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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 1.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from November 19, 2009 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

 
SUMMARY:   

 

Draft Minutes from this meeting were emailed to all TAC members.  Proposed changes have been 
included in the attached version.   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve the minutes 
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D-R-A-F-T 

MINUTES 

 

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

November 19, 2009 

 

Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl  
California American Water – Tom Bunosky 
City of Monterey – Norman Green 

  Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa  
MPWMD – Joe Oliver  
Public Member – John Fischer 
MCWRA – No Representative 
City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 
City of Sand City – No Representative 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 

Watermaster 

Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
 

Consultants 

HydroMetrics LLC - Derrik Williams (by telephone) 
Martin Feeney Hydrogeologist - Martin Feeney  
 
Others: 

MPWMD – Jonathan Lear 
MCWD – Brian True 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The meeting was called to order at 1:42 p.m. (Start of meeting delayed waiting for members to arrive). 
Note:  Since Ms. Ingersoll, Mr. Sabolsice, nor Mr. Johnson were present (Chair and 1st and 2nd Vice-Chairs 
respectively), Mr. Bunosky chaired the meeting.   
 
1. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from October 14, 2009 Regular Meeting 

On a motion by Mr. Oliver, second by Mr. Fischer, the minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented. 
 
B. Approve Minutes from October 28, 2009 Special Meeting 

Mr. Riedl commented that for all five of the Scenarios discussed under item 2.A on the October 28, 
2009 TAC Agenda, he felt the predicted groundwater levels were unrealistically low, because the 
Scenarios all include pumping from wells that have not pumped for many years.  He went on to 
recommend that new assumptions be made in this regard and that some of the Scenarios be re-run in 
2010.   
 
Mr. Riedl also questioned whether Scenario 5 had been characterized as being “not cost-effective” 
during Mr. Williams’ presentation at the October 28, 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. Williams responded 
confirming that he had made that statement, and that it was included in one of the PowerPoint 
presentation slides he had used. 
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Mr. Fischer asked Mr. Williams if he had heard from Philip Williams & Associates (PWA) recently.  
Mr. Williams said he had not.  Mr. Fischer commented that PWA is interested in the Groundwater 
Model, and that they may be contacting Mr. Williams with regard to the issues of sea level rising and 
coastal erosion impacts on southern Monterey Bay, as these issues may pertain to the Model. 
 
Following these discussion, on a motion by Mr. Oliver, second by Mr. Fischer, the minutes were 
unanimously approved as presented. 

 

C. Consider Request from HydroMetrics for Additional Funds for Performance of Work on the 

Groundwater Model 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material on this item.  Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Williams to what 
portions of the work Tasks 4, 5, and 6 of his contract with the Watermaster pertained.  Mr. Williams 
responded that these tasks pertained to the Regional Groundwater Model, not to the Protective Water 
Level Model. 
 
Mr. Williams explained that HydroMetrics had needed to do more work on iterations of pumping, 
geology, and other data than he had anticipated.  He explained that this situation was different than the 
earlier $7,500 additional funding request earlier in the year to obtain data from MCWRA's consultants.  
He said that in this instance it had been difficult to predict a possible overrun.  Mr. Williams noted that 
he had asked for a transfer of money from HydroMetrics' general hydrogeologic consulting RFS to the 
Groundwater Modeling RFS, but acknowledged that this would require Board action to amend these 
RFSs, as they are two separate RFSs. 
 
Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Williams how many iterations he had anticipated when he prepared his cost 
proposal for the contract.  Mr. Williams said he felt only a few iterations would be needed, but more 
were necessary that HydroMetrics had anticipated.   
 
Mr. Riedl asked what type of data had been found to be problematic.  Mr. Williams responded that the 
Paso Robles formation bottom elevation, the top of the Monterey Shale formation, and the extent of the 
Aromas Sands were some of the problematic data which required additional iterations.  Mr. Williams 
went on to say that much interpolation of data was required, and some of the data sources were found to 
be in conflict, and these needed to be resolved.  Mr. Riedl asked if there had been a problem with sewer 
and septic leakage recharge quantities.  Mr. Williams responded that this had not been a problem, and 
that HydroMetrics had adequately budgeted for that part of the work. 
 
Mr. Oliver asked Mr. Williams if he could break-out the overrun costs.  Mr. Williams said he probably 
could try to pull this together, but that he would not know until he examined the time sheets.  Mr. 
Oliver said he knew he had had numerous conversations with Ms. King of HydroMetrics on various 
data sets from various sources. 
 
Mr. Bunosky asked when the cost overrun had occurred.  Mr. Williams responded that the overrun had 
probably occurred in the August-September, 2009 time frame.  He commented that the Tasks in the 
contract are relatively broad, and HydroMetrics felt they were spending more time on some of the work, 
but also thought they still would be able to come in on time and within the authorized budget.  He said 
they did not track the costs closely enough to identify the overrun until it already occurred. 
 
Mr. Riedl commented that the cost overrun had occurred before the Watermaster was notified, so there 
was no way for the Watermaster to take actions to avoid or reduce the overrun. 
 
Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Williams when the existence of the cost overrun had been communicated to the 
TAC.  Mr. Williams said he did not see any cost overrun discussion included in the TAC meeting 
minutes.  He then commented that he may only have discussed this issue with Mr. Oliver in separate 
conversations outside the TAC meetings, rather than at the TAC meetings themselves. 
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Mr. Green asked if all the work had been completed.  Mr. Jaques responded that the final billing from 
HydroMetrics has not yet come in, but as of the last billing that the Watermaster had received, the cost 
authorization limit had not been reached.  Mr. Jaques commented that he understood that all of the work 
of his contract had been completed with the exception of printing the required number of hard copies of 
the Groundwater Modeling Report itself. 
 
Mr. Fischer asked Mr. Williams if any information from Mr. Feeney with regard to changes in the 
understanding of the Basin hydrology resulting from the drilling information obtained from the BLM 
monitoring well would add to the understanding of the potential need for additional work that Mr. 
Williams indicated HydroMetrics had had to perform.  Mr. Feeney responded that the information 
obtained from the recent BLM monitoring well drilling had not been obtained until after the work of the 
Groundwater Modeling Report had largely been completed, and thus the new information should not 
have contributed to the cost overrun. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Riedl, second by Mr. Fischer, to deny the request due to lack of support and 
the lateness of the request being made.  During discussion of the motion Mr. Fischer commented that 
there was no way to justify the increase since it was not supported by the meeting minutes as having 
been communicated earlier to TAC members.  Mr. Green asked if it would be feasible to go "halfway" 
on the request.   
 
Mr. Fischer asked Mr. Bunosky, since Seaside is a payer of Watermaster assessments and 
recommended denial of the request, how did CAW feel as another payer of Watermaster assessments.  
Mr. Bunosky said he did not feel the request was well-documented and was not submitted in time to 
allow the TAC and the Watermaster to mitigate the overrun.  Mr. Bunosky said the request needed to be 
much better documented in order to be considered further, and that his position was that CAW 
concurred with Seaside in recommending denial of the request. 
 
A vote on Mr. Riedl’s motion was made.  Mr. Oliver voted no, commenting that he would like to see 
the break-out of the cost overrun.  Mr. Costa said he would like to abstain as he had not been following 
this matter closely in the past.  All other TAC members voted yes, and the motion passed.   
 
On a related matter Mr. Fischer commented that an abstention is the same as a "yes" vote.  Mr. Jaques 
said he had never heard of that being the case in public meetings.  Following some discussion there was 
consensus to check Robert's Rules on this matter.  The Watermaster will do that and report its findings 
to the TAC. 
 

2. Progress Reports  

A. MPWMD  

Mr. Oliver summarized the agenda packet material on this item.  Mr. Jaques urged TAC members to 
provide input to him, Mr. Oliver and Ms. Dadiw regarding any suggested items for improvement in the 
Watermaster's Database. 

 

B. HydroMetrics  

Mr. Williams said that the work of his current contracts was substantially complete, and that he only 
needed to produce the hard copies of the Groundwater Model Report in December to complete all 
currently contracted work.  Following brief discussion a deadline of November 30, 2009 was set for 
receipt of comments on the Groundwater Model Report. That deadline should enable Mr. Williams to 
produce the hard copies of the Groundwater Model Report on or about December 9, 2009, so Mr. Jaques 
can distribute them at the TAC meeting to be held on that date. 

 

C. Martin Feeney  
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Mr. Feeney summarized the agenda packet material for this item.  He said that dataloggers were installed 
today on the BLM monitoring well.  He commented that the aquifers were found to be deeper at the BLM 
well site than had previously been thought.  He said ground water levels were about 10 feet below mean 
sea level in the Santa Margarita aquifer, but were about 12 feet above mean sea level in this Paso Robles 
aquifer.  Prior reports had indicated that the Paso Robles water level would be about 50 feet above mean 
sea level, but that previous reports had not made any prediction with regard to water levels in the Santa 
Margarita aquifer.  He said that these groundwater elevation values were subject refinement by field 
surveying of the well.   

 
Mr. Feeney said that the groundwater model predicted a groundwater elevation of about 8 feet below 
mean sea level in the Santa Margarita aquifer at this location, thus indicating that the Model was quite 
accurate at this location.  Mr. Feeney commented that the former Camp Huffman well would now be 
completely dry, and that when it was operational it may have been in a perched aquifer, in an area which 
has since been dewatered, because the previously reported groundwater elevation at this location is no 
longer accurate.  He said that the data obtained from the BLM well will be used along with other data to 
attempt to explain these findings.  He said it will be interesting to see the impacts on the BLM monitoring 
well of CAW's well pumping from its production wells when the CAW pumping ceases in the winter. 

 
Mr. Feeney said that he will prepare his report on the BLM well when all the data is in, probably by mid-
December. 

