) 1,416 (74) (3) 4,120 (4,897) (778) (1,950)
2058 | Critical 253 57 667 322 280 109 54 70 1,054 30 2,096 (80) (3) 4,993 (5,143) (151) (2,101)
2059 |Dry 226 8 549 268 279 76 46 76 1,146 58 1,546 (67) (3) 4,279 (5,156) (877) (2,978)
2060  |Below Normal 240 110 608 297 279 77 51 79 1,096 262 1,954 (72) (2) 5,053 (5,450) (397) (3,374)
2061 | Above Normal 254 540 608 339 279 85 57 75 1,079 251 1,717 (69) (3) 5,284 (5,317) (33) (3,407)
2062 | Below Normal 295 6 812 336 279 113 62 88 1,233 393 1,143 (60) (3) 4,761 (5,647) (886) (4,293)
2063 | Critical 284 4 829 357 279 128 63 96 1,263 354 1,185 (61) (3) 4,843 (5,427) (584) (4,878)
2064 | Critical 285 8 880 387 279 135 65 101 1,283 395 1,158 (56) ()] 4,971 (5,687) (716) (5,594)
2065 | Critical 241 6 718 288 279 118 49 107 1,319 170 1,196 (56) (3) 4,494 (5,145) (651) (6,245)
2066 | Dry 243 7 774 288 279 132 48 113 1,354 166 1,140 (52) (3) 4,545 (5,198) (653) (6,898)
2067 | Above Normal 199 162 582 265 279 96 46 113 1,248 50 1,866 (59) (3) 4,906 (4,855) 52 (6,846)
2068 | Below Normal 207 4 666 322 279 109 54 114 1,314 106 1,408 (52) ()] 4,583 (5,089) (507) (7,353)
2069  |Above Normal 174 170 549 268 279 76 46 113 1,190 122 2,262 (61) (3) 5,251 (5,148) 103 (7,251)
2070 | Above Normal 188 31 610 298 279 77 51 110 1,209 340 2,119 (61) (3) 5,313 (5,466) (153) (7,403)
2071 | Critical 186 - 608 339 279 85 57 114 1,323 363 1,251 (49) (3) 4,606 (5,296) (690) (8,093)
Average (2022-2071) 244 225 703 315 279 107 54 72 1,088 185 1,796 (76) (3) 5,072 (5,234) (162)

*Sum of percentages/averages may not equal totals due to rounding.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Section 4
Tables



Table 44-01  Sustainable Mangement Criteria for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels and Reduction of Groundwater Storage.

State Well Identification Groundwater Producing Frelquen.cy of Groundwater Chronic LOV\llenng of GW Chronic LOV\llenng of GW IM 5-year IM 10-year IM 15-year IM 20-year
Number Zones Elevation Measurement Management Area Levels MT Levels MO (feet amsl) (feet amsl) (feet ams) (feet amsl)
Monitored 2015-2020 feet ams| feet ams|

02N20W23G01S Upper Manual quarterly FCGMA 70.8 92.8 76.3 81.8 87.3 92.8
02N20W23G02S Upper Manual monthly FCGMA 17.3 36.5 24.1 28.3 324 36.5
02N20W23K01S Upper/Lower Manual monthly FCGMA 47.0 81.3 66.2 712 76.3 81.3
02N19W19P02S Lower Manual monthly ASRGSA 108.0 179.3 150.6 160.1 169.7 179.3
02N19W20L01S Lower Manual quarterly ASRGSA 119.7 259.1 216.0 230.3 244.7 259.1
02N19W20M04S Lower/Bedrock Manual monthly ASRGSA 138.2 236.4 227.3 230.4 233.4 236.4
02N20W23Q02St Unknown Manual monthly ASRGSA - - - -- -- -
02N20W23R01S Upper/Lower Manual quarterly ASRGSA 74.9 151.8 149.8 150.4 151.1 151.8
02N20W24Q03S Lower Manual monthly ASRGSA 80.7 148.5 124.0 132.2 140.3 148.5
02N20W25C02S Lower Manual monthly ASRGSA 79.2 145.4 127.1 1332 139.3 145.4
02N20W25C05S Lower Manual monthly ASRGSA 79.2 143.3 131.0 135.1 139.2 143.3
02N20W25C07S Lower Manual monthly ASRGSA 79.2 145.4 1275 1335 1394 145.4
02N20W25D01S Unknown Manual monthly ASRGSA 84.6 150.9 133.8 139.5 145.2 150.9
02N20W26B03S Unknown Manual quarterly ASRGSA 96.4 157.8 154.6 155.7 156.7 157.8
Notes:

GW = Groundwater

MT = Minimum Threshold
MO = Measurable Objective
IM = Interim Measure

* MT/MO based on land subsidence measurements.
T Well currently not used to define or monitor sustainable management criteria due to lack of reliable
information.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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Table 4.7-01

Constituent

MCL (mg/L)

Sec. MCL
(RIV/ST)?
(mglL)

Water Quality Constituent Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives.

Average Conc. Representative
Monitoring Wells Last 10

Years

MT
Rationale

MO
Rationale

Nitrate (as N) 10

TCP 5 (ng/L)

TDS N/A

Sulfate N/A

Chloride N/A

Boron N/A
Notes:

1 Consumer Acceptance Levels, where R = Recommended, U = Upper, and ST = Short Term.

N/A

N/A
500/1,000/1,500
250/500/600

250/500/600
N/A

10

5 (ng/L)
900
300

150

131
13 (ng/L)
858
152

141
0.2

234

250 (ng/L)
1,040

300

180
1

Preserve ability to blend with imported water for potable
uses. Reduce reliance on imported water for blending.
Practical limit of concentration for economical carbon
change-out frequency of the GAC system.

Prevent further degradation of water quality for all beneficial
uses.

Preserve existing water quality consistent with RWQCB
WQO.

Prevent further degradation of water quality for agricultural
beneficial use.

Preserve existing water quality for agricultural beneficial use.

2 Undesirable results are considered to occur when all representative monitoring wells in a principal aquifer exceed the minimum threshold concentration for a constituent for two consecutive years.
3 Sustainability Goal for degraded water quality for a given constituent is considered to be met when the two-year running average concentration for at least one representative monitoring well is below the measurable objective.

4 Secondary MO set as an aspirational goal for the Basin for the purpose of improving overall conditions in the Basin per 354.30(g).

MCL = Maximum Concentration Limit
mg/L = milligrams per liter

MO = Measurable Objective

MT = Minimum Threshold

234

250 (ng/L)
1,040

300

180
1

Preserve ability to blend with imported water for potable
uses. Reduce reliance on imported water for blending.
Practical limit of concentration for economical carbon
change-out frequency of the GAC system.

Prevent further degradation of water quality for all beneficial
uses consistent with RWQCB WQO.

Preserve existing water quality.

Prevent further degradation of water quality for agricultural
beneficial use consistent with RWQCB WQO.

Preserve existing water quality for agricultural beneficial use.

Secondary MO*
(mglL)

10

5 (ng/L)

900

225

150

0.4

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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Table 4.7-02

|dsetnatt|?u\:/§|clm Loz Aquifers
Number Identifier Monitored
02N19W19P02S SRMWC-9 Lower
02N19W20L01S 20L1 Lower
02N19W20M04S Penny Lower/Bedrock
02N20W23G03S | R Gerry/LEG-3 Lower
02N20W23K01S McCloskey-1 Upper/Lower
02N20W23R01S 23R1 Upper/Lower
02N20W24M02S Unknown
02N20W24Q03S SRMWC-10 Unknown
02N20W25C02S Conejo-2 Lower
02N20W25C04S SRMWC-8 Lower
02N20W25C05S Conejo-3 Lower
02N20W25C06S Lower
02N20W25D01S SRMWC-3 Unknown
02N20W26C02S 26C2 Upper
Notes:

MO = Measurable Objective

MT = Minimum Threshold

SMC = sustainable management criteria
WQ = water quality

Frequency of
Groundwater

Quality Sampling
2015-2020

annual
annual
semi-annual
annual
annual
annual
annual
annual
monthly
monthly
monthly
monthly
annual

annual

Measurement

or Sampling
Entity

Camrosa
Water District

VCWPD

Camrosa
Water District

VCWPD

Camrosa
Water District

VCWPD

VCWPD

Camrosa
Water District
Camrosa
Water District
Camrosa
Water District
Camrosa
Water District
Camrosa
Water District
Camrosa
Water District

VCWPD

Sustainable Management Criteria for the Degradation of Water Quality.

Degraded  Degraded
WQ WQ
Nitrate MT  Nitrate MO
(mg/L) (mg/L)
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234
234 234

Degraded
WQ TCP

MT

(nglL)

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

Degraded
WQ TCP

MO

(nglL)

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

Degraded
WQ TDS

MT

(mglL)

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

Degraded
WQ TDS

MO

(mg/L)

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

1040

Degraded

WQ

Sulfate MT
(mg/L)

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

Degraded
WQ
Sulfate

MO

mg/L

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

Degraded
WQ
Chloride

MT

mg/L

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

Degraded
WQ
Chloride

MO

mg/L

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

180

Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs
Same as
MOs

IM 10YR IM 15YR IM 20YR

Same as Same as Same as

MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs
Same as Same as Same as
MOs MOs MOs

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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Table 5.3-01  Well Information for the Groundwater Level Monitoring Network Sites.

State Well Ereud REEEE Reference Elevation Elevation Reported Well DI D,
Well Screened

Local Well CASGEM Year Well Surface Point Borehole Casing
Configuration  Interval(s)
C

Depth Diameter
(feet bgs)° (inches)

Aquifers WEQEGE

Monitored Area Comment

Identification Longitude? Latitude2 Point Measurement | Measurement (Original) Pumping

