
!!
Seaside Basin Watermaster 

2600 Garden Road, Suite 228 
Monterey, CA 93940 !!!!

May XX, 2015 !
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency 
Administration Office 
ATTN: Bob Holden, Principal Engineer  
5 Harris Ct., Bldg D  
Monterey, CA 93940 !
Subject:  Comments from the Seaside Basin Watermaster on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater 
Replenishment Project, dated April 2015 !
Dear Mr. Holden: !
The Seaside Basin Watermaster submits the following comments and questions regarding 
the Subject document. !
IN THE SUMMARY OF THE DEIR: !
Page S-33, #4.10:  The Project would significantly impact recharge to the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin, contrary to the statement in the DEIR, so this wording should be 
revised accordingly. However, based on the description of the water quality of the 
Project’s recharge water and the manner in which it would be injected into the Basin, it 
does not appear that these impacts would be harmful to the Basin. !!
IN THE BODY OF THE DEIR: !
General Comment:  In numerous places the acronym “MPWSP” is incorrectly spelled 
“MPSWP.”  Suggest a “Find and Replace” be done to the document to correct these 
typos. !



Page 2-74:  The statement is made on this page that “Based on the experience of the 
Water Management District in the operation of its nearby Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
wells, back-flushing of each deep injection well would occur about weekly and would 
require discharge of the back-flush water to a percolation basin (basin), with a storage 
capacity of about 240,000 gallons. Water percolated through the basin would recharge the 
Paso Robles aquifer.”  On an annual basis the volume of water that will be extracted from 
the Santa Margarita aquifer by back flushing will be substantial.  If that water is 
percolated into the Paso Robles aquifer it would likely not reach the Santa Margarita 
aquifer for a long time, if ever, depending on the properties of the geologic layer that 
separates these two aquifers.  It would therefore seem that the volume extracted from the 
Santa Margarita aquifer for back-flushing should be subtracted from the volume that is 
recharged via the deep injection wells when determining the volume of water that Cal Am 
would be entitled to pump from that aquifer.  Another approach to address this concern 
would be to send the back-flush water back to the MRWPCA’s Regional Plant by 
disposing of it into the sanitary sewer.  That volume could then be sent through the AWT 
and come back to the Seaside Basin as an additional offsetting flow that could be injected 
back into the Santa Margarita aquifer to ensure that this aquifer does not experience any 
net depletion due to development activities. !
These issues should be addressed in the design of the Project and should also be 
addressed in the Watermaster’s Storage Agreement with Cal Am for the recharged water 
from the Project. !
Page 2-77:  In the last paragraph on this page the word “of” should be replaced with the 
word “or.” !
Page 2-95, Figure 2-3:  The Legend of this Figure is titled “Adjudicated Seaside 
Groundwater Basin Boundary.”  The boundary that is shown does not accurately match 
the Adjudication Decision boundary, as noted in the comment above on Figure 4.10-5.  
The Legend title should be revised or the boundary shown should match the Adjudication 
Decision boundary. !
Page 2-96, Figure 2-4:  In the Legends for the two maps on this page please add a 
footnote clarifying what is meant by “Deep Zone.”  !
Page 4.1-1:  In the Table of Contents at the top of this page the Section number for 
“Hydrogeology/Water Quality-Groundwater” should be 4.10, not 4.1. !
Section 4.10.2.4, page 4.10-16 (top paragraph):  Please add that the southeasterly 
boundary of the Seaside Basin is also a groundwater divide that is subject to movement.  !
Figure 4.10-5, page 4.10-86:  The boundary for the Seaside Basin in this Figure appears 
to be approximately the same as the Court Adjudication boundary, except in the eastern 



portion of the Basin.  Since the Adjudication Decision imposes management and other 
requirements on the area within the Adjudication boundary it would be good to also show 
the exact Adjudication boundary on this Figure. !
Page 4.10-40 (next to last paragraph):  Please add that since the activities described in 
the M&MP completed in September 2006 have been accomplished, the Watermaster has 
prepared an updated M&MP each year to address changing conditions and issues of 
concern.  These are submitted to the Court each year as part of the Watermaster’s Annual 
Report.   !
Pages 4.10-54 and 55:  These pages include the statements that: 
(1) “The volume of water pumped for development of each well would be about 

3,600,000 gallons, based on four 10-hour days of development pumping at 1,500 
gpm as estimated by Todd Groundwater. If the water used for development were 
drawn from groundwater and not returned as recharge, aquifer volumes or 
groundwater levels could be decreased; however, well development water at the 
Injection Well Facilities would be allowed to percolate back to the groundwater basin 
through on-site disposal resulting in a less-than-significant impact to aquifer volumes 
and groundwater levels.” 