 
Mr. Feeney briefly discussed the geophysical log shown on page 27 of the agenda packet.  He noted that 
the Paso Robles formation ranges from 300 to 700 feet below ground level, and the Santa Margarita 
formation ranges from 900 to 1,350 feet below ground level.  He noted that a 200-foot concrete seal had 
been installed between the two aquifers in the BLM monitoring well borehole.  He said there was a very 
good clay seal layer between the two aquifers in this location, so using the nested well configuration 
should be very satisfactory.  He will try to provide his report to Mr. Jaques in time to be handed out at the 
December 9th 2009 TAC meeting. 

 
Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Feeney:  If the driller had not stopped at the depth they did and subsequently 
damaged their drilling equipment while trying to go deeper, who would have been responsible for the 
cost consequences of that action.  Mr. Feeney said that if he directed the driller to continue drilling in 
spite of the driller's request to stop, it would have been the Watermaster's cost responsibility.  Mr. Jaques 
clarified that it would not have been the Watermaster's responsibility unless Mr. Feeney had first notified 
the Watermaster of the situation, made a recommendation to cease drilling at that depth, and the 
Watermaster had directed Mr. Feeney to have the driller proceed in spite of that.  Mr. Feeney concurred 
with this. 

 
Mr. Riedl asked if the Monterey Shale elevation could be accurately predicted, even though the driller 
stopped short of hitting it.  Mr. Feeney said yes, because the strata at this site matches well to other drill 
samples were the Monterey Shale was encountered.  Several other questions were asked to Mr. Feeney 
and he responded to them. 

 
Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Oliver if the MPWMD Fitch School monitoring well would be included in the 
Watermaster's Database.  Mr. Oliver said he has already added it to the Watermaster’s database, so that 
information would be available for use in the Watermaster's analyses. 

 
3. Proposed Initial Consultant Contracts for FY 2010   

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Oliver summarized his recommended changes to Attachment No. 3 to MPWMD RFS 2010-01.  He 
reported that there would be some cost savings from the sample taking improvements which MPWMD 
has made to the monitoring well sampling methodology, and also applying this new approach to the 
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Sentinel Wells along the coast.  Mr. Bunosky complemented Mr. Oliver for his efforts to keep costs down.  
Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Oliver why there are labor costs included in the Supplies and Materials component of 
Attachment 3.  Mr. Jaques explained that this is for the Database consultant's labor, not MPWMD's labor. 
 
Mr. Williams reported that HydroMetrics RFS No. 2010-01 will not provide sufficient funds to cover 
hydrogeologic consulting services for the full year, but that it will be sufficient to cover a portion of that 
work.  Additional funds can be included in the other RFSs that will be issued to HydroMetrics for other 
work they will be doing in 2010. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked if additional well sampling was included and Mr. Oliver responded that well SBWM-5 
(the new BLM monitoring well) has been included, and that the ASR monitoring well data is paid for by 
others (MPWMD), so it goes into the Watermaster’s Database at no additional cost to the Watermaster. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked if some of the sampling could now be reduced, since sampling has been conducted for 
several years.  Mr. Oliver and Mr. Feeney recommended against reducing the sampling program, because 
they felt the current sampling program is producing data that could be valuable under certain conditions. 
 
On a motion by Mr. Fischer, second by Mr. Riedl, all four of the proposed consultant contracts were 
unanimously approved as presented, with the changes to the cost breakdown mentioned above for 
MPWMD RFS No. 2010-01 as described by Mr. Oliver. 

 

4. Discuss Issues Pertaining to MPWMD ASR Injection  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Oliver noted that in Water Year 2008 CAW did take a credit for ASR water, but that this was already 
reflected in CAW's production data that was reported to the Watermaster.  This year (Water Year 2009) 
CAW initially forgot to take a credit, so it had to submit a revised figure.  182 acre feet of non-native 
water was injected into the Basin in Water Year 2009, so pumping this quantity out was not reported in 
the CAW revised production data. 
 
Mr. Bunosky said that with the Coastal Water Project there will be much larger amounts of ASR and 
storage, so it would be a good idea to now proceed with developing storage agreements. 
 
Mr. Oliver suggested that the approach could be straightforward by using the water rights permit 
language that was issued to MPWMD and CAW for the Phase 1 ASR wells. 
 
There was discussion as to whether or not legal counsel would be needed to draft storage agreements.  
Mr. Bunosky felt that a number of scenarios should be considered when drafting such agreements.  
 
There was consensus to recommend that the Board now develop a storage agreement template, and that 
the TAC could offer to prepare a draft agreement for Board consideration.  Mr. Riedl also suggested 
considering an "in-lieu" type of storage agreement.  Mr. Jaques recommended discussing the topic of in-
lieu storage agreements as a TAC agenda topic for a future meeting, since the Decision does not appear 
to speak to the issue of having in-lieu recharge types of agreements.  Mr. Jaques will agendize this for 
future TAC discussion.  Mr. Riedl agreed to prepare some agenda materials for that topic. 

 
5. Update on Draft Environmental Impact Report for CAW Coastal Water Project  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials on this item and Mr. True and Mr. Bunosky 
elaborated. 

