LOS OSOS GROUNDWATER BASIN, BASIN MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Los Osos Groundwater Basin, Basin Management Committee Board of
Directors will hold a Board Meeting at 1:30 P.M. on Wednesday, March 15, 2017 at the South Bay
Community Center, 2180 Palisades Ave, Los Osos, CA, 93402.

Directors: Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and may not necessarily be considered
in numerical order.

NOTE: The Basin Management Committee reserves the right to limit each speaker to three (3) minutes per

subject or topic. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, all possible accommodations will be
made for individuals with disabilities so they may attend and participate in meetings.

BASIN MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. ROLL CALL

4. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS. Board members may make brief comments, provide project status
updates, or communicate with other directors, staff, or the public regarding non-agenda topics.

5. CONSENT AGENDA

The following routine items listed below are scheduled for consideration as a group. Each item is
recommended for approval unless noted and may be approved in their entirety by one motion. Any
member of the public who wishes to comment on any Consent Agenda item may do so at this time.
Consent items generally require no discussion. However, any Director may request that any item be
withdrawn from the Consent Agenda and moved to the “Action ltems” portion of the Agenda to permit
discussion or to change the recommended course of action. The Board may approve the remainder of
the Consent Agenda on one motion.

a. Approval of Minutes from January 18, 2017 Meeting.
b. Approval of Warrants, Budget Update and Invoice Register through February, 2017.
c. Approval of Proposals for Hydrogeologic Services for Calendar Year 2017, to be provided
by Cleath Harris Geologists
d. Approval of Proposal for Consulting Services related to Creek Discharge for Calendar
Year 2017, to be provided by MK Nunley and Associates
6. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
7. ACTION ITEMS
a. Update on Status of Basin Plan Infrastructure Projects
Recommendation: Receive report and provide input to staff for future action.

b. Update and Discussion of Los Osos Community Plan

Recommendation: Review and approve draft letter to the Coastal Commission.



c. Review and Discussion of Hydrogeologic Studies on Climate Change and Fall, 2016
Monitoring Data

Recommendation: Receive reports and provide input to staff for future action.

d. Water Conservation Program Update

Recommendation: Receive update and provide input to staff for future action.

8. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT APPEARING ON THE AGENDA

The Basin Management Committee will consider public comments on items not appearing on the
agenda and within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Basin Management Committee. The Basin
Management Committee cannot enter into a detailed discussion or take any action on any items
presented during public comments at this time. Such items may only be referred to the Executive
Director or other staff for administrative action or scheduled on a subsequent agenda for discussion.
Persons wishing to speak on specific agenda items should do so at the time specified for those items.
The presiding Chair shall limit public comments to three minutes.

9. ADJOURNMENT



BASIN MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Agenda Item 5a: Minutes of the Meeting of January 18t, 2017

Agenda Item

Discussion or Action

1. CALLTO ORDER

2. PLEDGE OF ALLIGANCE

3. ROLL CALL

Director Ochylski serving as chair called the meeting to order at 1:35pm and asked
Mr. Miller to lead the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. Miller, acting Clerk, called roll to begin the meeting. Director Garfinkel,
Director Zimmer, Director Gibson, and Chairperson Ochylski, were all present.

4. Board Member
Comments

Director Garfinkel: The State Water Board is proposing to extend the State drought
measures, even with the recent rainfall. No date provided for the meeting but it will
be held in Sacramento. They want to extend drought regulations further until it is
known how much water we received with the recent rainfall.

Director Gibson — The County Public Works and Planning staff had a good meeting
with Coastal Commission on Friday when they were in town. The focus of the
meeting was to bring Coastal staff up to date on the conservation efforts of this
committee. Mr. Miller was on the phone for the meeting. We made progress on
educating the Coastal staff on our progress in the community and how that will
relate to the Community Plan. Coastal staff now has a better understanding of the
efforts being made by this committee. The Coastal staff could see the water
conservation efforts that this committee is making and how it relates to the Sewer
Project conservation, and Community Plan. It will bode well for the upcoming
Community Plan update.

Director Ochylski: Since there are not many parking spaces at this location, | think
we should move these meetings back to the Community Center, unless the

committee has any objection to that.

(There was no Objection)

5a. Minutes of the Meeting of
November 16", 2016

5b. Approval of Budget update
and Invoice Register through
December 31,2017

Committee Accepted Items 5a and 5b.
Public Comment
No public comment on consent agenda.

Director Gibson: Motion to approve consent agenda.
Director Zimmer: Second..

Ayes: Unanimous
Nays: None
Abstain: None
Absent: None




6. Executive Director’s Report

Executive Director, Rob Miller, provided a verbal overview of the written content of
the Executive Director’s report.

Mr. Miller: Provided a PowerPoint to present information in his report.

Potential Next Steps - Cree
Discharge

Step 1: Work Plan for Advanced Treatment ($20k)

e Perform sampling and initial effluent analysis

e Pursue input from advanced treatment industry
members based on the sample results, including
a review of the cost and viability of current
technologies
Perform bench scale testing with key vendors if
available at reasonable cost
Fully scope field testing phase (Step 2) and
pursue planning grant if available

Potential Next Steps - Cree
Discharge

Step 2: Advanced Treatment and Soil Aquifer

Evaluation, Preliminary Design ($150k to $200k)

¢ Detailed evaluation of ozone/ biologically
activated filters including pilot testing

¢ Evaluation of soil aquifer treatment, including
further modeling and tracer studies

e Complete related CEQA studies for the purpose
of a Coastal Development Permit

¢ Planning grants may be available

Questions from the Board
Q: Director Garfinkel: A gentleman asked if the Broderson site is actually draining
into the aquifer. Do we have any test wells to show where that water is going?