Elevation Elevation
feet amsl)e  (feet amsl)P

Identifier Master Site Code Constructed

Number Description Method Accuracy Well Use Status

382 - 389; Manual quarterly,

02N20W23G01S | Gerry 1948 -118.94528 34.24463 370.8 370.8 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural Inactive Unknown 470 - 483 496 14 | Upper FCGMA VCWPD
02N20W23G02S | Gerry-2 1950 -118.94547 34.24262 317 317 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural Inactive Unknown 350 - 550 560 12 | Upper FCGMA ?:A:rrrl]l:gggnonthly,
02N20W23K01S | McCloskey-1 | 342400N1189434W001 1950 -118.94332 | 34.24027 274.11 27411  Unknown  Unknown Unknown Agricultural | Active Unknown 350 - 800 800 12| UpperlLower | FCGMA “C":r’:]‘:g's;""mh'y'
02N19W19P02S | SRMWC-9 1940 -118.91337 |  34.23738 286 286 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply | Active Unknown 199 - 393 404 16 | Lower ASRGSA E":r’:]‘;g'sgnomh'y'
02N19W20L01S | 20L1 342392N1188962W001 1928 -118.89581 = 34.23925 307.66 307.66  Unknown  Unknown Unknown Agricultural | Active Unknown 40 - 266 266 10 | Lower ASRGSA \'\;'g\’}\‘/‘leq“a“e”y'
02N19W20M04S | Penny 1962 -118.90232 34.241 318 318 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply | Active Unknown 304 - 464 464 10 | Lower/Bedrock | ASRGSA ?:A:rrrl]l:gggnonthly,
02N20W23Q02S¢ | McCloskey-2 Unknown -118.9431 34.23778 241 241 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural Active Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown | Unknown ASRGSA z\:/I:rr:]L:gls;nonthly,
02N20W23R01S | 23R1 342353N1189387W001 1961 -118.9388 | 34.23529 235.21 23521 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Agricultural | Active Unknown 14%%'_252556 555 15 | UpperlLower | ASRGSA \'j'g\’}b‘g:)q“a”e”y'
02N20W24Q03S | SRMWC-10 1954 -118.92891 | 34.23595 232 232 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply = Active Unknown 288 - 360 360 14 Lower ASRGSA '\C":r’:]‘:glsgnomh'y'
02N20W25C02S | Conejo-2 1930 11893056 | 34.23412 233 233 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply | Active Unknown 121%221782 395 12 | Lower ASRGSA “é':;‘:g;;”omh'y'
02N20W25C05S | Conejo-3 1991 -118.93062 = 34.23345 236.5 2365 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply | Active Unknown 160 - 260 260 16 | Lower ASRGSA “c":r’::g's;"°mh'y'
02N20W25C07S | Conejo-4 1995 -118.93055 |  34.23421 2335 2335 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply | Active Unknown 180 - 390 400 16 | Lower ASRGSA E":r’:]‘;g'sgnomh'y'
02N20W25D01S | SRMWC-3 1928 -118.9355 | 34.23506 240 240 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Public Supply = Active Unknown Unknown 460 16 Unknown ASRGSA '\C":r’:]‘:glsgnomh'y'
02N20W26B03S | 2683 342350N1189476W001 1939 -118.94757 | 34.23517 205.87 205.87 | Unknown | Unknown Unknown Agricultural | Active Unknown Unknown 300 | Unknown | Unknown ASRGSA \'j'g\’}\‘/‘sgq“a”e”y'
Notes:

2 Longitude and latitude are in decimal degrees, North American Datum 1983 (NAD83).

b feet amsl = Feet above mean sea level, North American Vertical Datum 1988 (NAVDS8S8).

¢ feet bgs = Feet below ground surface.

d Well currently not used to define or monitor sustainable management criteria due to lack of reliable information.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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Table 5.6-01

Well Information for the Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network Sites.

Ground  Reference Depth of Total Well Minimum
Stat.e.We.II Local Well CASGEM . . Surfaf:e P0|n.t Refergnce Bl ElEion Reported Well SHEATE Depth Aquifers Management C;asmg iU O Current Monitoring Analytes for
Identification \dentifi : Longitude?  Latitude?  Elevation  Elevation Point Measurement Measurement Interval . Diameter  Groundwater . .
entifier Master Site Code L Use (feet Monitored Area . . Entity Sampling Events
Number (feet (feet Description Method Accuracy (inches) Quality
amsl)° amsl)° Sampling
TDS, sulfate,
02N20W23G03S | R Gerry/LEG-3 -118.945522 | 34.242336 312.88 312.88 | Unknown Digital Elevation Model | Unknown Agricultural 800 - 900 900 | Lower FCGMA 14 | annual VCWPD chloride, boron,
and nitrate
TDS, sulfate,
02N20W23K01S | McCloskey-1 342400N1189434W001 | -118.943323 | 34.24027 274.11 274.11 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural 350 - 800 800 | Upper/Lower FCGMA 12 | annual Camrosa Water District | chloride, boron,
and nitrate
TDS, sulfate,
02N19W19P02S | SRMWC-9 -118.913365 | 34.237375 286 286 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural 199 - 393 404 | Lower ASRGSA 16 | annual Camrosa Water District | chloride, boron,
and nitrate
TDS, sulfate,
02N19W20L01S | 20L1 342392N1188962W001 | -118.895813 | 34.239249 307.66 307.66 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural 40 - 266 266 | Lower ASRGSA 10 | annual VCWPD chloride, boron,
and nitrate
TCP, TDS,
02N19W20M04S | Penny -118.902322 | 34.241003 318 318 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply 304 - 464 464 | Lower/Bedrock | ASRGSA 10 | semi-annual Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
boron, and nitrate
_ 120 - 225; TDS,_ sulfate,
02N20W23R01S | 23R1 342353N1189387W001 | -118.938795 | 34.23529 235.21 235.21 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural 465-556 555 | Upper/Lower ASRGSA 15 | annual VCWPD chloride, boron,
and nitrate
TDS, sulfate,
02N20W24M02S -118.937349 | 34.240977 320.65 320.65 | Unknown Digital Elevation Model | Unknown Agricultural Unknown | Unknown | Unknown ASRGSA Unknown | annual VCWPD chloride, boron,
and nitrate
. annual, last _— TCP, TDS, .
02N20W24Q03S | SRMWC-10 -118.928911 | 34.235947 232 232 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural 288 - 360 360 | Lower ASRGSA 14 sam le’ 42012 Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
P boron, and nitrate
' . 170 - 218; | TCPTDS,
02N20W25C02S | Conejo-2 -118.93056 | 34.234124 233 233 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply 248-272’ 395 | Lower ASRGSA 12 | monthly Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
boron, and nitrate
TCP, TDS,
02N20W25C04S | SRMWC-8 -118.930642 | 34.232456 228 228 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply 140 - 240 240 | Lower ASRGSA 14 | monthly Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
boron, and nitrate
TCP, TDS,
02N20W25C05S | Conejo-3 -118.930616 | 34.233453 236.5 236.5 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply 160 - 260 260 | Lower ASRGSA 16 | monthly Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
boron, and nitrate
TCP, TDS,
02N20W25C06S -118.930649 | 34.232513 260 260 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Public Supply 140 - 240 240 | Lower ASRGSA 14 | monthly Camrosa Water District | sulfate, chloride,
boron, and nitrate
: annual, last I TCP,_squate,
02N20W25D01S | SRMWC-3 -118.935502 | 34.235057 240 240 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural Unknown 460 | Unknown ASRGSA 16 samplé 42015 Camrosa Water District Ehlorlde, and
oron
TDS, sulfate,
02N20W26C02S | 26C2 -118.94746 | 34.233472 201.63 201.63 | Unknown Unknown Unknown Agricultural Unknown 392 | Unknown ASRGSA 12 | annual VCWPD chloride, boron,
and nitrate
Notes:

a | ongitude and latitude are in decimal degrees, North American Datum 1983 (NAD83).

b feet amsl = Feet above mean sea level, North American Vertical Datum 1988 (NAVD88).

¢ feet bgs = Feet below ground surface.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Table5.8-01  Current Streamflow Gages in the ASRVGB.

Stream Gage Stream ERErEEl iz Current
249 . Location USGS Station ID o . Longitude2 Latitude?
Identifier Monitored Descriotion Monitoring Entity

Calleguas Creek

. Watershed TMDL
800 Conejo Creek CoaEpICrE: 11106400 Compliance -118.96460
above Hwy 101 =
Monitoring
Program
Arroyo Conejo
below Confluence Hill Canyon
Confluence Flume | Arroyo Conejo of the North and N/A Wastewater -118.93078
South Forks of Treatment Plant
Arroyo Conejo
Notes:

"N/A" = Not applicable
2 Longitude and latitude are in decimal degrees, North American Datum 1983 (NAD83).

34.23655

34.21435

Reference Point Minimum
Elevation Sampling Notes
feet amsl Frequenc

145.00 | Daily, Year-round

Daily, June -

250.00 September

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin



Section 7
Table



Table 7.1-01 ~ ASRGSA 20-Year Budget for GSP (in US dollars).
GW Mgmt.,

Respond to DWR

Fiscal Year A drrﬁ?]‘is:t(rzgtion Legal Counsel ((_:)oord., & hg?gggri:g Annual Reports Mpgr%jsiit?gr?s Mog?rlnl:fa(i;'gﬁ:nd GSP Evaluation ,g;Zn%?r(]j:r?tsé Comments and Contingency (5%) Total Expenses Incr':egggigg;é)rve Total Budget
utreach Requests
2023 $ 50,000 $ 15,000 $ 30,000 $ - $ $ 36,000 $ $ $ g $ $ 6,550 $ 137,550 $ 132,532 $ 270,082
2024 $ 51,500 $ 15450 $ 30,900 $ 5,000 $ 55,000 $ 37,080 $ $ $ $ $ 9,747 $ 204,677 $ 209 $ 204,885
2025 $ 53045 $ 15914 $ 31,827 $ 5150 $ 42,500 $ 38192 $ $ $ $ 53045 $ 11,984 $ 251657 $  (7,008) $ 244559
2026 $ 54,636 $ 16,391 $ 32,782 $ 5,305 $ 43775 $ 39,338 $ $ $ $ $ 9,611 $ 201,838 $ (1,574) $ 200,264
2027 $ 56275 $ 16,883 $ 33765 $ 5464 $ 45088 $ 40518 $ 45,020 $ 56275 $ $ $ 14,964 $ 314254 $ 73 $ 314327
2028 $ 57,964 $ 17,389 $ 34778 $ 5628 $ 46,441 $ $ - $ $ 173891 $ $ 16,805 $ 352805 $ 5620 $ 358516
2029 $ 59,703 $ 17911 $ 35822 $ 5,796 $ 47,834 $ $ - $ $ $ 29,851 $ 9846 $ 206,763 $ 3.293 $ 210,056
2030 $ 61,494 $ 18,448 $ 36896 $ 5,970 $ 49,269 $ $ - $ $ $ $ 8,604 $ 180,681 $ 2,878 $ 183,559
2031 $ 63,339 $ 19,002 $ 38,003 $ 6,149 $ 50,747 $ $ = $ $ $ $ 8862 $ 186,102 $ 2.964 $ 189,066
2032 $ 65,239 $ 19572 $ 39,143 $ 6,334 $ 52,270 $ $ 52,191 $ 65239 $ $ $ 14,999 $ 314,986 $ 5,017 $ 320,003
2033 $ 67,19 $ 20,159 $ 40317 $ 654 $ 53838 $ $ : $ $ 201,587 $ : $ 19481 $ 409,102 $ 6516 $ 415618
2034 $ 69,212 $ 20,764 $ 41,527 $ 6,720 $ 55453 $ $ - $ $ $ 34,606 $ 11,414 $ 239,695 $ 3818 $ 243512
2035 $ 71,288 $ 21,386 $ 42,773 $ 6,921 $ 57,116 $ $ - $ $ $ $ 9974 $ 209,459 $ 3.336 $ 212,795
2036 $ 73,427 $ 22,028 $ 44,056 $ 7,129 $ 58,830 $ $ - $ $ $ $ 10273 $ 215743 $ 3,436 $ 219,179
2037 $ 75,629 $ 22,689 $ 45378 $ 7,343 $ 60,595 $ $ 60,504 $ 75,629 $ $ $ 17,388 $ 365,155 $ 5816 $ 370,971
2038 $ 77,898 $ 23370 $ 46,739 $ 7,563 $ 62413 $ $ - $ $ 233,695 $ $ 22,584 $ 474,262 $ 7,554 $ 481,815
2039 $ 80235 $ 24071 $ 48,141 $ 779 $ 64,285 $ $ : $ $ $ 40,118 $ 13232 $ 277872 s 4872 $ 282744
2040 $ 82,642 $ 24793 $ 49,585 $ 8,024 $ 66,214 $ $ - $ $ $ $ 11,563 $ 242,821 $ 4,258 $ 247,078
2041 $ 85122 $ 25536 $ 51073 $ 8264 $ 68200 $ $ : $ $ $ $ 11,90 $ 250,105 $ 4386 $ 254491
2042 $ 87,675 $ 26,303 $ 52,605 $ 8,512 $ 70,246 $ $ 70,140 $ 87,675 $ $ $ 20,158 $ 423315 $ 7423 $ 430,737
2043 $ 90,306 $ 27,092 $ 54,183 $ 8,768 $ 72353 $ $ = $ = $ 270917 $ $ 26181 $ 549,799 $ 9,641 $ 559,440
Yrs. 1-5 $ 265457 $ 79,637 $ 159,274 $ 20918 $ 186,363 $ 191,129 $ 45020 $ 56,275 $ - $ 53045 $ 52856 $ 1,109,975 $ 124,143 $ 1,234,118
Yrs. 6-20 $ 1168367 $ 350510 $ 701,020 $ 113434 $ 936,104 $ - $ 182,835 $ 228,543 $ 880,090 $ 104575 $ 233274 $ 4898753 $ 80828 $ 4,979,581
Total $ 1433824 $ 430,147 $ 860,295 $ 134352 $ 1,122,467 $ 191,129 $ 207,855 $ 284,819 $ 880,090 $ 157,620 $ 286,130 $ 6,008,728 $ 204971 $ 6,213,698
Notes:

Section 7.1 activities wholly funded by Member Agencies are not listed in the table.
Costs escalated for inflation at an assumed rate of 3% per year.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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Article 5.

Plan Contents for Sample Basin

GSP Document References

Page
Numbers
of Plan

Or Section
Numbers

Or Figure
Numbers

Or Table
Numbers

Notes

§ 354.

Introduction to Plan Contents

This Article describes the required contents of Plans submitted to the Department for evaluation,
including administrative information, a description of the basin setting, sustainable management
criteria, description of the monitoring network, and projects and management actions.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

SubArticle 1.

Administrative Information

§ 354.2.

Introduction to Administrative Information

This Subarticle describes information in the Plan relating to administrative and other
general information about the Agency that has adopted the Plan and the area covered by
the Plan.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§354.4.

General Information

Each Plan shall include the following general information:

(a)

An executive summary written in plain language that provides an overview of the Plan
and description of groundwater conditions in the basin.

ES

(b)

A list of references and technical studies relied upon by the Agency in developing the
Plan. Each Agency shall provide to the Department electronic copies of reports and other
documents and materials cited as references that are not generally available to the public.

209:214

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.

§ 354.6.

Agency Information

When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include a copy of
the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

(a)

The name and mailing address of the Agency.

47

(b)

The organization and management structure of the Agency, identifying persons with
management authority for implementation of the Plan.

47

1.0-01

The name and contact information, including the phone number, mailing address and
electronic mail address, of the plan manager.

48

(d)

The legal authority of the Agency, with specific reference to citations setting forth the
duties, powers, and responsibilities of the Agency, demonstrating that the Agency has the
legal authority to implement the Plan.

48:49

Appendix A. Notification of Intent to Develop a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan, Appendix C.
Notification of Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Formation

(e)

An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the
Agency plans to meet those costs.

203:207

7.1:7.2

7.1-01

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.8, 10727.2, and 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.8.

Description of Plan Area

Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered, including the
following information:

One or more maps of the basin that depict the following, as applicable:
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Article 5.

Plan Contents for Sample Basin

GSP Document References

Page

Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table
Numbers Notes
of Plan Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
The area covered by the Plan, delineating areas managed by the Agency as an exclusive Agency
(1) and any areas for which the Agency is not an exclusive Agency, and the name and location of any
adjacent basins. 50:51 2.2.1 2.2-01
(2) Adjudicated areas, other Agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative. 5051 921
Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or state land (including the identity of the agency with
(3) jurisdiction over that land), tribal land, cities, counties, agencies with water management
responsibilities, and areas covered by relevant general plans. 50:51 921
(@) Existing land use designations and the identification of water use sector and water source
type. 50:51 221 2.2-03
The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar mapping techniques,
showing the general distribution of agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply
(5) wells in the basin, including de minimis extractors, and the location and extent of
communities dependent upon groundwater, utilizing data provided by the Department, as
specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. 50:51 291 2.2-02
(b) A written description of the Plan area, including a summary of the jurisdictional areas and
other features depicted on the map. 50:51 2.2.1
Identification of existing water resource monitoring and management programs, and
description of any such programs the Agency plans to incorporate in its monitoring
(c) network or in development of its Plan. The Agency may coordinate with existing water 222,
resource monitoring and management programs to incorporate and adopt that program 2.2.2.1, 2.2-01, 2.2- [2.2-01, 2.2-
as part of the Plan. 51:55 2.2.2.2 02 02
A description of how existing water resource monitoring or management programs may 222,
(d) limit operational flexibility in the basin, and how the Plan has been developed to adapt to 2.2.2.1,
those limits. 51:55 2.2.2.2
(e) A description of conjunctive use programs in the basin. 55 2.2.2.3
o A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable
general plans that includes the following:
(1) A summary of general plans and other land use plans governing the basin. 56:61 2.2.3.1
A general description of how implementation of existing land use plans may change water
demands within the basin or affect the ability of the Agency to achieve sustainable
2 groundwater management over the planning and implementation horizon, and how the
Plan addresses those potential effects 56:61 2.2.3.1
3) A general description of how implementation of the Plan may affect the water supply
assumptions of relevant land use plans over the planning and implementation horizon.
56:61 2.2.3.1
A summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin, including
(4) adopted standards in local well ordinances, zoning codes, and policies contained in
adopted land use plans. 61:62 2.2.3.2
To the extent known, the Agency may include information regarding the implementation
(5) of land use plans outside the basin that could affect the ability of the Agency to achieve
sustainable groundwater management. 61 2.2.3.1.3
A description of any of the additional Plan elements included in Water Code Section
(&) 10727.4 that the Agency determines to be appropriate. 62:63 2.2.4

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
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Article 5. Plan Contents for Sample Basin GSP Document References
Page . .
Numbers Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table Notes
of Plan Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
Reference: Sections 10720.3, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.10. Notice and Communication
Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification and
communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the
following:
A description of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, including the
(a) land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of groundwater in the
basin, the types of parties representing those interests, and the nature of consultation
with those parties. 64:66 23.1
(b) A list of public meetings at which the Plan was discussed or considered by the Agency. o ) .
66 2.3.2 Appendix E List of Public Meetings
() Comments regarding the Plan received by the Agency and a summary of any responses by
the Agency. 66 2.3.3 Appendix F GSP Comments and Responses
(d) A communication section of the Plan that includes the following:
(1) An explanation of the Agency’s decision-making process. 66:67 2.3.4.1 Appendix D Stakeholder Engagement Plan
2) Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of how public input
and response will be used. 67:69 2.3.4.2 Appendix D Stakeholder Engagement Plan
3) A description of how the Agency encourages the active involvement of diverse social,
cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin. 67:69 2.3.4.2 Appendix D Stakeholder Engagement Plan
(@) The method the Agency shall follow to inform the public about progress implementing the
Plan, including the status of projects and actions. 69 2.3.4.3 Appendix D Stakeholder Engagement Plan
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.8, 10728.4, and 10733.2, Water Code
SubArticle 2. Basin Setting
§354.12. Introduction to Basin Setting
This Subarticle describes the information about the physical setting and characteristics of
the basin and current conditions of the basin that shall be part of each Plan, including the
identification of data gaps and levels of uncertainty, which comprise the basin setting that
serves as the basis for defining and assessing reasonable sustainable management criteria
and projects and management actions. Information provided pursuant to this Subarticle
shall be prepared by or under the direction of a professional geologist or professional
engineer.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.14. Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model
Each Plan shall include a descriptive hydrogeologic conceptual model of the basin based
(a) on technical studies and qualified maps that characterizes the physical components and Appendix G. Technical Memorandum Re:
interaction of the surface water and groundwater systems in the basin. Num_eri_cal MOde',ConStrUCtion’ C‘alibration, and
70:72 3.1 3.1-08 Predictive Modeling Documentation
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that
includes the following:
. . . - . . . 3.1-08, 3.1-
(1) The reglo.nal geologic and structural settm.g of th.e basin including the immediate 102,31
surrounding area, as necessary for geologic consistency. 75:78 3.1.2 10b
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Page . .
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of Plan Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
3.1-01, 3.1-
2) Lateral basin boundaries, including major geologic features that significantly affect 10a, 3.1-
groundwater flow. 10b, 3.1-12,
81:82 3.1.3.1.1 3.1-13
. . 3.1-12, 3.1-
(3) The definable bottom of the basin. 81:82 31311 |13
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
. . . 3.1-08, 3.1-
(A) [Formation names, if defined. 28:80 3.1.3 09
Physical properties of aquifers and aquitards, including the vertical and lateral extent,
(B) |hydraulic conductivity, and storativity, which may be based on existing technical studies 3.1-16, 3.1-
or other best available information. 82:84 3.1.3.1.3 [17
Structural properties of the basin that restrict groundwater flow within the principal 3.1-08, 3.1-
(C) |aquifers, including information regarding stratigraphic changes, truncation of units, or 09, 3.1-14,
other features. 82 3.1.3.1.2 |3.1-15
D) General water quality of the principal aquifers, which may be based on information 3.1-19:3.1-
derived from existing technical studies or regulatory programs. 85:88 3.1.3.3 27
) Identification of the primary use or uses of each aquifer, such as domestic, irrigation, or
municipal water supply. 88:89 3.1.34 3.1-28
(5) Identification of data gaps and uncertainty within the hydrogeologic conceptual model 89:92 314
The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be represented graphically by at least two
(c) scaled cross-sections that display the information required by this section and are 31.08 3.1
sufficient to depict major stratigraphic and structural features in the basin. 75.78 312 09
(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that depict
the following:
L . . . . 3.1-01, 3.1-
(1) Topographic information derived from the U.S. Geological Survey or another reliable 02,3.1.03,
source. 72:73 3111 [3.1-04
2) Surficial geology derived from a qualified map including the locations of cross-sections 3.1-06, 3.1-
required by this Section. 75:78 3.1.2 08
3) Soil characteristics as described by the appropriate Natural Resources Conservation
Service soil survey or other applicable studies. 75:78 3.1.2 3.1-11
Delineation of existing recharge areas that substantially contribute to the replenishment
(4) of the basin, potential recharge areas, and discharge areas, including significant active 3;51_251’ ;1
springs, seeps, and wetlands within or adjacent to the basin. 8485 3132 3118
(5) Surface water bodies that are significant to the management of the basin. 3.1-05,3.1-
73:74 3.1.1.2 06
(6) The source and point of delivery for imported water supplies. 74:75 3.1.1.3 3.1-07
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.16. Groundwater Conditions

Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater conditions in
the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best
available information that includes the following:
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(a) Groundwater elevation data demonstrating flow directions, lateral and vertical gradients,

and regional pumping patterns, including:
Groundwater elevation contour maps depicting the groundwater table or potentiometric (3;.12t;0;al2?.2-
(1) surface associated with the current seasonal high and seasonal low for each principal OZa: 32
aquifer within the basin. 92:03 3211 0%b
2) Hydrographs depicting long-term groundwater elevations, historical highs and lows, and 3.1-05, 3.2-
hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers. 03, 3.2-04a, Appendix |: Hydrographs of Observed
93:94 3.2.1.2 3.2-04b Groundwater Levels
A graph depicting estimates of the change in groundwater in storage, based on data,

(b) demonstrating the annual al.’ld cumulative change |n the Yolumfe of groundwater in Appendix K. Development of a “Storage Curve” to
storage between seasonal high groundwater conditions, including the annual Estimate Groundwater Storage in the Using
groundwater use and water year type. 94 3.2.2 3.2-05 Groundwater Level Data

() Seawater intrusion conditions in the basin, including maps and cross-sections of the (2)21210;232
seawater intrusion front for each principal aquifer. 94:95 323 02b
Groundwater quality issues that may affect the supply and beneficial uses of

(d) groundwater, including a description and map of the location of known groundwater 3.1-19:3.1-
contamination sites and plumes. 95:98 3.2.4 27,3.2-06
The extent, cumulative total, and annual rate of land subsidence, including maps Appendix G. Technical Memorandum Re:

(e) depicting total subsidence, utilizing data available from the Department, as specified in Numerical Model Construction, Calibration, and
Section 353.2, or the best available information. 98 3.2.5 3.2-07 Predictive Modeling Documentation

3.1-05, 3.2-
Identification of interconnected surface water systems within the basin and an estimate 08a:3.2-

(f) of the quantity and timing of depletions of those systems, utilizing data available from the 08¢, 3.2-09, Appendix G. Technical Memorandum Re:

Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. 3.2-10, 3.2- Numerical Model Construction, Calibration, and
99:101 3.2.6 11 3.2-01 Predictive Modeling Documentation
Identification of groundwater dependent ecosystems within the basin, utilizing data

(g) available from the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available 3.2-12,3.2-
information. 101:103 3.2.7 13a:3.2-13c
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.18. Water Budget
Each Plan shall include a water budget for the basin that provides an accounting and
assessment of the total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and

(a) leaving the basin, including historical, current and projected water budget conditions, and
the change in the volume of water stored. Water budget information shall be reported in
tabular and graphical form. 103:108 3.3 3.3-01

(b) The water budget shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or
estimates based on data:

(1) Total surface water entering and leaving a basin by water source type. 103:108 3.3
Inflow to the groundwater system by water source type, including subsurface
(2) groundwater inflow and infiltration of precipitation, applied water, and surface water
systems, such as lakes, streams, rivers, canals, springs and conveyance systems. 103:108 33 3.1.05
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3)

Outflows from the groundwater system by water use sector, including evapotranspiration,
groundwater extraction, groundwater discharge to surface water sources, and subsurface
groundwater outflow.

103:108

3.3

3.1-05

(4)

The change in the annual volume of groundwater in storage between seasonal high
conditions.

103:108

3.3

3.2-05

(5)

If overdraft conditions occur, as defined in Bulletin 118, the water budget shall include a
quantification of overdraft over a period of years during which water year and water
supply conditions approximate average conditions.

103:108

3.3,3.3.4

(6)

The water year type associated with the annual supply, demand, and change in
groundwater stored.

103:108

3.3

3.2-05

3.2-05

()

An estimate of sustainable yield for the basin.

103:108

33,334

(c)

Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin
as follows:

(1

Current water budget information shall quantify current inflows and outflows for the
basin using the most recent hydrology, water supply, water demand, and land use
information.

114:116

3.3.2

3.3-02, 3.3-
03

3.3-04:3.3-
07

(2)

Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of
past surface water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand
trends relative to water year type. The historical water budget shall include the following:

(A)

A quantitative evaluation of the availability or reliability of historical surface water supply
deliveries as a function of the historical planned versus actual annual surface water
deliveries, by surface water source and water year type, and based on the most recent
ten years of surface water supply information.

108:111

33.1.1

(8)

A quantitative assessment of the historical water budget, starting with the most recently
available information and extending back a minimum of 10 years, or as is sufficient to
calibrate and reduce the uncertainty of the tools and methods used to estimate and
project future water budget information and future aquifer response to proposed
sustainable groundwater management practices over the planning and implementation
horizon.

111:114

3.3.1.2,
3.3.13

3.3-02, 3.3-
03

3.3-06, 3.3
07

(©

A description of how historical conditions concerning hydrology, water demand, and
surface water supply availability or reliability have impacted the ability of the Agency to
operate the basin within sustainable yield. Basin hydrology may be characterized and
evaluated using water year type.

114

3.3.14

3)

Projected water budgets shall be used to estimate future baseline conditions of supply,
demand, and aquifer response to Plan implementation, and to identify the uncertainties
of these projected water budget components. The projected water budget shall utilize the
following methodologies and assumptions to estimate future baseline conditions
concerning hydrology, water demand and surface water supply availability or reliability
over the planning and implementation horizon:

(A

Projected hydrology shall utilize 50 years of historical precipitation, evapotranspiration,
and streamflow information as the baseline condition for estimating future hydrology.
The projected hydrology information shall also be applied as the baseline condition used
to evaluate future scenarios of hydrologic uncertainty associated with projections of
climate change and sea level rise.

117:118

3.3.3.1.1
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(B

Projected water demand shall utilize the most recent land use, evapotranspiration, and
crop coefficient information as the baseline condition for estimating future water
demand. The projected water demand information shall also be applied as the baseline
condition used to evaluate future scenarios of water demand uncertainty associated with
projected changes in local land use planning, population growth, and climate.

118:122

3.3.3.2

3.3.-08:3.3-
17

(€

Projected surface water supply shall utilize the most recent water supply information as
the baseline condition for estimating future surface water supply. The projected surface
water supply shall also be applied as the baseline condition used to evaluate future
scenarios of surface water supply availability and reliability as a function of the historical
surface water supply identified in Section 354.18(c)(2)(A), and the projected changes in
local land use planning, population growth, and climate.

118:122

3.3.3.2

3.3.-08:3.3-
17

(d)

The Agency shall utilize the following information provided, as available, by the
Department pursuant to Section 353.2, or other data of comparable quality, to develop
the water budget:

(1)

Historical water budget information for mean annual temperature, mean annual
precipitation, water year type, and land use.

117

3.3.3.1

()

Current water budget information for temperature, water year type, evapotranspiration,
and land use.

117

3.3.3.1

3)

Projected water budget information for population, population growth, climate change,
and sea level rise.

117

3.3.3.1

(e)

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. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to
quantify and evaluate the projected water budget conditions and the potential impacts to
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, the Plan shall identify and describe an equally

effective method, tool, or analytical model to evaluate projected water budget conditions.

117

3.3.3.1

(f)

The Department shall provide the California Central Valley Groundwater-Surface Water
Simulation Model (C2VSIM) and the Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM) for use by
Agencies in developing the water budget. Each Agency may choose to use a different
groundwater and surface water model, pursuant to Section 352.4.

117

3.3.3.1

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.6, 10729, and 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.20.

Management Areas

(a)

Each Agency may define one or more management areas within a basin if the Agency has
determined that creation of management areas will facilitate implementation of the Plan.
Management areas may define different minimum thresholds and be operated to
different measurable objectives than the basin at large, provided that undesirable results
are defined consistently throughout the basin.

123

3.4

3.4-01

(b)

A basin that includes one or more management areas shall describe the following in the
Plan:
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(1)

The reason for the creation of each management area.

123

3.4

(2)

The minimum thresholds and measurable objectives established for each management
area, and an explanation of the rationale for selecting those values, if different from the
basin at large.

na

3)

The level of monitoring and analysis appropriate for each management area.

168:170,
171:172,
178:179

5.2.2:5.2.3,
5.3.1,5.6.1

(4)

An explanation of how the management area can operate under different minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives without causing undesirable results outside the
management area, if applicable.

na

(c)

If a Plan includes one or more management areas, the Plan shall include descriptions,
maps, and other information required by this Subarticle sufficient to describe conditions
in those areas.

82,123

3.1.3.1.2,
3.4

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.

SubArticle 3.

Sustainable Management Criteria

§ 354.22.

Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria

This Subarticle describes criteria by which an Agency defines conditions in its Plan that
constitute sustainable groundwater management for the basin, including the process by
which the Agency shall characterize undesirable results, and establish minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.24.

Sustainability Goal

Each Agency shall establish in its Plan a sustainability goal for the basin that culminates in
the absence of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline.
The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from
the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures
that will be implemented to ensure that the basin will be operated within its sustainable
yield, and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20
years of Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and
implementation horizon.

125

4.2

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10721, 10727, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.

§ 354.26.

Undesirable Results

(a)

Each Agency shall describe in its Plan the processes and criteria relied upon to define
undesirable results applicable to the basin. Undesirable results occur when significant
and unreasonable effects for any of the sustainability indicators are caused by
groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin.

126,
137:138,
143:144,
152:153,
157:159

43,451,
4.7.1,48.1,
4.9.1

4.4-01

(b)