 
Mr. Bunosky referred to the Watermaster-CAW Replenishment Credit Repayment Agreement, the Cease 
and Desist Order requirement for CAW to develop 500 acre feet per year of "small water projects" to 
lower demand on the CAW system, increased levels of conservation, and a pending rate increase, all of 
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which he anticipates will reduce CAW system demands, thereby freeing up water which might be 
available to the Seaside Basin.  Mr. Bunosky expressed concern that seeking additional water at this point 
in time might delay the FEIR certification process.  He suggested that if additional water is needed for 
the Seaside Basin this could be pursued as a future project separate from the CWP. 
 
Mr. Jaques expressed concern that once the Coastal Water Project is approved by the Public Utilities 
Commission, there will still be a shortage of water for the Seaside Basin to bring groundwater levels up 
to protective levels, and thus the Basin will remain vulnerable to sea water intrusion. 
 
There was much discussion on the subject.  Mr. Green commented that in an emergency condition one 
could even consider bringing in a ship-mounted desalination plant to inject water into the Seaside Basin.   
 
No action was taken and no direction was provided on this agenda item. 

 

6. Status Report on City of Seaside Negotiations with MCWD to Obtain Golf Course Water  

Mr. Riedl reported that Seaside and MCWD representatives met recently, but he had no information to 
report as an update on the subject.  Mr. True said that the recent meeting between Seaside and MCWD 
was not to discuss the MCWD water supply to the golf courses, but to discuss other topics. 
 
Mr. Jaques proposed discontinuing this as a regular agenda item, inasmuch as there has been little 
information for Mr. Riedl to provide to the TAC.  It was agreed that Mr. Riedl will notify Mr. Jaques 
when and if he would like to provide an update to the TAC as a future agenda item. 

 
7. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques summarized the 2010 Schedule and several changes were made to the dates and durations of 
certain Tasks.  Mr. Jaques will revise this into the final 2010 Schedule.  With those revisions made, on a 
motion by Mr. Green, second by Mr. Oliver the 2010 Schedule was unanimously approved. 

 
8. Other business 

Mr. Riedl had some questions with regard to the desalination aspects of the Coastal Water Project, and 
Mr. Bunosky provided answers to them. 

 
9. Set next meeting date  

The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday December 9, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. at the Seaside City 
Hall Portable Offices Building 

 
The meeting adjourned at 4:48 p.m. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 2 

AGENDA TITLE: BLM Monitoring Well Construction Report 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:  Martin Feeney has completed the attached report describing the monitoring well he installed for the 
Watermaster at the BLM site in the former Fort Ord.  Some of the principle conclusions from this work are: 

• The geologic, geophysical and hydrogeologic data from the new well have provided significant additional 
understanding of the hydrogeology of the inland portion of the Seaside Groundwater Basin, but also raise new 
questions. 

• The adopted base of freshwater for the Seaside Basin, the Monterey Formation, is much deeper (approximately 
450 feet) in this location than previously believed.    

• The thickness of both the Santa Margarita Sandstone and Paso Robles Formation is much greater than 
previously thought in this location.  

• The greater depth to the Monterey Formation and increased thickness of the overlying units at the 
subject location does not fit well into the existing understanding of subsurface structure of the 
inland portion of the Seaside Basin.  

• It is likely that the deep aquifer at the site is impacted by pumping in the highly-confined Santa Margarita 
Sandstone from wells in Seaside proper. It is also likely that water levels will be influenced by injection 
operations in the Santa Margarita Sandstone. 

 
In conjunction with one of the conclusions in the Conclusions section of the Report, Mr. Feeney comments that 
resolving the complexities that arise from the new data will require additional boreholes in the inland area.  In the 
Recommendations section he states that resolving the geologic complexities is relatively academic and is not 
particularly relevant to Basin management.  He also goes on to state that the monitoring well program should not 
be accelerated, in part because it would not be cost-effective to do so. 
 
Although the Recommendations section does not recommend that further bore-hole work be done at this time, I 
will be asking for the language in the Conclusions section of the Report to be edited before the Report is finalized 
to ensure that there is no ambiguity regarding the need to install additional bore-holes.  Since the Report will 
ultimately be provided for the Court’s review, either separately or in the next Annual Report, including this 
language in its current form might lead to direction from the Court to conduct additional borehole operations in 
this part of the Basin.  Board members have previously expressed their desire to minimize the construction of 
additional monitoring wells due to the high cost of constructing them, unless they are deemed essential to proper 
Basin management.  I will also be recommending edits in the Recommendations section of the Report, as some of 
the current recommendations are actually conclusions, and some of them could be clarified. 
 
Mr. Feeney will provide a brief overview of the report at today’s TAC meeting, and will respond to any questions 
TAC members may have. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
BLM Monitoring Well Construction Report 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only  
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Preliminary Discussion of Possible Modeling Scenarios to be Performed 

in 2010 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:  In 2009 we completed development of the new Seaside Basin Groundwater Model, and 
HydroMetrics ran the five scenarios we asked them to run.  Recognizing that the five initial scenarios were 
intended to provide us preliminary findings to help focus our attention on refined scenarios that could 
provide more directly useful information and help the Watermaster to shape Basin management decisions, 
we included in the FY 2010 Budget a line-item to run additional scenarios. 
 