A: Mr. Miller: Would let the County respond to that but there are downgradient test
wells and monitoring wells, that are looking to track the mound that would develop




as the water is percolating. They should be able to track and confirm that mound.

Director Gibson: From the modeling we know that the water is going into the upper
aquifer, the question is, is that water transferring to the lower aquifer?

Mr. Miller: Was the question specific to Zone C, the upper aquifer, or Zone D the
lower aquifer?

Director Garfinkel: The lower aquifer. The gentleman suggested that we put a tracer
in there and follow. Do we have the wells that would tell us that?

Mr. Miller: Both Zone C and Zone D have wells that are downgradient.
Director Ochylski: It would be helpful if we had an update on next month’s agenda.

Director Zimmer: The SGMA compliance, where are we at with the fringe? Are we
getting an update? Will that be part of the Community Plan?

Ms. Martin: The County is planning on another community meeting for the fringe
areas in late February for SGMA compliance. The County is the only eligible entity
for SGMA in the fringe area.

Mr. Miller: | would like to mention, If you are within the plan area, being the area
subject to the Basin Plan, we are exempted from SGMA. We don’t follow the same
steps that are in SGMA. Our plan is intended to be SGMA compliant, and it has been
transmitted to DWR, but it is not the same process that the fringe areas will have to
follow.

Ms. Martin: Correct, the fringe areas will have to follow a different process.

Director Gibson: We will work together with this committee and the County as the
GSA for the non-adjudicated area and put together the necessary SGMA compliance
which should be a thin volume, given what we expect to understand from the
hydrogeology for the fringe areas. | would like some kind of SGMA compliant seal of
approval from DWR for the adjudicated area. | think that will be helpful as we work
with other state agencies, that it is formally recognized to the extent that we are
complying not only with the spirit but also the letter of SGMA . Given the work that
we’ve already done. It would be nice to have an update in the next meeting or two
of BMC. We have until June to declare our intention.

Ms. Martin: Yes the meeting is on June 30t.
Director Garfinkel: Would the BMC have any responsibility for the fringe areas?
Mr. Miller: Not to my knowledge.

Director Zimmer: In response to the June 30t deadline, if we don’t have
responsibilities, that’s fine, however | think there should still be some type of
alignment or cohesiveness between the two groups to some degree, but no
commitment or obligation. | would like an update as well in the next meetings. |
know that DWR is holding a workshop on adjudicated basins. Are we planning to
attend that?




Mr. Miller: It’s a teleconference and | am planning to attend. Are any of the other
Director’s planning to attend?

Director Garfinkel: | haven’t heard of it until now.

Director Zimmer: Not sure that | will attend, but someone from Golden State will be
attending.

Director Ochylski: Mr. Miller if you could, send out the teleconference information
again so we all have that.

Director Zimmer: Regarding the creek discharge and the initial first step, the funds

needed for that are in the proposed budget. Based on the results of step one, we’ll
decide on how we move forward with step two and look at potential grant funding.
Is it our objective to get set up with the funding?

Mr. Miller: Yes, it’s been easier getting planning grants, than it has been to get the
implementation grants for construction. We’ll be looking at planning level grants to
try to fund the initial work in step two.

Director Ochylski: In regards to the groundwater monitoring, we are now testing
four times a year?

Mr. Miller: Twice a year.

Director Ochylski: So we are doing fall and spring. And Mr. Miller you were talking
about the fall so you said we should have that at the next meeting?

Mr. Miller: If we meet in February, yes we would have it.

Public Comment

Mr. Wimer: Does the water quality report include both testing in the upper aquifer,
as well as the semi-annual seawater intrusion report? This report is delayed,
effective contingency plan regarding seawater intrusion requires a faster release of
data. Will this coming report be final and will the public have input in it? | would be
interested in it having an adjusted sustainable yield and targets for basin storage
capacity. The capacity is the best indicator if the basin can withstand climate
change. Will the committee be spending more money to change the basin
boundary, or will the focus be on the County creating the SGMA plan for that and
the committee coordinating it? Regarding creek discharge, the Sierra Club and the
LOSG sees that method of recharge only worthwhile if you can establish a significant
amount of water can be extracted from downstream wells. Do the tests show the
guantity of water that can be extracted in addition to the quality, and the time it
takes for the water to get to those wells? A lot of money is spent on these studies,
this is money that could go to other recycling options. Will the BMC consider using
the funds on these recycle options in the future?

Mr. McGibney: Regarding Mr. Miller’s report and creek discharge, when we receive
rain like we have recently, what happens when the recycled water is not able to be
discharged while it’s flowing? Would also like to know if there were any talks with
the Coastal Commission concerning the $5 million dollars the County was
responsible to put forth for conservation, and how would those funds will be raised?
Also, for people who are hooking up to the sewer, what steps will be taken to




ensure compliance is being met?

Mr. Edwards: Does the climate study take in to account both wet and dry years?
Regarding SGMA compliance, our basin is outside the SGMA compliance, so the
committee should not be using any funds or time on it when it does not apply. My
understanding is our creek discharge will be a seasonal discharge, which is widely
supported across the state, and it is important to battle seawater intrusion. What is
the timeline for the first initial steps? Has a Regional Board staff member been
assigned to this project?