The description of undesirable results shall include the following:
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127:130,
The cause of groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin that would lead to  |137:138,
(1) or has led to undesirable results based on information described in the basin setting, and |143:144, |4.4.1,4.5.1,
other data or models as appropriate. 152:153, [4.7.1,4.8.1,
157:159 4.9.1
The criteria used to define when and where the effects of the groundwater conditions 127:130,
cause undesirable results for each applicable sustainability indicator. The criteria shall be 137:138,
(2) o o - L 143:144, |4.4.1,4.51,
based on a quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold
exceedances that cause significant and unreasonable effects in the basin 152153, 147.1,4.8.1,
B : 157:159  [4.9.1
127:130,
Potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and 137:138,
(3) property interests, and other potential effects that may occur or are occurring from 143:144, (4.4.1,45.1,
undesirable results. 152:153, |4.7.1,4.8.1,
157:159 4.9.1
127:130,
132,
137:138, |[4.4.1,
The Agency may need to evaluate multiple minimum thresholds to determine whether an [143:144, [4.4.2.1.1,
() undesirable result is occurring in the basin. The determination that undesirable results 147, 4.5.1,4.7.1,
are occurring may depend upon measurements from multiple monitoring sites, rather 152:153, [4.7.2.1.1,
than a single monitoring site. 154:155, ]4.8.1,
154:155, 4.8.2.1,
157:159, 49.1,
160 49.2.1.1
127:130,
An Agency that is able to demonstrate that undesirable results related to one or more 137:138, |4.4.1,4.5.1,
(d) sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin shall not be |143:144, [4.7.1,
required to establish criteria for undesirable results related to those sustainability 148, 4.7.2.1.2,
indicators. 157:159, [4.9.1,
160 4.9.2.1.2
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
§ 354.28. Minimum Thresholds
Each Agency in its Plan shall establish minimum thresholds that quantify groundwater
conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator at each monitoring site or 4.4.21,
(a) representative monitoring site established pursuant to Section 354.36. The numeric value 131:132,  14.5.2.1,
used to define minimum thresholds shall represent a point in the basin that, if exceeded, 139, 47.2.1, 4.1-01, 4.4-
may cause undesirable results as described in Section 354.26 144:147, 14821, 01, 4.7-:01,
v . 160 49.21 4,702
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
The information and criteria relied upon to establish and justify the minimum thresholds [131:132, ]4.4.2.1,
(1) for each sustainability indicator. The justification for the minimum threshold shall be 139, 4.5.2.1,
supported by information provided in the basin setting, and other data or models as 144:147,  14.7.2.1,
. ™ . . . . . 154:155, 4.8.2.1, 4.7-01,4.7-
appropriate, and qualified by uncertainty in the understanding of the basin setting. 160 4931 02
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4.4.2.2,
The relationship between the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator, 45.2.3,
(2) including an explanation of how the Agency has determined that basin conditions at each [132, 140, |4.7.2.2,
minimum threshold will avoid undesirable results for each of the sustainability indicators. |148, 155, [4.8.2.3,
161 4922
4.4.2.3,
How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in 4.5.24,
(3) . . . . ) i ) o 132:133, [4.7.23,
adjacent basins or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals. 140,148, |4.8.2.4,
155, 161 4.9.2.3
4.4.2.4,
L . . 4.5.2.5,
() How minimum thresholds may affect thfa interests of beneficial uses and users of 133,140, |4.7.24,
groundwater or land uses and property interests. 149 155, |4.8.2.5,
162 4.9.2.4
4.4.2.6,
How state, federal, or local standards relate to the relevant sustainability indicator. If the 4.5.2.6,
(5) minimum threshold differs from other regulatory standards, the Agency shall explain the [134, 141, |4.7.2.5,
nature of and basis for the difference. 149:150, (4.8.2.6,
156, 162 4.9.2.5
4.4.2.7,
. . _— . . 4.5.2.7,
(6) How.eac.h minimum thres.hold will be qu'antlt'atlvely m.easured, consistent with the 134:135, 4726,
monitoring network requirements described in Subarticle 4. 141,150, |4.82.7,
156, 162 4.9.2.6
(c) Minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator shall be defined as follows:
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. The minimum threshold for chronic lowering of
(1) groundwater levels shall be the groundwater elevation indicating a depletion of supply at
a given location that may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels shall be supported by the following:
A) The rate of groundwater elevation decline based on historical trends, water year type,
and projected water use in the basin. 131:132 4.4.2.1
(B) |Potential effects on other sustainability indicators. 134 4.4.2.5
Reduction of Groundwater Storage. The minimum threshold for reduction of groundwater
storage shall be a total volume of groundwater that can be withdrawn from the basin
2) without causing conditions that may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for
reduction of groundwater storage shall be supported by the sustainable yield of the basin,
calculated based on historical trends, water year type, and projected water use in the
basin. 139 4.5.2.1
Seawater Intrusion. The minimum threshold for seawater intrusion shall be defined by a
3) chloride concentration isocontour for each principal aquifer where seawater intrusion
may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for seawater intrusion shall be
supported by the following:
A) Maps and cross-sections of the chloride concentration isocontour that defines the
minimum threshold and measurable objective for each principal aquifer. na
(8) A description of how the seawater intrusion minimum threshold considers the effects of
current and projected sea levels. na
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Degraded Water Quality. The minimum threshold for degraded water quality shall be the
degradation of water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies or other indicator of water quality as determined by the Agency that may
ead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold shall be based on the number o
) lead desirabl Its. The mini hreshold shall be based h ber of
supply wells, a volume of water, or a location of an isocontour that exceeds
concentrations of constituents determined by the Agency to be of concern for the basin.
In setting minimum thresholds for degraded water quality, the Agency shall consider 4701 4.7
local, state, and federal water quality standards applicable to the basin. 144:147 4721 02
Land Subsidence. The minimum threshold for land subsidence shall be the rate and extent
(5) of subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses and may lead to
undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for land subsidence shall be supported by the
following:
Identification of land uses and property interests that have been affected or are likely to
A) be affected by land subsidence in the basin, including an explanation of how the Agency
has determined and considered those uses and interests, and the Agency’s rationale for
establishing minimum thresholds in light of those effects. 154:155 48.2.1
(8) Maps and graphs showing the extent and rate of land subsidence in the basin that defines
the minimum threshold and measurable objectives. 154:155 4.8.2.1
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. 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
(6) db dwat that has ad i t beneficial f th f
water and may lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold established for
depletions of interconnected surface water shall be supported by the following:
(A) |The location, quantity, and timing of depletions of interconnected surface water. 160 4.9.2.1 4.9-01
A description of the groundwater and surface water model used to quantify surface water
(8) depletion. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to quantify
surface water depletion, the Plan shall identify and describe an equally effective method,
tool, or analytical model to accomplish the requirements of this Paragraph. 160 4.93.1 4.9-01
An Agency may establish a representative minimum threshold for groundwater elevation 22512
(d) to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators, where the Agency can 132 139 4'5'2'2’
demonstrate that the representative value is a reasonable proxy for multiple individual 140' ’ 4'8'2'1,
minimum thresholds as supported by adequate evidence. 154:155 4.82.2
An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more 131:132,  (4.4.2.1,
. e . . . . 139, 4.5.2.1,
sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as described
(€) in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish minimum thresholds related to those |- o7 |+721
in ec. |on' 354.26, shall not be required to establish minimum thresholds related to those |, ., 1 cc” |85 4701, 4.7-
sustainability indicators. 160 4921 02

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.

§ 354.30.

Measurable Objectives
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Each Agency shall establish measurable objectives, including interim milestones in 135:136,
. X . . . . i 141:142,
(a) increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of 150151 443 453
Plan |mp|cj:'mentat.|on and to co'ntlnue.to sustainably manage the groundwater basin over 156:157, [4.73,4.8.3,
the planning and implementation horizon. 163 493
135:136,
Measurable objectives shall be established for each sustainability indicator, based on 141:142,
(b) quantitative values using the same metrics and monitoring sites as are used to define the |150:151, |4.4.3,4.5.3,
minimum thresholds. 156:157, (4.7.3,4.8.3,
163 4.9.3
Measurable objectives shall provide a reasonable margin of operational flexibility under 135:136,
- . . . . . . 141:142,
adverse conditions which shall take into consideration components such as historical
(c) ter budaet land | ¢ trend d iods of d ht db 150:151, 443,453,
water budgets, se.asona and long- erm rends, and periods of drought, and be 156:157, |4.7.3 483
commensurate with levels of uncertainty. 163 493
An Agency may establish a representative measurable objective for groundwater 135136
(d) elevation to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators where the Agency can 141:142’ 443 453
demonstrate that t.he representative value is a reasgnable proxy for multiple individual 150:151, |4.7.3,4.8.3,
measurable objectives as supported by adequate evidence.
163 4.9.3
Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin
within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for |135:136, [4.4.3,
(e) each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable objective, |141:142, |4.4.3.2,
in increments of five years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to maintain|150:151,  [4.5.3,4.7.3,
sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation horizon. ~ [156:157, ]4.8.3,4.9.3,
163 4.9.3.2
Each Plan may include measurable objectives and interim milestones for additional Plan
(f) elements described in Water Code Section 10727.4 where the Agency determines such
measures are appropriate for sustainable groundwater management in the basin. 164 410
An Agency may establish measurable objectives that exceed the reasonable margin of Eiizg
operational flexibility for the purpose of improving overall conditions in the basin, but Y
(&) failure to achieve th bjecti hall not b ds f findi f inad f th 150:151, 1443, 4.5.3,
ailure to achieve those objectives shall not be grounds for a finding of inadequacy of the |, /o) o0" 1,734 55
Plan. 163 4.9.3

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.

SubArticle 4.

Monitoring Networks

§ 354.32.