This agenda item is intended to open discussion on this topic, with the objective of developing additional 
scenarios we would like analyzed during FY 2010.  There are many considerations to be made in defining 
the additional scenarios, and it may not be possible to complete this discussion in a single meeting.  
However, we should make as much progress as we can in today’s meeting, and clarify and define any 
additional information the TAC needs in order to complete its discussions.  Assuming that additional 
information can be provided, the topic can then be continued to the next TAC meeting in hopes of arriving 
at refined scenarios to recommend to the Board for approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Discussion paper for use by the TAC in refining the modeling scenarios 
to be run in 2010 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Discuss and provide direction on refining the list of scenarios to be 
performed in 2010  
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DISCUSSION PAPER FOR USE BY THE TAC  

IN REFINING  

MODELING SCENARIOS TO BE RUN IN 2010 

 

 

Introduction   

In the FY 2010 Budget the Watermaster has included funds for HydroMetrics to simulate additional 
management scenarios with the regional groundwater Model.  The information presented below serves as 
background and initial thoughts for a discussion with the TAC.  This is not intended to be a series of 
recommendations, but rather a guidance document for further discussion.  During the January 13th TAC 
meeting, the TAC should work to develop a clear outline of what groundwater modeling work should be 
accomplished during 2010. 
 
Management Objectives  
The term “management objectives” was touched on in HydroMetrics’ presentations to the TAC and the Board 
on the Groundwater Model.  HydroMetrics recommends the development of management objectives prior to 
defining scenarios to be evaluated by the groundwater Mode.  In this context management objectives refers to 
the guiding foundations of the Watermaster’s groundwater management actions.  Management objectives 
would describe how the Watermaster wants the Seaside Groundwater Basin to be managed, how producers 
want to use the Seaside Groundwater Basin, and how soon the Seaside Groundwater Basin should achieve a 
certain state.  Agreeing upon objectives would help give the Watermaster targets for developing and analyzing 
various management actions.  After agreeing to various objectives, all decisions by the Watermaster could be 
measured against whether they promote or detract from these objectives.   
 
Objectives could vary by aquifer or subarea.  Different objectives could be developed for different parts of the 
Seaside Groundwater Basin.  The following are some possible management objectives: 
 

� Raise coastal groundwater elevations to protective elevations.  The Watermaster would decide 
whether coastal groundwater elevations need to approach protective elevations quickly or slowly. 

o Raising coastal groundwater elevations quickly will prevent seawater intrusion, allowing the 
various producers to operate without the threat of losing production to seawater intrusion.  This 
will satisfy an important requirement of the Amended Decision.  It will, however, likely 
require a more significant up-front investment in injection, and (depending on the method for 
raising water levels) much of the injected water may be lost to the ocean. 

o Raising coastal groundwater levels slowly will permit a wider variety of groundwater 
management options, because the constraint of high coastal water elevations has been relaxed.  
This may result in less expensive management options.  This approach, however, retains the 
threat of future seawater intrusion during the time that protective elevations are being attained.  
If seawater intrusion is observed in the future, it is likely that much of the pumping capacity of 
the basin will be eliminated quickly in order to reverse seawater intrusion.  Replacing the lost 
pumping capacity could be expensive. 

� Lower coastal water levels by forming a pumping trough to prevent seawater intrusion.  This is 
an optional management objective to the objective stated above. 

o This can be accomplished more quickly than raising groundwater elevations to protective 
elevations. 

o The pumped water would need to be disposed of.  The best location for disposal would be a 
desalination plant. 
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o It is difficult to reverse this management action after it has been initiated.  
� Store groundwater in the various subareas. 

o Storing water long term will provide a buffer during dry years. 
o Storing water seasonally effectively uses the basin as a large storage tank. 
o Water stored in the Santa Margarita Formation must be injected through wells (relatively 

expensive), but can likely be easily recovered. 
o Water can be stored in the Paso Robles aquifer by means of spreading basins which are 

relatively less expensive, but the water may not all be recoverable. 
o Water stored in the Laguna Seca subarea can likely be recovered, but the storage volume may 

be limited. 
o Various producers pump water from different depths and in different subareas, therefore the 

location and method of storage may benefit some producers more than others. 
o There is likely a large storage capacity in the Northern Inland subarea; however the exact 

capacity is uncertain due to limited data.  There is a good potential that storing groundwater in 
this subarea will benefit the Northern Coastal subarea as groundwater can be captured by 
existing wells as it flows towards the ocean. 

 
Other management objectives could be developed by TAC and Board members.   
 