Mr. Best: What is the quality of the water that is being released into the Broderson
leach field? Can that water be made available to commercial/residential/mixed use
properties for irrigation to lower well production requirements?

Ms. Owen: Title 19 rebates and water credits are only through private developers.
The recycled water that is going to Broderson, when will we see some of it released
to the community? Since the water has reached requirements, will we see
availability of home deliveries? With the concerns of new wells installed outside the
prohibition zone, where can we see the monitoring results on private well use?

Response from the BMC

Mr. Miller: The fall study will show available water levels and there is a hope that
the spring results will be made available sooner. We do need to discuss the status of
Contingency Plans and some of the elements that will be in the Community Plan. No
further money has been budgeted for basin boundary modification at this time.
Creek discharge is a dry weather discharge that is proposed, so it will only be used if
there is space in the basin during dry weather. We will come back with a consultant
proposal to discuss creek discharge. Recycled water may be available for school use
as soon as this summer. | have done some research on the side, availability of
recycled water for trucked irrigation use. There has been progress locally in Goleta
and San Simeon in achieving more recycled water uses. Public Works does have the
ability to require monitoring on private well uses, but | have not seen any data.
Perhaps the County staff could get back to us with more information on that. Any
new wells outside of the sewer zone would be of interest to the committee.




7a. Update on Status of Basin
Plan Infrastructure Projects

Mr. Miller: Gave a brief overview and updates on projects under Programs A & C.

Capital Projects Update

Program A

o LOCSD/GSWOC interconnection: in construction,
complete in March, 2017

e LOCSD 8! Street Well: Drilled, test report
pending, complete by December, 2017

e GSWC blending / nitrate removal: Fully
permitted, equipment purchased, complete by
September, 2017

Program C wells — Environmental studies and land

acquisition

Capital Projects Update

Program A

o LOCSD/GSWOC interconnection: in construction,
complete in March, 2017

e LOCSD 8! Street Well: Drilled, test report
pending, complete by December, 2017

e GSWC blending / nitrate removal: Fully
permitted, equipment purchased, complete by
September, 2017

Program C wells — Environmental studies and land

acquisition

Response from the BMC
Director Zimmer: Can we have program B as an ongoing item so we can have an
update.

Mr. Miller: We have no further progress on programs B & D but | can add them to
the updates if it would be helpful as placeholders.

Director Zimmer: That is why | mentioned that. There has always been a conceptual
idea of an Upper Aquifer well at Rosina to utilize that ion exchange at its capacity.




Director Gibson: | agree, having it all in front of us as updates is very helpful.

Public Comment

Mr. Edwards: Regarding Program B, Basin Management Plan contemplates a
centralized nitrogen removal facility. We are beginning to see many local satellite
nitrogen removal facilities. Monica Hunter is a Regional Water Quality Control Board
member and is a strong local advocate. She might be able to help with grants and
loans. Would also like to see dollar amounts listed as a column relative to the water
projects.

Mr. Wimer: Receiving other funding and having it dispersed between the water
purveyors may be our best solution for achieving the funding. With a strong
conservation effort Program B may not be needed. The Basin Plan envisions shifting
the conservation and recycled water programs to basin wide funding, but | don’t
feel that is necessary with the County needing to provide funding through the Los
Osos Waste Water Project. If there is basin wide funding it could fund conservation
efforts outside the prohibition zone, with the possibility of these funds crediting
back the people within the prohibition zone for any general benefit.

Response from the BMC
Director Ochylski: Would also like the dollar amounts added to the project chart.

7b. Adoption of Basin
Management Committee
Annual Budget

Mr. Miller: Gave a brief overview of the 2017 budget with a PowerPoint included.

Calendar Year 2017 Budget

Administration and staff work: $50,000
Meeting expenses: $7,000 (two items)

Semi annual monitoring: $15,000

Annual report: $35,000

Grant assistance: $12,000

218 process, including counsel: $110,000
Creek recharge studies: $25,000
Conservation programs, public info: $10,000

2016 Budget for comparison: $314k ($151k
spent)

Director Ochylski: | would like to make it clear on Table 1 that the projected total
fiscal year budget is for all 4 parties, not just the LOCSD as it appears in the header.

Public Comment




Mr. Wimer: The past budget included nearly $100,000 in studies. This budget
includes over $100,000 on studies including the 218 process which may not be
needed, this funding could be used towards other efforts to reverse seawater
intrusion. | encourage the full funding of the conservation program and to have it
fully implemented within the next year to show the progress the BMC is making. The
annual report mentioned the possibility of additional funding for well monitoring.
Do we have an update on the County well that would be placed near the estuary? |
would also like to see some funding to research other recycled water options.

Mr. Best: Presented an option of the BMC using a type of social media (Next Door)
that might bring in more of the public and may be able to keep the public more
informed.

Ms. Owens: Regarding the conservation efforts by the water companies, Golden
State and the CSD, is the $10,000 additional funding coming from BMC budget? Are
the water purveyors funding their own conservation and that money would be in
addition to?

BMC Comments

Mr. Miller: We do use mailers to communicate with the public, but in regards to
social media, that would be a fun way to reach out and provide information.
However, the rebates would likely remain on the individual purveyor sites.
Regarding the monitoring well, we did apply for that as part of our pre-application
for Prop 1. It would be nice to partner with the County and join in their monitoring
well installation process.

Director Gibson: | agree that a monitoring well is an important part of our Adaptive
Management, and it is a BMC expense. While it is not included in Programs A-D we
should keep it on the table until we figure out how to mobilize the resources to do
it. Note that this is the committee adopting the budget; the actual appropriation of
these monies will require the appropriate action in each of the four partners. |
would like to motion to approve the budget.