(2) “The Injection Well Facilities construction would not use substantial amounts of 
groundwater that would not be returned to the groundwater system and would not 
impact groundwater volume or levels due to loss of recharge.” 

(3) “Impacts associated with groundwater depletion, levels and recharge during the 
construction of the Proposed Project would be less than significant.” 

(4) “Therefore, for the project as a whole, the potential construction impacts would be 
less than significant relative to groundwater recharge, volume, or levels, and no 
mitigation measures would be required.” !

The Project proposes to develop four wells using this volume of water so collectively the 
amount that would be pumped from the Seaside Basin for well development would total 
approximately 45 acre-feet.  The Adjudication Decision does not appear to make any 
provision for this pumping, and makes no allocation of groundwater pumping for this 
purpose.   !
In addition surface recharge at the proposed development water percolation sites will take 
a long period of time before the recharged water reaches the Santa Margarita (and even 
the Paso Robles) aquifers.  Also, some of it may remain in the overlying Aromas Sands 
and not reach either of the two other aquifers.  Therefore, it is not reasonable to assume 
that allowing the development water to percolate through on-site disposal will have a less 
than significant impact on groundwater levels or aquifer volumes.  This is particularly 
true since the wells will be in close proximity to each other and the development water 
pumping might produce a localized groundwater depression. !



One approach that would address this concern would be to return the development water 
to MRWPCA’s Regional Plant by disposing of it into the sanitary sewer.  That volume 
could then be sent through the AWT and come back to the Seaside Basin as an additional 
offsetting flow that could be injected back into the Santa Margarita aquifer to ensure that 
this aquifer does not experience any net depletion due to development activities. !
These issues should be addressed in the design of the Project and will need to be resolved 
to the satisfaction of the Watermaster before well development can occur. !
Page 4.10-76:  The statement is made on this page that “…all other cumulative projects 
are approved or mandated by the Seaside Basin Watermaster.”  One of the listed projects 
is the MPWSP.  While the Watermaster supports the MPWSP, it did not approve or 
mandate this project. !
Appendix D: At several places in this Appendix it is stated that one of the requirements 
for the Project will be for the proponents to submit, and receive approval from the 
SWRCB’s Division of Drinking Water (DDW), a Response Retention Time (RRT) Plan.  
The purpose of this Plan is to provide measures to ensure that no water from the Project 
is allowed to reach any drinking water supply well if the recharged water quality does not 
comply with the required standards.  Due to the critical nature of water quality and the 
likelihood of public concern about possible contamination of drinking water supplies due 
to recharging the Basin with treated wastewater, the Watermaster would like to have the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Project’s Response Retention Time Plan when 
it is submitted to the DDW for its review. !
Also in Appendix D, Attachment A (letter from California Department of Public Health 
dated June5, 2014) mention is made of the requirement for MRWPCA to submit both a 
“Contingency Plan” (along with the Engineering Report) and a “Response Plan.”  These 
appear to be separate from the RRT Plan.  The Contingency Plan, according to that letter 
is to “…ensure that no untreated or inadequately treated wastewater will be delivered to 
the use area.”  The on-line sensors included in the design will presumably identify some 
types of chemical-physical water quality deviations from the State’s requirements, but the 
water will have already left the AWT and gone into the delivery pipeline once it passes 
through those sensors.  An even more difficult issue is that the wet-lab analytical work 
that will be necessary to confirm that the water produced by the AWT meets State quality 
requirements (e.g. pathogens, primary and secondary MCLs, lead, copper, total nitrogen, 
and TOC) will take some time to process and the water that is tested will long since have 
left the AWT and be in the pipeline leading to the use area. As there appears to be no 
storage facility included in the AWT design to contain the treated water until its quality 
has been confirmed as meeting the State’s requirements, what is the plan for complying 
with the requirement that no inadequately treated water is delivered to the use area?   !



With regard to the State’s requirement that MRWPCA have an approved Response Plan, 
the table in Appendix D on page 66 includes a statement that “Prior to start-up of the 
GWR Project, MRWPCA will develop and submit a plan to DDW to provide an 
alternative source of water or a DDW-approved treatment system should the GWR 
Project impact a drinking water well so that it cannot be used as a water supply or the 
GWR Project fails to meet the pathogen control requirements.”  For the same reasons 
stated above, the Watermaster would like to have the opportunity to review and comment 
on the Project’s Contingency and Response Plans when they are submitted to the DDW 
for its approval. !
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Robert Jaques, 
Technical Program Manager, at (831) 375-0517 or by email at bobj83@comcast.net. !!!
Sincerely, !!
Dewey D. Evans 
Chief Executive Officer 
Seaside Basin Watermaster !
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