Technical Program Manager’s Comments and Recommendations:  The TAC should decide whether it is the 
best use of the TAC’s time, at this point in time, to develop management objectives as a prerequisite to 
defining the refined scenarios to be modeled in 2010.  My recommendation as Technical Program Manager is 
that we should proceed with the modeling work as planned, and that the development of management 
objectives can be discussed and potentially pursued separately because I believe it is currently of less 
importance to the Watermaster than getting the results of the modeling (and the Protective Water Level 
refinements discussed under Agenda Item No. 4). If the TAC concurs that it is more important to proceed with 
the modeling work first, and to consider the pros and cons of developing management objectives as a separate 
undertaking, then we can adhere to the currently proposed Schedule contained in Agenda Item No. 7.   
However, if the TAC feels that development of management objectives should precede the modeling work, 
then the time and cost to develop such objectives will need to be determined and, if additional funding for 
HydroMetics’ services are required for this work, for that funding to be approved by the Board.   
 
Additional Potential Scenarios 

During 2009, HydroMetrics evaluated five scenarios using the groundwater Model.  The scenarios were 
intended to show the general groundwater impacts that would result from various types of groundwater 
management schemes.  Results from the 2009 scenarios showed the following: 
 

� Most groundwater management objectives can be achieved, but not necessarily simultaneously. 
� The mandated triennial pumping reduction results in a slow increase in most groundwater elevations.  

The mandated pumping reduction decreases does not completely eliminate inflow from the ocean. 
� Because the Santa Margarita aquifer is highly confined beneath thick clay beds near the ocean, it does 

not receive significant deep percolation recharge near the ocean.  Therefore, it will take a long time for 
wells in the Santa Margarita aquifer to reach protective elevations without artificial recharge.  

� Inland injection (along General Jim Moore Boulevard) is effective at raising groundwater levels in the 
Santa Margarita Formation.  However, coastal injection may allow additional pumping in the basin by 
focusing the groundwater level rise at the coast. 

� The amount of water in storage is highly dependent on rainfall. 
� The quantity of groundwater in storage does not necessarily equate to recoverable groundwater.  

Groundwater stored in the shallow Paso Robles aquifer in some scenarios may not be easily recovered 
with existing wells, which mostly extract from the underlying Santa Margarita aquifer.  New wells 
will be required in the Paso Robles aquifer to recover more of the stored water. 
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� Groundwater management will likely require a number of coordinated actions combining managed 
groundwater pumping with an injection and/or recharge plan.  It will be difficult to rely on either 
reduced pumping or injection/recharge alone for basin recovery. 

� Moving pumping inland has limited benefit. 
� The groundwater model should be used to refine the general management plans. 

 
The Watermaster FY 2010 Budget includes $25,000 to fund evaluating additional model scenarios.  These 
scenarios should build on the information obtained in 2009 to answer specific questions or focus on more 
realistic groundwater management options than those modeled in 2009.   
 
I feel it is important by way of a “reality check” that we be cognizant of the amount of supplemental water 
being proposed for the Seaside Basin in the projects being evaluated under the Coastal Water Project’s (CWP) 
EIR.  The three principal Phase 1 projects being considered in the EIR all propose to provide only 2,600 AFY 
of supplemental water to the Basin.   Several of the scenarios that were analyzed for the Watermaster by 
HydroMetics in 2009 involved significantly more supplemental water than 2,600 AFY.  In my opinion it is 
not money well-spent for the Watermaster to analyze further scenarios that require supplemental water in 
quantities that are greater than any of the currently proposed Phase 1 projects can supply.  Once the Phase 1 
project has been selected by the PUC, if there is any indication of likelihood of there being a Phase 2 project 
which could supply additional water to the Basin, then it would make sense at that time to define additional 
scenarios for modeling to assess the impacts of bringing increased quantities of supplemental water to the 
Basin. 
 
The following are some additional scenarios proposed by HydroMetrics for evaluation in 2010.  
HydroMetrics has indicated its full openness to these scenarios being accepted, refined, or rejected by the 
TAC, as well as having the TAC offer other scenarios for consideration.  I have included my 
recommendations in italics at the end of the description of each scenario, for the TAC’s consideration. 
 

1.  Refine the estimated Usable Storage Capacity of the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  Annual estimates 
of the Basin’s Usable Storage Capacity, as well as a distribution of this storage capacity among 
Standard Producers, are required by the Amended Decision.  The Usable Storage Capacity is the 
difference between the current groundwater level and some estimated maximum groundwater level.  
Estimating the Usable Storage Capacity will entail the following steps: 

A. Agree upon the definition of a maximum groundwater level.  The maximum groundwater level 
may be the natural groundwater level if there were no groundwater pumping.  Alternatively, 
the Watermaster may want to set a minimum depth below ground surface to prevent 
liquefaction of surface soils or seepage into building substructures.  If this scenario is chosen, 
the TAC should be prepared to discuss the definition of maximum groundwater level at the 
January 13th TAC meeting 

B. Simulate the maximum groundwater level.  The calibrated groundwater model will be used to 
simulate a maximum groundwater level, incorporating the definition agreed to in step A.  The 
model will need to use average recharge conditions rather than the 22-year historical recharge 
used in most simulations. 