Introduction to Monitoring Networks

This Subarticle describes the monitoring network that shall be developed for each basin,
including monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols, and data reporting requirements.
The monitoring network shall promote the collection of data of sufficient quality,
frequency, and distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water
conditions in the basin and evaluate changing conditions that occur through
implementation of the Plan.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
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§ 354.34. Monitoring Network
Each Agency shall develop a monitoring network capable of collecting sufficient data to
(a) demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related
surface conditions, and yield representative information about groundwater conditions as
necessary to evaluate Plan implementation. 166:170 5.2
Each Plan shall include a description of the monitoring network objectives for the basin,
including an explanation of how the network will be developed and implemented to
(b) monitor groundwater and related surface conditions, and the interconnection of surface
water and groundwater, with sufficient temporal frequency and spatial density to
evaluate the affects and effectiveness of Plan implementation. The monitoring network
objectives shall be implemented to accomplish the following:
- —_— . . 166:170,
(1) Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in the Plan.
171:172 5.2,5.3.1
(2) Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses or users of groundwater, 166:170,
P g ' 171:172 [5.2,53.1
3) Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and 166:170,
minimum thresholds. 171:172 5.2,5.3.1
166:170
4 i i . !
(4) Quantify annual changes in water budget components 171:172 5253.1
() Each monitoring network shall be designed to accomplish the following for each
sustainability indicator:
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. Demonstrate groundwater occurrence, flow
(1) directions, and hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers and surface water features
by the following methods:
A sufficient density of monitoring wells to collect representative measurements through
(A) |depth-discrete perforated intervals to characterize the groundwater table or
potentiometric surface for each principal aquifer. 171:172 5.3.1
atic groundwater elevation measurements shall be collected at least two times per year,
(B)Stt' dwater elevati ts shall be collected at least two ti
to represent seasonal low and seasonal high groundwater conditions. 171:172 5.3.1
2) Reduction of Groundwater Storage. Provide an estimate of the change in annual
groundwater in storage. 175:176 5.4.1
Seawater Intrusion. Monitor seawater intrusion using chloride concentrations, or other
3) measurements convertible to chloride concentrations, so that the current and projected
rate and extent of seawater intrusion for each applicable principal aquifer may be
calculated. 177 5.5 na
Degraded Water Quality. Collect sufficient spatial and temporal data from each
(4) applicable principal aquifer to determine groundwater quality trends for water quality
indicators, as determined by the Agency, to address known water quality issues.
178:179 5.6.1
Land Subsidence. Identify the rate and extent of land subsidence, which may be
(5) measured by extensometers, surveying, remote sensing technology, or other appropriate
method. 181:182 5.7.1
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Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. Monitor surface water and groundwater,
where interconnected surface water conditions exist, to characterize the spatial and
(6) temporal exchanges between surface water and groundwater, and to calibrate and apply
the tools and methods necessary to calculate depletions of surface water caused by
groundwater extractions. The monitoring network shall be able to characterize the
following:
A) Flow conditions including surface water discharge, surface water head, and baseflow
contribution. 185 5.8.1
8) Identifying the approximate date and location where ephemeral or intermittent flowing
streams and rivers cease to flow, if applicable. 185 5.8.1
©) Temporal change in conditions due to variations in stream discharge and regional
groundwater extraction. 185 5.8.1
D) Other factors that may be necessary to identify adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the
surface water. 185 5.8.1
The monitoring network shall be designed to ensure adequate coverage of sustainability
(d) indicators. If management areas are established, the quantity and density of monitoring
sites in those areas shall be sufficient to evaluate conditions of the basin setting and 166:170
sustainable management criteria specific to that area. 171:172 5253
A Plan may utilize site information and monitoring data from existing sources as part of 170,175, 153,54,
(e) L 177,178, |5.5,5.6, 5.3-01, 5.6- |5.3-01, 5.6-
the monitoring network. 181,184 [5.7,58  |01,5.801 |o1,5.8-01
The Agency shall determine the density of monitoring sites and frequency of
(f) measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends
based upon the following factors:
(1) Amount of current and projected groundwater use. 166:170 5.2
2) Aquifer characteristics, including confined or unconfined aquifer conditions, or other
physical characteristics that affect groundwater flow. 166:170 5.2
Impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater and land uses and property interests
(3) affected by groundwater production, and adjacent basins that could affect the ability of
that basin to meet the sustainability goal. 166:170 5.2
(@) Whether the Agency has adequate long-term existing monitoring results or other
technical information to demonstrate an understanding of aquifer response. 166:170 5.2
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:
171:172,
175:176,
(1) Scientific rationale for the monitoring site selection process. 178:179, [5.3.1,5.4.1,
181:182, 5.6.1,5.7.1,
185 5.8.1
Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not
consistent with those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the 172:173,
2 monitoring network, and how any variation from the standards will not affect the 176, >32,5.4.2,
’ 179:180, 5.6.2,5.7.2,
usefulness of the results obtained. 182,186 |5.8.2
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131:132,
135:136, 4.4.2.1,
o o o 139, 4423,
For each sustainability indicator, the quantitative values for the minimum threshold,
N . . . . . 141:142, 4.5.2.1,
(3) measurable objective, and interim milestones that will be measured at each monitoring 156:157 453 4.8.3
site or representative monitoring sites established pursuant to Section 354.36. 170,175, |5.3,5.4,
177,178, |5.5,5.6, 5.3-01, 5.6- [5.3-01, 5.6-
181, 184 5.7,5.8 01,5.8-01 (01, 5.8-01
The location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and
(h) reported in tabular format, including information regarding the monitoring site type, 170,175, 153,54,
. . . . 177,178, |5.5,5.6, 5.3-01, 5.6- |5.3-01, 5.6-
frequency of measurement, and the purposes for which the monitoring site is being used.
181, 184 5.7,5.8 01,5.8-01 |01,5.8-01
The monitoring protocols developed by each Agency shall include a description of
(i technical standards, data collection methods, and other procedures or protocols pursuant 173,176,
to Water Code Section 10727.2(f) for monitoring sites or other data collection facilities to 180, 333,543,
- - . 182:183, 5.6.3,5.7.3,
ensure that the monitoring network utilizes comparable data and methodologies. 186 583
An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more
Q) sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as described [170, 175, [5.3,5.4,
tainability indicat t t and t likely t in a basi described
| in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish a monitoring network related to those|177, 178, 5.5, 5.6, 5.3-01, 5.6- |5.3-01, 5.6-
sustainability indicators. 181,184 |5.7,5.8 01,5.8-01 |01, 5.8-01
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10728, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8,
Water Code
§ 354.36. Representative Monitoring
Each Agency may designate a subset of monitoring sites as representative of conditions in
the basin or an area of the basin, as follows:
Representative monitoring sites may be designated by the Agency as the point at which
(a) sustainability indicators are monitored, and for which quantitative values for minimum
thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones are defined. 187 -
(b) Groundwater elevations may be used as a proxy for monitoring other sustainability
(b)
indicators if the Agency demonstrates the following:
(1) Significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations and the sustainability
indicators for which groundwater elevation measurements serve as a proxy. 187 -
Measurable objectives established for groundwater elevation shall include a reasonable
2) margin of operational flexibility taking into consideration the basin setting to avoid
undesirable results for the sustainability indicators for which groundwater elevation
measurements serve as a proxy. 187 5.9
The designation of a representative monitoring site shall be supported by adequate
(c) ) : . o
evidence demonstrating that the site reflects general conditions in the area. 187 -
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2 and 10733.2, Water Code
§ 354.38. Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network
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Each Agency shall review the monitoring network and include an evaluation in the Plan 174:175,
and each five-year assessment, including a determination of uncertainty and whether 1;;,-181 534544
there are data gaps that could affect the ability of the Plan to achieve the sustainability 183; ! 5:6:4: 5:7:4:
(a) goal for the basin. 186:187 584
Each Agency shall identify data gaps wherever the basin does not contain a sufficient 174:175,
number of monitoring sites, does not monitor sites at a sufficient frequency, or utilizes 177,
monitoring sites that are unreliable, including those that do not satisfy minimum 180:181,  (5.3.4,5.4.4,
N 183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
(b) standards of the monitoring network adopted by the Agency. 186187 £a4
(©) If the monitoring network contains data gaps, the Plan shall include a description of the
following:
174:175,
177,
(1) The location and reason for data gaps in the monitoring network. 180:181, (5.3.4,5.4.4,
183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
174:175,
177,
(2) Local issues and circumstances that limit or prevent monitoring. 180:181, |5.3.4,5.4.4,
183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 [5.8.4
174:175,
Each Agency shall describe steps that will be taken to fill data gaps before the next five- 177,
(d) year assessment, including the location and purpose of newly added or installed 180:181, (5.3.4,5.4.4,
monitoring sites. 183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
Each Agency shall adjust the monitoring frequency and density of monitoring sites to
() provide an adequate level of detail about site-specific surface water and groundwater
conditions and to assess the effectiveness of management actions under circumstances
that include the following:
174:175,
177,
(1) Minimum threshold exceedances. 180:181, (5.3.4,5.4.4,
183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
174:175,
177,
(2) Highly variable spatial or temporal conditions. 180:181, (5.3.4,5.4.4,
183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
174:175,
177,
(3) Adverse impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater. 180:181, (5.3.4,5.4.4,
183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
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174:175,
() The potential to adversely affect the ability of an adjacent basin to implement its Plan or 1;;,:181, 53.4 544,
impede achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. 183, 5.6.4,5.7.4,
186:187 5.8.4
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10728.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water
Code
§ 354.40. Reporting Monitoring Data to the Department
Monitoring data shall be stored in the data management system developed pursuant to
Section 352.6. A copy of the monitoring data shall be included in the Annual Report and
submitted electronically on forms provided by the Department.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10728, 10728.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
SubArticle 5. Projects and Management Actions
§ 354.42. Introduction to Projects and Management Actions
This Subarticle describes the criteria for projects and management actions to be included
in a Plan to meet the sustainability goal for the basin in a manner that can be maintained
over the planning and implementation horizon.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.44. Projects and Management Actions
Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions the Agency
(a) has determined will achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, including projects and
management actions to respond to changing conditions in the basin.
188:189 6.1
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include
the following:
A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the
measurable objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action.
(1) The list shall include projects and management actions that may be utilized to meet
interim milestones, the exceedance of minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results
have occurred or are imminent. The Plan shall include the following:
A description of the circumstances under which projects or management actions shall be
implemented, the criteria that would trigger implementation and termination of projects
or management actions, and the process by which the Agency shall determine that
conditions requiring the implementation of particular projects or management actions 191,194, [6.2.2,6.3.2,
) [have occurred. 197,200 |6.4.2,6.5.2
The process by which the Agency shall provide notice to the public and other agencies
) |that the implementation of projects or management actions is being considered or has 191, 195,
been implemented, including a description of the actions to be taken. 197:198,  162.3,6.3.3, )
200 6.4.3,6.5.3 Appendix D
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Article 5. Plan Contents for Sample Basin GSP Document References
Page . .
Numbers Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table Notes
of Plan Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
If overdraft conditions are identified through the analysis required by Section 354.18, the
(2) Plan shall describe projects or management actions, including a quantification of demand
reduction or other methods, for the mitigation of overdraft.
188:189 6.1
3) A summary of the permitting and regulatory process required for each project and
management action. 191, 195, [6.2.4,6.3.4,
198, 200 6.4.4,6.5.4
(@) The status of each project and management action, including a time-table for expected 191,195, [6.2.5,6.3.5,
initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits. 198,201, (6.4.5,6.5.5,
208 7.3
(5) An explanation of the benefits that are expected to be realized from the project or
management action, and how those benefits will be evaluated. 192,195, (6.2.6,6.3.6,
198, 201 6.4.6,6.5.6
An explanation of how the project or management action will be accomplished. If the
(6) projects or management actions rely on water from outside the jurisdiction of the Agency,
an explanation of the source and reliability of that water shall be included. 192,196, 16.2.7,6.3.7,
198, 201 6.4.7,6.5.7
) A description of the legal authority required for each project and management action, and
the basis for that authority within the Agency. 192,196, [6.2.8,6.3.8,
199, 201 6.4.8,6.5.8
(8) A description of the estimated cost for each project and management action and a 192:193,
description of how the Agency plans to meet those costs. 196,199, [6.2.9,6.3.9,
202 6.4.9,6.5.9
A description of the management of groundwater extractions and recharge to ensure that
chronic lowering of groundwater levels or depletion of supply during periods of drought is
9) offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage during other periods. 188:189 61
(©) Projects and management actions shall be supported by best available information and
best available science. 188:189 6.1
188:189,
(d) An Agency shall take into account the level of uncertainty associated with the basin 190,
setting when developing projects or management actions. 193:194, |[6.1,6.2,
196:197 6.3,6.4,6.5

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
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California Department of Water Resources
Attn: Mark Nordberg

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236

November 17, 2016

Re: NOTICE OF INTENT TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

Mr. Nordberg:

I’'m writing today on behalf of the newly created Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA), a Joint Powers Agreement between Camrosa Water District and
the County of Ventura. This letter serves as notification of the GSA’s decision to become the
groundwater sustainability agency for the portions of the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin outside the
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency boundaries, as provided for by the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin underlies Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley in
southeastern Ventura County. Bounded on the north by the Santa Rosa fault, on the south and
east by the Santa Monica Mountains, and on the west by the Pleasant Valley Groundwater
Basin, the entire Santa Rosa Basin lies entirely within the boundaries of both the Camrosa
Water District’s service area and the unincorporated portion of Ventura County (the two
jurisdictions overlap).

On February 18, 2015, Camrosa sent the Department of Water Resources (DWR)
notification that Camrosa intended to become the GSA for the Santa Rosa Basin. The County of
Ventura did the same on May 11, 2015, as did the City of Camarillo on June 2, 2015. Due to
stipulations in the SGMA legislation that prevents the overlap of GSAs, the issue was returned
to the three agencies for arbitration. Since that time, the three parties have reached an
amicable agreement to rescind their individual notifications (Attachment A). Because Camrosa
and the County are the only agencies within the basin that meet the SGMA definition of a “local
agency,” those two organizations have entered into a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA)
to manage the basin cooperatively as the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) (see Attachment B). Due to jurisdictional overlap of the City of Camarillo with



other portions of the Camrosa service area and the County limits outside the boundaries of the
Santa Rosa Basin, the JPA provides for stakeholder participation on the GSA Board by the City of
Camairillo.