Director Garfinkel: Second the motion for approval.

Ayes: Unanimous
Nays: None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

Director Ochylski: All are in favor. Passed unanimously.

Director Ochylski: Regarding Mr. Best’'s comment on social media, | agree that we
should join the efforts of the County, Golden State, and the CSD as far as social
media goes. It is a good tool and the CSD may look at the possibility of having an

intern work with our social media.

Mr. Miller: | think an intern would be a great asset for our social media outreach.

7c. Update and Discussion of
Los Osos Community Plan

Mr. Miller: Since we are seeking to provide input to the County Planning
Commission by April and staff hasn’t come forward with any firm recommendation, |
thought it would be helpful to collect more input. We have taken into account what
the committee members have said and are trying to narrow it down to some key




bullets that reflect committee input. Hopefully we can get some firm input from
committee members and come back at our February or March meeting with a letter
of recommendation for the County. The County would decide then if it would be
passed to the Coastal Commission. A list compiled committee input is provided in
the PowerPoint slide. This is open for feedback or input.

Los Osos Community Plan

BMC feedback and potential key items:
Nitrate metric not applicable for development
Development that relies on lower aquifer — meet
chloride and water level metric

Development that relies on upper aquifer —
phased plan possible with protective metrics
Function of Title 19 pending further review
Reduced average rainfall: NEP study
Limitations on growth rate

Director Ochylski: It would be helpful if we had that last round of monitoring before
coming up with objective criteria for this list.

Mr. Miller: In the absence of that monitoring we thought the principal for any
development that relies on the lower aquifer would continue to meet the metric.
And we will have the monitoring at the next meeting.

Director Garfinkel: Provided a brief explanation of his graph and presentation which
showed a normalized history. The timeline is all based on 100%, showing a period
from 1970 — 2015 of the rainfall, pumping, and chloride metric.




Basin Overview - Normalized History
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Public Comment

Mr. Edwards: | would like to note that the Community Plan will probably not go to
the Planning Commission until around summer time. Regarding Title 19, we need a
next generation program and that requires an amendment for Title 19. Regarding
the graph and analysis by Director Garfinkel, the information is limited due to
climate change. The historical data is not going to be very revealing. The data from
now and for the next couple of decades will be more helpful. The most important
consideration to the Community Plan, in regards to growth, needs to be framed by
Title 26, the Growth Management Ordinance. | would encourage the committee to
the look into the community growth rate going forward, our goal should be one half
of 1 percent. | would like to see some of the stale data from the Basin Plan reviewed
or corrected before having adding it to the Community Plan. We also need to have
real build out projections relative to the water demand.

Mr. Wimer: We do not know if there is enough water for the existing population to
move forward with projection numbers. We need to first implement the Recycled
Water Program and the Conservation Program and get real measurements that are
not based on projections. We need to see there is enough storage in the aquifers
and a decrease and reversal of seawater intrusion before we allow building.

Ms. Owen: The matrix should be how much water exists in both the upper and
lower aquifers and how many years will that water last at the current rate of use.
Regarding affordability, new development housing is unaffordable and we need
smaller affordable housing options as well.

Mr. Best: | am not seeing how much water is being consumed outside of the
prohibition zone. Also, for the people that have to put in sewers, | would like to
know in regards to their costs, how that will balance with the people outside the
zone? Will that burden be equalized?

Ms. Brown: In regards to the delayed update, we won’t be going to the Planning
Commission in April, it will be more like the summer of 2017, but we do still want to
get those comments in.

Director Ochylski : | would like to say the list we have now is good, and defer until
we get that water monitoring report.




Mr. Gibson: It's important to understand this is a LCP update it is not an exploration
of Title 19 or the Growth Management Ordinance which sets growth rates in the
County. While those will play a role, the LCP is a forward looking document talking
about the future development of the community of Los Osos. | suggest the
comments this committee submits should remain relatively simple to the Planning
Department. The Planning Department, Planning Commission, Coastal Commission,
and Board of Supervisors are the proper groups who decide the policy of growth,
not this committee. | feel we should submit a simple statement for the Planning
Department to be passed on that this Committee has a plan for a sustainable long
term water supply. The plan is SGMA compliant which should mean something to
the Coastal Commission. This plan is based on adaptive management and as well as
accepted climate change models. We also need to communicate that we are
monitoring and will have a set of metrics available. In terms of our comments let’s
lay out the basics and offer a study session at the first Planning Commission meeting
so they have a good understanding.

Director Zimmer: | agree with a lot of what Director Gibson is saying, right now we
cannot really make a comment and we need to have the information in front of us.
We need to understand our role and leave the County to work through what is in
their discretion. Since we have more time we have a better opportunity to have staff
to go back and look at the items in this list and keep our comments in line with our
Basin Plan objectives. We also want to make sure the County has the ability to revise
any of these standards we make today.

Director Ochylski: Maybe Mr. Miller could consult with Kerry, and Bruce provide
them with big picture information that would give them a good understanding, and

you could bring that back at the next meeting.

Mr. Miller: Yes, we can bring that back at our next meeting.

7d. Water Conservation
Program Update

Mr. Miller gave a brief update on the Water Conservation Program.

Public Comment
Mr. Edwards: What is the reluctance of this committee to amend Title 19 when it
can be so beneficial to the cause of this committee?