C. Agree upon the time period that defines current groundwater levels.  Because shallow 
groundwater levels do not vary significantly over the course of a year, the date used to define 
current groundwater levels is likely not too important.  However, this calculation must be done 
every year, so consistency is desirable.  Once a date is established, all pumping data, rainfall 
data, and groundwater level data up to that date must be entered into the groundwater model, 
and the model must be run.  An early date, such as June, assures that all of the data will be 
available early in the year.  A later date, such as September, may be more indicative of the 
annual water level changes, but will require a rapid modeling exercise before the annual report 
is due.  

D. Run the groundwater model to estimate current groundwater conditions.  The groundwater 
model will be updated annually to simulate the most recent recharge, pumping, and 
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groundwater levels.  The groundwater levels simulated on the date chosen in step C will be 
used to represent current conditions.  The Watermaster will need to budget an annual 
groundwater model update every year to regularly refine the Usable Storage Space estimate. 

E. Calculate the volume of water between current conditions and maximum conditions.  The cell-
by-cell water levels will be subtracted from each other, and multiplied by the appropriate cell-
by-cell specific yield and specific storage data to obtain the total Usable Storage Space. 

F. Distribute Usable Storage Space among the standard producers.  This distribution will be in 
accordance with Table 1 of the Amended Decision. 

Technical Program Manager’s Recommendation:  My understanding is that there is a vast 

amount of usable storage capacity available within the Basin, and that it is far in excess of what 

would be needed for any storage projects being contemplated by any parties or groups of parties 

at this time.  It is also my understanding that the projects currently being evaluated in the 

Coastal Water Project EIR all only propose to provide 2,600 AFY of water to be stored in the 

Basin via ASR.  As found in the work HydroMetrics did in 2009 to develop preliminary 

Protective Water Levels, this is less than the amount that will be needed to reach Protective 

Water Levels in most parts of the Basin. For these reasons I do not think it is currently 

important to spend more time and money on refining the storage capacity of the Basin.  With 

the storage capacity determination made in the Basin Management Action Plan, prepared by 

HydroMetrics, I believe we have sufficient data upon which to allocate storage capacity to the 

Producers and fulfill that requirement of the Amended Decision.  This is discussed in more 

detail under Agenda Item No. 5. 
 

2. Identify effects of additional pumping in the Laguna Seca subarea.  The purpose of this scenario is to 
begin addressing questions about the ability of wells in the Laguna Seca subarea to pump additional 
groundwater.  The scenario will be based on the baseline scenario created in 2009.  Three new 
simulations will be run, with pumping from all wells in the Laguna Seca subarea increased by 10%, 
20%, and 25% for all years.  These percentages may be modified, based on discussions with the TAC.  
At a minimum, each simulation will be analyzed for the following: 

A. Impact on coastal groundwater levels, 
B. Impact on amount of groundwater flowing into the Southern Coastal subarea, 
C. Impact on amount of groundwater flowing into the Northern Inland subarea, and 
D. Changes to Laguna Seca subarea groundwater levels. 

Technical Program Manager’s Recommendation:  I concur with evaluating this scenario in 2010.  

At least one Board member has specifically asked us to look at the amount of outflow to the ocean 

from the Southern Coastal Subarea, and how this information could be used in determining 

whether the Laguna Seca Subarea pumping could be increased without having any adverse effects 

on the other Subareas within the Basin.  Before deciding whether we need to run the three proposed 

percentage increases, we should determine whether that will deplete the budgeted amount so much 

that other desired scenarios cannot be analyzed.  If that were to be the case, it might be sufficient to 

run only one or at most two of these percentages.  
 

3. Begin to develop a likely groundwater management scenario.  Based on the knowledge gained from 
the 2009 scenarios, the TAC should begin to develop a likely groundwater management scenario that 
could be realistically implemented.  This should include any pumping modifications that may be 
anticipated, such as replacing pumping for the Bayonet and Black Horse golf courses with imported 
MCWD water.  Any anticipated ASR or likely groundwater recharge scenarios should be included.  
This scenario should be designed to meet the management objectives identified earlier. 
Technical Program Manager’s Recommendation:  I concur with developing the most likely 

supplemental water scenario, along with any other Basin management actions that are likely to be 

implemented, to see the overall Basin impacts of these actions.  Since it appears there is growing 

support for the “Regional Project” within the Coastal Water Project EIR process, I recommend that 

a scenario be developed that models the impacts on the Basin of implementing the Regional Project 
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An additional scenario (scenario 4) that I propose for the TAC’s consideration comes from one Board 
member’s comment expressing his belief that optimizing the management of the water currently stored in the 
Santa Margarita aquifer is an important next-step for the Watermaster to undertake.  I do not have a clear 
understanding of how the Model would be used in this regard, but assume that our consultants and TAC 
members may be able to help define a scenario that would be responsive to this Board member. 
 