The County of Ventura Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to approve the JPA on
October 4, 2016 (Attachment C), and the Camrosa Board of Directors did the same on October
13, 2016 (Attachment D).

A portion of the basin overlaps the boundary of the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency (FCGMA), which is defined in Section 10723(c) of SB 1168 as an exclusive
GSA within its respective statutory boundary. The FCGMA availed itself of its exclusive right to
be the GSA for basins or portions of basins within its boundaries, including the portion of the
Santa Rosa Basin, on January 9, 2015 by passing Resolution 2015-01. The mechanism of
cooperation between the FCGMA and the Arroyo Santa Rosa GSA has not yet been developed.

The JPA establishing the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin GSA describes the powers,
membership, and governance of the local agency. In general, the JPA may exercise powers
common to the two agencies plus those granted local agencies under the provisions of the
SGMA. Membership in the JPA is limited to agencies that could “either alone or jointly” act as
the GSA; hence the limitation of the JPA to Camrosa and the County. Governance of the GSA
rests with the Board of Directors, currently comprising the five-member Camrosa Board of
Directors, the Public Works Director of the County of Ventura, and one appointee from the City
of Camarillo. The JPA indicates that the treasurer of the GSA is the Camrosa treasurer, and that
the agency’s auditor/controller be of the same agency. The GSA Board shall appoint an
Executive Director who, with input from the Board, shall direct staffing requirements as
necessary.

The JPA provides for the power to draft, approve, and amend bylaws, and stipulates that
bylaws shall be adopted within one year of the Board’s first meeting, but does not enumerate
any specifically beyond those described above.

The GSA will convene stakeholder meetings to inform the agency’s activities. Pursuant
to Section 10723.8(a)(4), the following details those interested parties, the ways the GSA may
engage them, and how they will be considered in the implementation of the agency’s
groundwater sustainability plan:

e Holders of overlying groundwater rights: The GSA will engage all well owners and
operators in the Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin, from large-volume agricultural users to de
minimis residential pumpers.

e Municipal well operators: Camrosa Water District is the only municipal well operator in
the Santa Rosa Basin.



e Public water systems: Camrosa Water District is the only public water system in the
Santa Rosa Basin.

e Local land use planning agencies:

o City of Camarillo: As the Santa Rosa Basin neighbors the City of Camarillo, and as
Camrosa has shared interests and overlapping areas of concern with regard to
water supply and demand, the JPA offers a “Stakeholder Director” seat to the
City of Camarillo.

o Ventura County Resource Management Agency: The agency is the land use
regulator within the portions of the Santa Rosa Basin that lie in unincorporated
Ventura County land, and will be represented by the County of Ventura in the
JPA.

¢ Environmental users of groundwater: N/A.

e Surface water users, if there is a hydrologic connection between surface and
groundwater bodies: As a result of its long experience pumping in the Santa Rosa Basin,
Camrosa has long assumed fairly direct hydrologic connection between surface flows
and the aquifer, and the 2013 Santa Rosa Groundwater Management Plan update
confirmed as much. The main watercourse in the valley is the Conejo Creek, which
enters the valley right about the midpoint of the underlying basin. As part of the
agreements establishing the Conejo Creek Diversion Project, riparian users along the
wetted portion of Conejo Creek agreed not to exercise their riparian rights in exchange
for surface water deliveries from Camrosa. Thus, while there are a large number of
surface water users (because of the size of the surface water distribution system, there
are many more such users than the original riparian rights holders), all such supply is
delivered by Camrosa. Nevertheless, riparian rights holders will be invited to join the
stakeholder group, and, as several of those landowners are also well owners and large
agricultural users, we anticipate their active involvement in the GSA. Tributaries to the
creek that overlay the Santa Rosa Basin, including the Arroyo Santa Rosa and a handful
of other culverts and arroyos, are primarily flood channels that are dry the majority of
the year and do not offer sufficient flows for surface water use.

o Calleguas Creek Watershed: The watershed group comprises a variety of
stakeholders, from private and public utility agencies to environmental NGOs to
agricultural groups, et cetera, who work together to meet regulatory
requirements, seek grant funding, pursue integrated management, and
collaborate on projects to benefit the watershed. Members of the JPA are in
good standing and work closely with the watershed group, and the GSA
welcomes the group’s input at public meetings and in the public review period of
the groundwater sustainability plan.



o Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County: Linking the Calleguas Creek
Watershed group with the other two watersheds in Ventura County, the WCVC is
primarily interested in integrated water management planning. Members of the
JPA are in good standing and work closely with the WCVC, and the GSA
welcomes the group’s input at public meetings and in the public review period of
the groundwater sustainability plan.

o Ventura County Watershed Protection District (WPD): WPD provides for “the
control and conservation of flood and storm waters and for the protection of
watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life and property in the district from
damage or destruction from these waters,” and, as such, will be a valuable
resource in developing the GSA’s groundwater sustainability plan. As a branch of
the County of Ventura, the WPD will be represented on the GSA Board.

o City of Thousand Oaks: The majority of the water in the Conejo Creek is
discharge from the Hill Canyon Water Treatment Plant, which is a City of
Thousand Oaks public works facility. As the City holds water right and use
permits for Conejo Creek water, Camrosa and the GSA will continue to work
closely with the City in all matters regarding its use.

o California Department of Fish and Wildlife: Much of CDFW’s interests in and
responsibilities for the watercourses overlaying the Santa Rosa Basin are covered
by the water right permit for Conejo Creek water held by the City of Thousand
Oaks. The department will be consulted as necessary during the development of
the groundwater sustainability plan should it involve any lands or activities under
the department’s jurisdiction.

The federal government, including, but not limited to, the military and managers of
federal lands: N/A. There are no federal agencies or federal lands in the areas
overlaying the portion of the Santa Rosa Basin outside the boundaries of the FCGMA.
California Native American tribes: N/A. While the Native community is active in other
parts of the Camrosa service area, they have historically been silent on issues in the
Santa Rosa Valley/Basin. The GSA will continue to include the Native community in all its
pertinent public communications, and welcomes their feedback during the development
of the groundwater sustainability plan.

Disadvantaged communities, including, but not limited to, those served by private
domestic wells or small community water systems: N/A. No area overlaying the Santa
Rosa Basin is considered a disadvantaged community.

Entities listed in Section 10927 that are monitoring and reporting groundwater
elevation in all or a part of a groundwater basin managed by the GSA: Camrosa
monitors groundwater elevation in the portion of the Santa Rosa Basin outside the
boundaries of the FCGMA, and reports that information to the County of Ventura. The



president of the Camrosa Water District Board of Directors was recently elected to serve
on the board of the FCGMA, so that agency will be directly represented on the GSA.

Should the Department of Water Resources require anything further prior to the

acceptance of this notification, please address your concerns to lan Prichard, Water Resource
Manager, care of Camrosa Water District.

Sincerely,

/jmg%dmjjmﬂ

Tony Stafford, General Manager, Camrosa Water District

Cc:  Tim Ross, California Department of Water Resources, Southern Region
Chris Bonds, California Department of Water Resources, Sacramento
Sam Bolland-Brien, State Water Resources Control Board
Jeff Pratt, Director of Public Works, Ventura County Public Works Agency
Dave Klotzle, Public Works Director, City of Camarillo

Encl.:

Attachment A—Letter Rescinding Prior GSA Notifications

Attachment B—Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement Creating the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Attachment C—County of Ventura Resolution Adopting the Arroyo Santa Rosa JPA

Attachment D—Camrosa Water District Resolution Adopting the Arroyo Santa Rosa JPA
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1 INTRODUCTION

This Stakeholder Engagement Plan (Engagement Plan) summarizes the strategies to educate and
involve stakeholders (those individuals and representatives of organizations who have a direct
stake in the outcome of the planning process) and other interested parties in the preparation and
implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley
Basin (ASRVB or Basin) — Department of Water Resources (DWR) Basin No. 4-007 (Figure 1).
This GSP will be prepared in accordance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA), which was signed by Governor Brown in September 2014 and became effective January
1,2015.

SGMA provides a framework to regulate groundwater for the first time in California’s history.
SGMA'’s intent is to strengthen local management of specified groundwater basins that are most
critical to the state’s water needs by regulating groundwater and land use management activities.
SGMA also aims to preserve the jurisdictional authorities of cities, counties and water agencies
within groundwater basins while protecting existing surface water and groundwater rights. SGMA
is implemented in each applicable basin by the formation of one or more Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) that develop and implement one or more Groundwater GSPs for
the basin to achieve sustainable groundwater management.

The ARSVB is covered by two GSAs (Figure 1). The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency (FCGMA) is the GSA for 24% of the Basin (Figure 1). FCGMA is an independent special
district formed by the California Legislature in 1982 to manage and protect the aquifers within its
jurisdiction for the common benefit of the public and all agricultural, domestic, municipal, and
industrial users. FCGMA'’s jurisdiction was established as the area overlying the Fox Canyon
Aquifer and includes portions of the Oxnard Subbasin (4-004.02) and the Las Posas Valley Basin
(LPVB) (4-008), the Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB) (4-006), and the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley
Basin (4-007). The FCGMA is governed by five Board Members. They represent the (1) County
of Ventura, (2) the United Water Conservation District, (3) the seven small water districts within
the Agency (Alta Mutual Water Company, Pleasant Valley County Water District, Berylwood
Mutual Water Company, Calleguas Municipal Water District, Camrosa Water District, Zone
Mutual Water Company, and Del Norte Mutual Water Company), (4) the five incorporated cities
within the Agency (Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, Port Hueneme, and Moorpark), and (5) the
farmers. The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (ASRBGSA) is the
GSA for 76% of the Basin (Figure 1). ASRBGSA was formed in 2016 by the County of Ventura
(County) and Camrosa Water District (CWD). There was extensive stakeholder engagement
during the process of forming ASRBGSA. The ASRBGSA governing board consists of one
representative from the County of Ventura and five representatives from CWD. The ASRBGSA
is talking the lead on developing a GSP for the entire ASRVB to achieve long-term groundwater
sustainability.

2 PURPOSE

SGMA requires and directs GSAs to encourage active involvement of stakeholders and interested
parties in the process to sustainability manage the basin. The purpose of the outreach activities
described in this Engagement Plan is to encourage the active involvement of individual
stakeholders and stakeholder organizations, and other interested parties in the development and
implementation of the GSP for the ASRVB. This GSP is scheduled to be adopted in April 2023,
consistent with current State grant funding timelines. The projects and management actions
necessary to implement the GSP could affect individuals and groups who have a stake in ensuring
the basin is sustainably managed as required by SGMA.