Mr. Wimer: Could we receive an update on the remaining $3.5 Million of County
funds from the Los Osos Wastewater, and how it will be used? Also, considering

recent reports saying DWR grant funding has been depleted, could we receive an
update of the status Los Osos Wastewater funds?

BMC Comment

Director Gibson: Funds in the Wastewater project budget right now are difficult to
the point of not being feasible to move over to fund this updated Conservation Plan.
However, the County is working on another source of funding to get it going.

Director Zimmer: | think we should find a way to relieve the staff time spent going
over all of the plans the various agencies have by forming a volunteer Community
Group for conservation and outreach.

Director Ochylski: Mr. Miller maybe you and | can work on this and bring it back at
the next meeting.




Director Gibson exited the meeting with no alternate member.

8. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON
ITEMS NOT APPEARING ON
THE AGENDA

Ms. Owens: Until we know how much water is being used on private land outside
the Prohibition Zone, we will never know the total water pumped.

9. ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned at 3:25 pm.
The next meeting will be on March 15t at the South Bay Community Center in Los

Osos at 1:30pm.




TO: Los Osos Basin Management Committee
FROM: Rob Miller, Interim Executive Director

DATE: March 15, 2017

SUBJECT: Item 5b — Approval of Budget Update and Invoice Register through
February 28, 2017

Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Committee review and approve the report.

Discussion
Staff has prepared a summary of costs incurred as compared to the adopted budget through

February 28, 2017 (see Attachment 1). A running invoice register is also provided as Attachment
2.

Staff recommends that the Committee approve the current invoices, outlined in Attachment 3.
Several items should be noted as the attachments are reviewed:

- State Water Board invoice RW-1008149 appears as $837.20 for review of the creek
discharge studies. The total invoice of $1,159.20 includes some activities related to the
Los Osos Wastewater Project, but these costs have been paid directly by the County of
San Luis Obispo Public Works Department. They made a payment of $322.00, see
attachment 4, leaving a remaining balance of $837.20 to be approved and paid by the
BMC.

+ Note that the recently-approved 2017 budget has been entered into the summary.

Payment of invoices will continue to be processed through Brownstein Hyatt as noted in
previous meetings.



Attachment 1: Cost Summary (Year to Date) for Calendar Year 2017 (updated through XXXX 2017)

Costs Incurred Through Remaining
Item Description Budget Amount December 31 Percent Incurred Budget
Monthly meeting administration, including
1 preparation, staff notes, and attendance $50,000 $6,056.77 12.1% $43,943
Meeting expenses - facility rent (if SBCC needed for
2 larger venue) $1,000 $0.00 0.0% $1,000
3 Meeting expenses - audio and video services $6,000 $675.00 11.3% S5,325
4 Legal counsel (special counsel for funding measure) $10,000 $0.00 0.0% $10,000
5 Semi annual seawater intrusion monitoring $15,000 $0.00 0.0% $15,000
6 Annual report - not including Year 1 start up costs $35,000 $0.00 0.0% $35,000
8 Grant writing (outside consultant) $12,000 $0.00 0.0% $12,000
9 Creek Recharge and Replenishment Studies $25,000 $837.20 3.3% $24,163
10 Funding measure including Proposition 218 process $100,000 $0.00 0.0% $100,000
Conservation programs (not including member
11 programs) $10,000 $0.00 0.0% $10,000
Subtotal $264,000 $256,431
10% Contingency $26,400
Total $290,400 $7,568.97 2.6% $282,831
LOCSD (38%) $110,352
GSWC (38%) $110,352
County of SLO (20%) $58,080
S&T Mutual (4%) $11,616

Notes




Attachment 2: Invoice Register for Los Osos BMC for Calendar Year 2017(through XXXX 2017)

Vendor Invoice No. Amount Month of Service Description Budget Item T:;:g::g
Wallace Group 43235 $6,056.77 Jan-17 BMC admin services 1
State Water Resources RW-1008149 $837.20 Jan-17 Creek Discharge 9
AGP 6849 $675.00 Jan-17 Audio services 3
Total $7,568.97




ATTACHMENT 3

Current Invoices Subject to Approval for Payment (Warrant List as of February 28, 2017):

Vendor Invoice # Date of Services Amount of Invoice
Wallace Group 43235 January 2017 $6,056.77
State Water Resources | RW-1008149 January 2017 $837.20

AGP 6849 January 2017 $675.00




ATTACHMENT 4

County of San Luis Obispo payment information related to State Water Resources Invoice
RW-1008149.

LOWREF construction project number 300448.08.02 portion is $322.00 for 2.0 hours of review by Brian
Bernados, the Water Board’s UV expert, for reviewing the UV operational protocol for the recycled water
onlJune 27, 2016

Check information

Check nurmber 2525205 Currency UsD
Payment date 01/27/2017 Amount paid 322.00
Check encashment 02/07/2017 Cash discount amount 0.00

Extract creation 01s2752017 le:06:26



TO: Los Osos Basin Management Committee
FROM: Rob Miller, Interim Executive Director
DATE: March 11, 2017

SUBJECT: Item 5c: Approval of Proposals for Hydrogeologic Services for Calendar Year
2017, to be provided by Cleath Harris Geologists

Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Committee approve the proposed scope and fee for hydrogeologic
services for calendar year 2017, to be provided by Cleath Harris Geologists, in an amount not to
exceed $50,000

Discussion

In the January, 2017 meeting, the Committee approved a working budget for calendar year
2017. The budget included the following two line items that relate to groundwater monitoring:

e Budget Item 5: Annual seawater intrusion monitoring: $15,000
e Budget Item 6: Annual report: $35,000
e Total: $50,000

The above two items are addressed in the attached proposals from Cleath Harris Geologists
(CHG). It should be noted that these proposals have a combined total that is approximately
$11,000 less than the equivalent work performed in 2016. The current effort is expected to be
more efficient given that the 2015 Annual Report will provide a helpful template for the 2016
Annual Report. The work will be completed in time for BMC consideration and adoption prior to
the end of June, 2016. While the Committee may choose to consider the proposals separately,
staff is recommending that both be approved concurrently, and if approved, a single contract
would be prepared for the work, similar to last year.

Financial Considerations

The draft Committee budget for calendar year 2017 includes specific line items for the proposed
work as described above.



Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc. CHG

71 Zaca Lane, Suite 140

San Luis Obispo, California 93401 ———
(805) 543-1413 v

March 7, 2017

Los Osos Basin Management Committee
c/o Mr. Rob Miller, P.E.

Wallace Group

612 Clarion Court

San Luis Obispo, CA 93402

SUBJECT: Proposal for 2016 Annual Monitoring Report for the Los Osos Groundwater
Basin.

Dear Mr. Miller:

Cleath-Harris Geologists (CHG) proposes to perform hydrogeologic services related to completing
the 2016 Annual Monitoring Report for the Los Osos Basin Plan (LOBP) Groundwater Monitoring
Program. This proposal presents a scope of work, schedule, and the estimated costs for these
services.

Scope of Work

° Update databases with 2016 groundwater level and quality data for LOBP monitoring
network wells.

° Prepare the 2016 Annual Monitoring Report. The report will include data reporting and
interpretation for the period from January 1 through December 31, 2016. The report shall
follow the 2015 Annual Monitoring Report format as a template, with updates to content for
changed conditions.

° Provide a draft report for Basin Management Committee (BMC) review, and a final report
that incorporates BMC comments.

° Assist BMC with preparing CASGEM datasets and contingency planning.
Schedule

The draft report will require approximately three months to complete. The final report would be
available approximately 3-4 weeks following receipt of BMC comments.
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CHG

Fees and Conditions
CHG proposed to perform the above scope of work on an hourly rate plus expenses basis in

accordance with the attached terms of fees and conditions and the hourly rate schedule listed below.
The estimated cost for hydrogeologic services is estimated at $24,600.

SCHEDULE OF HOURLY RATES

Principal Hydrogeologist $ 150
Senior Hydrogeologist $ 140
Project Geologist $125
Environmental Scientist $ 110
GIS Specialist $ 110
Staff Geologist Level Il $110
Staff Geologist Level | $ 95
EXPENSES

Mileage $0.53/mile
Other expenses at cost plus 10 percent handling.

If the herein described work scope, fees and conditions are acceptable, this proposal will serve as
the basis for agreement.

Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc.

Do | florins

Spencer J. Harris, Vice President
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v
SCHEDULE OF FEES AND CONDITIONS
° Invoices will be submitted monthly. The invoice is due and payable upon receipt.
° In order to defray carrying charges resulting from delayed payments, simple interest

at the rate of ten percent (10%) per annum (but not to exceed the maximum rate
allowed by law) will be added to the unpaid balance of each invoice. The interest
period shall commence 30 days after date of original invoice and shall terminate
upon date of payment. Payments will be first credited to interest and then to
principle. No interest charge would be added during the initial 30 day period
following date of invoice.

° The fee for services will be based on current hourly rates for specific classifications
and expenses. Hourly rates and expenses included in the attached schedule are
reevaluated on January 1 and July 1 of each year.

° Documents including tracings, maps, and other original documents as instruments
of service are and shall remain properties of the consultant except where by law or
precedent these documents become public property.

o If any portion of the work is terminated by the client, then the provisions of this
Schedule of Fees and Conditions in regard to compensation and payment shall apply
insofar as possible to that portion of the work not terminated or abandoned. If said
termination occurs prior to completion of any phase of the project, the fee for
services performed during such phase shall be based on the consultant's reasonable
estimate of the portion of such phase completed prior to said termination, plus a
reasonable amount to reimburse consultant for termination costs.

° If either party becomes involved in litigation arising out of this contract or the
performance thereof, the court in such litigation shall award reasonable costs and
expenses, including attorney's fees, to the party justly entitled thereto. In awarding
attorney's fees the court shall not be bound by any court fee schedule, but shall, if it
is in the interest of justice to do so, award the full amount of costs, expenses, and
attorney's fees paid or incurred in good faith.

° All of the terms, conditions and provisions hereof shall inure to the benefit of and be
binding upon the parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns, provided,
however, that no assignment of the contract shall be made without written consent
of the parties to the agreement.
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Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc. CHG

71 Zaca Lane, Suite 140

San Luis Obispo, California 93401 ———
(805) 543-1413 v

March 6, 2017

Los Osos Basin Management Committee
c/o Mr. Rob Miller, P.E.

Wallace Group

612 Clarion Court

San Luis Obispo, CA 93402

SUBJECT: Proposal for Los Osos Basin Plan Groundwater Monitoring.
Dear Mr. Miller:

Cleath-Harris Geologists (CHG) proposes to provide hydrogeologic services related to groundwater
monitoring for the Los Osos Basin Plan (LOBP). This proposal describes existing monitoring data
collection and presents a scope of work, schedule, and the estimated costs for hydrogeologic services
to complete the semi-annual LOBP monitoring program recommendations, including semi-annual
seawater intrusion monitoring.