In an effort to understand and involve stakeholders and their interests in the decision- making and
activities, the ASRBGSA has prepared this Engagement Plan to encourage broad, enduring and
productive involvement during the GSP development and implementation phases. This
Engagement Plan will assist the ASRBGSA in providing timely information to stakeholders and
receive input from interested parties during GSP development. This Engagement Plan will identify
stakeholders who have an interest in groundwater in the Basin, and recommend outreach,
education, and communication strategies for engaging those stakeholders during the development
and implementation of the GSP. The plan also includes an approach for evaluating the overall
success of stakeholder engagement and education of both stakeholders and the public. In
consideration of the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, this
Engagement Plan has been developed pursuant to California Water Code Section 10723.2.
Additionally, this Engagement Plan has been developed to encourage the active involvement of
diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the Basin, in accordance
with GSP Regulations Section 354.10.

3 GENERAL INFORMATION

The following personnel will serve as contacts for the public during GSA formation and GSP
preparation.

3.1 Clerk of the Board

For general information about ASRBGSA and the GSP status, contact:
Tony Stafford, Executive Director

Phone: (805) 388-0226

Email: TonyS@camrosa.com

3.2 Executive Director
ASRBGSA’s Executive Director will be available for stakeholders and the public seeking specific
detailed information about the GSP, contact:

Tony Stafford, Executive Director
Phone: (805) 388-0226

Email: TonyS@camrosa.com

4 OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

ASRBGSA will implement the following outreach activities to maximize stakeholder involvement
during the development of the GSP and throughout SGMA implementation.

4.1 Public Notices

To ensure that the general public is apprised of local activities and allow stakeholders to access
information, SGMA specifies several public notice requirements for GSAs. Refer to Table 1 in
Appendix A for a summary of statutory requirements. Three sections of the California Water Code
require public notice before establishing a GSA, adopting (or amending) a GSP, or imposing or
increasing fees:

e Section 10723(b). “Before electing to be a groundwater sustainability agency, and after
publication of notice pursuant to Section 6066 of the Government Code, the local agency

4
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or agencies shall hold a public hearing in the county or counties overlying the basin.” On
January 9, 2015, the FCGMA Board of Directors elected to serve as the exclusive GSA
within area of the Basin included within its statutory boundary, as provided for in Section
10723(c)(1) of the California Water Code. On October 4, 2016 and October 13, 2016,
respectively, the County of Ventura and Camrosa Water District approved the joint powers
agreement forming the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin GSA.

e Section 10728.4. “A groundwater sustainability agency may adopt or amend a groundwater
sustainability plan after a public hearing, held at least 90 days after providing notice to a
city or county within the area of the proposed plan or amendment. ...”

e Section 10730(b)(1). “Prior to imposing or increasing a fee, a groundwater sustainability
agency shall hold at least one public meeting, at which oral or written presentations may
be made as part of the meeting....(3) At least 10 days prior to the meeting, the groundwater
sustainability agency shall make available to the public data upon which the proposed fee
is based.”

e Future noticing will occur as required by SGMA.

4.2 Stakeholder Identification
Pursuant to Water Code Sections 10723.8(a)(4) and 10723.2, the Agency will consider the interests

of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing a
GSP.

ASRBGSA has engaged stakeholders in the development of the Agency to serve as the GSA. For
example, during development of the joint powers authority agreement (“JPA Agreement’) forming
the Agency, the signatory members held numerous public meetings to discuss important terms to
be included in the JPA Agreement.

The Agency plans to continue its practice of seeking broad stakeholder engagement in
management of the ASRVB groundwater resources as it undertakes the process to develop and
implement the Plan for the Basin.

SGMA mandates that a GSA establish and maintain a list of persons interested in receiving notices
regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements, and availability of draft plans, maps, and
other relevant documents. FCGMA and ASRBGSA compiled lists of interested persons for this
purpose that will be maintained throughout the GSA formation and GSP development phases. An
initial list of stakeholders and interested parties include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Other GSAs in the Basin: There are two GSAs in the Basin: FCGMA and ASRBGSA.
ASRBGSA is taking the lead on GSP development and will work closely with FCGMA
during GSP development. Both GSAs must adopt the GSP to provide coverage over the
entire Basin.

e Holders of overlying groundwater rights: The GSA will engage all well owners and
operators in the Basin, from large-volume agricultural users to the one de minimis
residential pumper identified in the Basin.

e Municipal well operators: Camrosa Water District is the only municipal well operator in
the Basin.



Public water systems: Camrosa Water District is the only public water system in the
Basin.

Local land-use planning agencies:
o City of Thousand Oaks: Small positions of the ASRVB falls within the City of
Thousand Oaks sphere of influence. ASRBGSA will consult with the City of
Thousand Oaks during GSP development.

0 Ventura County: The County of Ventura has land-use planning authority on land
overlying the most of the Basin. The County of Ventura is a signatory members to
the JPA Agreement forming the Agency and is represented on the Agency’s Board
of Directors.

Environmental users of groundwater: N/A. Preliminary analysis indicates that there are
not likely and environmental users of groundwater in the Basin. This will be further
evaluated during GSP development.

Surface water users, if there is a hydrologic connection between surface and
groundwater bodies: Based on review of the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Electronic Water Rights Information Management System (EWRIMS), there
are 10 surface water diversions identified in the Basin. In addition, the following entities
have interests in the management of surface water within the Basin:

0 Calleguas Creek Watershed: The watershed group comprises a variety of
stakeholders, from private and public utility agencies to environmental NGOs to
agricultural groups, et cetera, who work together to meet regulatory requirements,
seek grant funding, pursue integrated management, and collaborate on projects to
benefit the watershed. Members of the JPA are in good standing and work closely
with the watershed group, and the GSA welcomes the group’s input at public
meetings and in the public review period of the groundwater sustainability plan.

The Calleguas Creek Watershed Group is actively involved in the community on a
wide range of issues affecting the watershed, including the Basin including
compliance with Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) adopted by the Regional
Board and approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
TMDL monitoring of surface water within the Basin is currently coordinated by the
Calleguas Creek Watershed (CCW) TMDL Compliance Monitoring Program
(CCWTMP). Since this group provides a forum for the discussion of issues that are
important to the community, it is important for this group to be well informed
throughout GSP development. Representatives from the ASRBGSA will attend the
watershed group meetings and provide up-to-date information and hear feedback
from its members.



0 Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County: Linking the Calleguas Creek
Watershed group with the other two watersheds in Ventura County, the WCVC is
primarily interested in integrated water management planning. Members of the JPA
are in good standing and work closely with the WCVC, and the GSA welcomes the
group’s input at public meetings and in the public review period of the groundwater
sustainability plan.

0 Ventura County Watershed Protection District (WPD): WPD provides for “the
control and conservation of flood and storm waters and for the protection of
watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life and property in the district from
damage or destruction from these waters,” and, as such, will be a valuable resource
in developing the GSA’s groundwater sustainability plan. As a branch of the
County of Ventura, the WPD will be represented on the GSA Board.

o City of Thousand Oaks: The majority of the water in the Conejo Creek is
discharge from the Hill Canyon Water Treatment Plant, which is a City of
Thousand Oaks public works facility. As the City holds water right and use permits
for Conejo Creek water, Camrosa and the GSA will continue to work closely with
the City in all matters regarding its use.

o California Department of Fish and Wildlife: Much of CDFW’s interests in and
responsibilities for the watercourses overlaying the Santa Rosa Basin are covered
by the water right permit for Conejo Creek water held by the City of Thousand
Oaks. The department will be consulted as necessary during the development of the
groundwater sustainability plan should it involve any lands or activities under the
department’s jurisdiction.

The federal government, including, but not limited to, the military and managers of
federal lands: N/A. There are no federal agencies or federal lands in the areas overlaying
the portion of the Basin outside the boundaries of the FCGMA.

California Native American tribes: N/A. There are no tribal trust lands located within
the Basin.

Disadvantaged communities, including, but not limited to, those served by private
domestic wells or small community water systems: N/A. No area overlaying the Basin
is considered a disadvantaged community.

Entities listed in Section 10927 that are monitoring and reporting groundwater
elevation in all or a part of a groundwater basin managed by the GSA: The County is
the designated California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (“CASGEM”)



entity for the Basin. The County is a signatory member to the JPA Agreement forming the
Agency and represented on the Agency’s Board of Directors.

ASRBGSA intends to work cooperatively with partner agencies, stakeholders, and interested
parties to develop and implement the GSP for the Basin and will maintain a list of stakeholders
and interested parties to be included in the formation of the GSP.

A person can be added to the interested parties list by the Clerk of the Board.

4.3 Integrated Regional Water Management

The Watershed Coalition of Ventura County (WCVC) prepared an Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan (IRWMP) in 2006 and has been updated multiple times since. The IRWMP
includes several “resource management strategies” that have the potential to directly or indirectly
affect water resources management in Ventura County, including the Calleguas Creek Watershed
and ASRVGB. The management strategies listed in the IRWMP that could potentially affect
water-resources management by the ASRBGSA will be discussed in the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan.

4.4 Public Hearings/Meetings

4.4.1 Planning Commission
Periodic updates on SGMA implementation may be provided to the Ventura County Planning
Commission and the public will be invited to listen.

4.4.2 Public Meetings

Comprehensive stakeholder involvement will include regularly scheduled public meetings to aid
in developing and implementing the GSP. Logical subdivisions of the GSP will be the subject of
public meetings to receive comments prior to approval. In addition to signing up to receive
information about GSP development, interested parties may participate in the development and
implementation of the GSP by attending and participating in public meetings (Water Code Section
10727.8(a)). Public meetings are generally been held at Camrosa Water District, 7385 Santa Rosa
Rd., Camarillo, CA 93012. Future public meetings will generally be held at this location, although
some meetings may be moved to other locations depending on meeting room availability. Each
meeting will have a scheduled time for public comments. While the California Governor’s
Executive Stay at Home Order and the County of Ventura Health Officer Declared Local Health
Emergency and Be Well at Home Order remain in effect, meetings will be held on-line. When
appropriate, on-line meetings will include polling features to facilitate stakeholder input.
Information about upcoming meetings can be found on the ASRBGSA website:
https://www.camrosa.com/srgsa.

4.4.3 Local Agency Meetings

To ensure their constituency is kept informed of the progress of GSP development and
implementation, the Directors representing ASRBGA member agencies, which consist of the
County of Ventura and Camrosa Water District have committed to providing periodic updates
during their regularly scheduled board meetings. These meetings offer a chance for the public to
receive information and provide comment. Information about upcoming meetings is provided on
the following agency websites, or by the means each agency currently meets its legal noticing
requirements, whichever is appropriate:

https://asrgsa.com/

http://ventura.org (Board of Supervisors)



https://www.camrosa.com/srgsa
https://asrgsa.com/
http://ventura.org/

4.5 Direct Mailings/Email

Public meetings and project information will be disseminated through email, from the Agency
office, or direct mail under special circumstances if requested. This communication will provide
information for the community, public agencies, and other interested persons/organizations about
milestones, meetings, and the progress of GSP development. Property owners with groundwater
wells within the basin are notified via email and/or direct mailings about the establishment of an
interested persons list and given the opportunity to receive future notices.

4.6 Newsletters/Columns

Periodic GSP newsletters may be developed and sent to the interested parties and posted on the
website. Periodic updates may be provided to the Ventura County Star newspapers to advise,
educate, and inform the public on SGMA implementation.

4.7 ASRBGSA Website

Regular updates on the GSP development and implementation will be provided on the ASRBGSA
website. This information will include maps, tim