Background

The groundwater monitoring program in Chapter 7 of the LOBP includes 73 monitoring well
locations within the basin. Twelve additional wells with monitoring data used during 2015 Annual
Groundwater Monitoring Report preparations have been added to the LOBP network.

There are two existing, ongoing monitoring programs that historically overlapped with the LOBP
monitoring program: the San Luis Obispo County Water Level Monitoring Program and the Los
Osos Water Recycling Facility (LOWRF) Groundwater Monitoring Program. Beginning in winter
2016, the LOWRF monitoring schedule was shifted from spring and fall monitoring to summer and
winter monitoring. Asaresult, data from the LOWRF monitoring program no longer coincides with
the monitoring schedule adopted in the LOBP. A total of 22 LOBP network wells, including all five
nitrate metric wells, were switched to the summer and winter monitoring schedule.

CHG monitored water levels at selected LOWRF monitoring wells in October 2016, but did not
conduct nitrate water quality testing, which was performed by others in December 2016. CHG plans
to continue measuring water levels in April and October at LOBP network wells that overlap with
the LOWRF program. Water quality testing, however, will not be duplicated in the schedule, and
data from LOWRF monitoring in June and December 2017 will be used for reporting purposes.
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Scope of Work

CHG will perform the following tasks under the 2017 Basin Plan groundwater monitoring program,
per the attached tables.

° Contact selected private well owners for permission to access wells for LOBP monitoring.

° Conduct/coordinate semi-annual water level monitoring in April and October at up to 35
locations.

° Download and process pressure transducer data at up to 8 wells.

° Conduct/coordinate groundwater sampling in April 2017 from up to 11 wells for general
mineral analyses.

° Conduct/coordinate groundwater sampling in October 2017 from up to 17 wells for general
mineral analyses.

° Conduct groundwater sampling in October 2017 from up to two wells for CEC’s analyses,

include two equipment blanks and one travel blank.

Deliverables

Tables with results of water level and water quality monitoring will be provided upon completion
of the April and October 2017 monitoring events. Data interpretation and reporting is not included
in this scope of work, but will be performed during 2018 Annual Report preparations.

Schedule

The scope of work would be completed per the Basin Plan monitoring schedule (April and October
monitoring).

Fees and Conditions

CHG proposed to perform the above scope of work on an hourly rate plus expenses basis in
accordance with the attached terms of fees and conditions and the hourly rate schedule listed below.
Laboratory analytical services are estimated at $8,400. The cost for hydrogeologic services related
to water level monitoring, groundwater sampling, transducer downloading, and CHG assistance with
private well owner contacts is estimated to be $17,000. The total cost for the 2017 groundwater
monitoring scope of work is estimated at $25,400.
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SCHEDULE OF HOURLY RATES

Principal Hydrogeologist
Senior Hydrogeologist
Project Geologist
Environmental Scientist
GIS Specialist

Staff Geologist Level 1l

Staff Geologist Level |

Mileage $0.53/mile

EXPENSES

$ 150
$ 140
$125
$ 110
$ 110
$ 110

$ 95

Other expenses at cost plus 10 percent handling.

CHG

If the herein described work scope, fees and conditions are acceptable, this proposal will serve as

the basis for agreement.

Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc.

| o

Spencer J. Harris, Vice President
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v
SCHEDULE OF FEES AND CONDITIONS
° Invoices will be submitted monthly. The invoice is due and payable upon receipt.
° In order to defray carrying charges resulting from delayed payments, simple interest

at the rate of ten percent (10%) per annum (but not to exceed the maximum rate
allowed by law) will be added to the unpaid balance of each invoice. The interest
period shall commence 30 days after date of original invoice and shall terminate
upon date of payment. Payments will be first credited to interest and then to
principle. No interest charge would be added during the initial 30 day period
following date of invoice.

° The fee for services will be based on current hourly rates for specific classifications
and expenses. Hourly rates and expenses included in the attached schedule are
reevaluated on January 1 and July 1 of each year.

° Documents including tracings, maps, and other original documents as instruments
of service are and shall remain properties of the consultant except where by law or
precedent these documents become public property.

° If any portion of the work is terminated by the client, then the provisions of this
Schedule of Fees and Conditions in regard to compensation and payment shall apply
insofar as possible to that portion of the work not terminated or abandoned. If said
termination occurs prior to completion of any phase of the project, the fee for
services performed during such phase shall be based on the consultant's reasonable
estimate of the portion of such phase completed prior to said termination, plus a
reasonable amount to reimburse consultant for termination costs.

° If either party becomes involved in litigation arising out of this contract or the
performance thereof, the court in such litigation shall award reasonable costs and
expenses, including attorney's fees, to the party justly entitled thereto. In awarding
attorney's fees the court shall not be bound by any court fee schedule, but shall, if it
is in the interest of justice to do so, award the full amount of costs, expenses, and
attorney's fees paid or incurred in good faith.

° All of the terms, conditions and provisions hereof shall inure to the benefit of and be
binding upon the parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns, provided,
however, that no assignment of the contract shall be made without written consent
of the parties to the agreement.
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Los Osos Basin Plan

Monitoring Well Network 2017

FIRST WATER
. G LOV(\j/RFt 2017 Basin Plan
Program Well Owner B_asm Plan County Water roundwater Monitoring
Well ID Monitoring Code | Level Program Monitoring 2
1 Program
Program

FW1 PRIVATE L L
FW2 LOCSD L, G L, G L
FW3 LOCSD L L L
Fw4 LOCSD L L L
FW5 LOCSD L L L
FW6 LOCSD TL, G, CEC G TL, CEC
FwW7 LOCSD L L
FW8 LOCSD L L L
FW9 LOCSD L L L
FW10 LOCSD TL, G G TL
FW11 LOCSD L L L
FW12 LOCSD L L L
FW13 LOCSD L L L
FW14 PRIVATE L L L
FW15 LOCSD L, G L,G L
FW16 LOCSD L L L
FW17 LOCSD L, G L,G L
FW18 SLCUSD L L
FW19 LOCSD L L L
FW20 LOCSD L, G L, G L
FW21 LOCSD L L L
FW22 PRIVATE L, G L, G L
FW23 PRIVATE L L L
FW24 PRIVATE L L
FW25 PRIVATE L L
FW26 PRIVATE L, G, CEC L, G, CEC
FwW27 PRIVATE TL TL
FW28 PRIVATE L, G L
FW29° PRIVATE L L
Fw30° PRIVATE L L L
Fw31® LOCSD L L

L = WATER LEVEL

G = GENERAL MINERAL
CEC = CONSTITUENTS OF EMERGING CONCERN
TL = TRANSDUCER WATER LEVEL

NOTES:

1 - Summer and winter monitoring schedule

2 - Spring and fall monitoring schedule
3 - Well added to LOBP program

LOCSD = Los Osos Community Services District
SLCUSD = San Luis Coastal Unified School District




Los Osos Basin Plan

Monitoring Well Network 2017

UPPER AQUIFER

LOWRF .
Program Well Owner Bgsirl Plan County Water Grour?dw_ater ZOﬂoiﬁilgnF;Ian
Well ID Monitoring Code | Level Program Monitoring 2
1 Program

Program
UA2 SLO CO. L L
UA3 GSwWC L, G L, G
UA4 S&T TL =
UA5 LOCSD L L L
UAG6 SLO CO. L L
UA7 SLO CO. L L
UAS8 LOCSD L L
UA9 GSWC LG L, G
UA10 LOCSD TL TL
UA11 PRIVATE L L L
UA12 LOCSD L L L
UA13 LOCSD L, G L,G
UA14 PRIVATE L L
UA15 PRIVATE L L
UA16® PRIVATE L L
UAL7® PRIVATE L L
UA18’ PRIVATE L L

L = WATER LEVEL
G = GENERAL MINERAL
TL = TRANSDUCER WATER LEVEL

LOCSD = Los Osos Community Services District
SLO CO = San Luis Obispo County

GSWC = Golden State Water Company

S&T = S&T Mutual Water Company

NOTES:

1 - Summer and winter monitoring schedule

2 - Spring and fall monitoring schedule

3 - Well added to LOBP program




Los Osos Basin Plan
Monitoring Well Network 2017
LOWER AQUIFER

Program Basin Plan Monitoring | County Water 2017 BTCIS”? AE
Well ID Well Owner Code Level Program Monitoring
Program

LA2 SLO CO. L L
LA3 SLO CO. L L
LA4 PRIVATE L, GL L
LA5 S&T L L
LAG GSWC LG L
LA7 PRIVATE TL TL
LA8 S&T L, G L,G
LA9 GSWC L L, G
LA10 GSwWC L, G L,G
LA11l SLO CO. L, G L,G
LA12 LOCSD L, G L,G
LA13 LOCSD TL TL
LA14 SLO CO. L L
LA15 LOCSD L, G L,G
LAl6 PRIVATE L L
LAL7 SLO CO. L L
LA18 LOCSD L, G L,G
LA19 SLO CO. L L
LA20 GSWC L, G L,G
LA21 LOCSD L L
LA22 LOCSD L L G
LA23 PRIVATE L,G L,G
LA24 PRIVATE L L
LA25 PRIVATE L L
LA26 PRIVATE L L
LA27 PRIVATE TL TL
LA28 PRIVATE LG L, G
LA29 PRIVATE L L
LA30 PRIVATE LG L
LA313 PRIVATE G G
LA32® LOCSD G G
LA33° PRIVATE L L
LA34® SLO CO. L L
LA35® SLO CO. L L
LA36® PRIVATE L L

L = WATER LEVEL LOCSD = Los Osos Community Services District

G = GENERAL MINERAL SLO CO = San Luis Obispo County

GL = GEOPHYSICAL LOG (2018) GSWC = Golden State Water Company

TL = TRANSDUCER WATER LEVEL S&T = S&T Mutual Water Company

NOTES:

1 - Remove G from LAG - out of service.

2-Add G to LA9 and LA22

3 - Well added to LOBP program

Well 1Ds with both April and October water quality monitoring in Italics




TO: Los Osos Basin Management Committee
FROM: Rob Miller, Interim Executive Director
DATE: March 11, 2017

SUBJECT: Item 5d: Approval of Proposal for Consulting Services related to Creek Discharge
for Calendar Year 2017, to be provided by MK Nunley and Associates

Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Committee approve the proposed scope and fee for engineering
services for calendar year 2017, to be provided by MK Nunley and Associates (MKN), in an
amount not to exceed $24,935.

Discussion

In the January, 2017 meeting, the Committee approved a working budget for calendar year
2017. The budget included the Line Item 9 for Creek Recharge and Replenishment Studies in
an amount not to exceed $25,000. The attached proposal from MKN is consistent with the
phased planning approach described in the January, 2017 meeting.

Financial Considerations

The draft Committee budget for calendar year 2017 includes a specific line item for the
proposed work as described above.
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