If funding remains after running and analyzing the scenarios listed above, additional scenarios could be 
defined, or refinements, for example to scenario 3 could be made, and these new scenarios analyzed to gain 
further knowledge for making management decisions.    
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: Preliminary Discussion of Possible Refinements to Protective Water 

Levels to be Performed in 2010 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
In 2009 we completed development of preliminary Protective Water Levels (PWLs) for each of the Basin’s 
production aquifers at the locations of several coastal wells.  When these PWLs were presented to the TAC 
and then to the Board, there was discussion of performing refined analyses, and/or to determine how the 
PWLs would be affected if less than 100% of the Basin was to be protected.  To provide for further work to 
be done on the PWLs in 2010, we included in the FY 2010 Budget a $25,000 line-item to perform 
additional work on this. 
 
This agenda item is intended to open discussion on this topic, with the objective of determining what 
additional work we would like to perform regarding PWLs during FY 2010.  There are many considerations 
to be made in deciding what assumptions should be made before proceeding with this work.  Hence, and it 
may not be possible to complete this discussion in a single meeting.  However, we should make as much 
progress as we can in today’s meeting, and clarify and define any additional information the TAC needs in 
order to complete its discussions.  Assuming that additional information can be provided, the topic can then 
be continued to the next TAC meeting in hopes of arriving at TAC consensus on what additional PWL 
work we would like to have HydroMetrics perform, so this can be recommend to the Board for approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Discussion paper for use by the TAC in refining the Protective Water 
Levels in 2010 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Discuss and provide direction on refining the Protective Water Levels 
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DISCUSSION PAPER FOR USE BY THE TAC  

IN REFINING  

THE PROTECTIVE WATER LEVELS IN 2010 

 

Introduction 

Results from the protective groundwater elevation analyses were presented during the October 28, 2009 
special TAC meeting, and again at the November 4, 2009 Board of Directors Meeting.  Two issues were 
identified at each of these meetings: 
 

1. Because of the necessary timing, the protective groundwater elevation analyses relied on previous 
estimates of aquifer properties.  Now that the regional groundwater model has been calibrated, better 
estimates of the aquifer properties are available. 

2. It may not be necessary to protect 100% of the aquifer depth.  Protecting 90% of the aquifer depth may 
adequately protect municipal and private wells. 

 
There was no action taken on these two concerns at the time, but there was general agreement that these 
concerns should be addressed in 2010.   
 
Refining Protective Water Levels 

The objectives of performing this work would be to find the most cost-effective approach to provide the 
desired degree of protection to the wells within the Basin.  HydroMetrics envisions the work as generally 
consisting of the following tasks: 
 

1. Revise the protective groundwater elevation analyses using aquifer parameters derived from the 
calibrated groundwater model, and a reasonable range of aquifer parameters around the calibrated 
values.  This will provide more confident estimates of the protective groundwater elevations.  A report 
would be produced showing the revised estimates and range of uncertainty.   

2. Estimate the impact of protecting only 90% of the aquifer depth.  An estimate would be made of how 
far inland from each monitoring well the toe of the seawater intrusion may reach if only 90% of the 
aquifer depth is protected.  If the toe of the seawater intrusion does not approach any currently active 
production wells, it may be preferable to use the 90% protective elevation as the target management 
objective. 
 

TAC members may wish to raise other questions to be answered by performing work on the PWLs, or to 
propose revisions to these tasks.  Also, if it is found that the 90% protective elevations still provide 
substantial protection to the existing production wells, it may be worthwhile examining an even lower 
percentage level of protection. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Preliminary Draft Watermaster Declaration of Total Usable Storage 

Capacity of the Basin 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

Attached is a preliminary draft of a Declaration to go to the Chief Executive Officer for further processing 
and ultimately to the Board for its approval stating the Total Usable Storage Capacity of the Basin, and 
also stating the storage allocations to be made to each of the entitled producers.  Making such a declaration 
is required under the Amended Decision.   
 
Now that the Basin Management Action Plan has been completed, and its findings with regard to Basin 
storage capacity have essentially been confirmed by the groundwater modeling work completed in late 
2009, it is appropriate for the Watermaster to make this declaration.  This will then allow storage 
allocations, also discussed in the Amended Decision, to be assigned to those producers who are entitled to 
receive a storage allocation. 
 
I would appreciate getting the TAC’s input on the attached preliminary draft document, so it can be 
forwarded to the Chief Executive Officer for further processing reflecting any technical issues that the 
TAC feels should be addressed in it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Draft Declaration of Total Usable Storage Capacity of the Basin 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve or edit the Draft Declaration so it can be forwarded to the Board 
for its action 
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NOTICE TO ALL SEASIDE 

GROUNDWATER PRODUCERS 

 

 

Pursuant to Section III.3.L.3.j.xix of the Amended Decision Filed February 2, 2007 in the Superior Court of the 
State of California, in and for the County of Monterey, Case No. M66343 (the “Decision”), the Seaside Basin 
Watermaster hereby Declares that the Total Usable Storage Space in the Seaside Groundwater Basin (“Basin”) is as 
follows: 
 

Total Usable Storage Space in the Coastal and Northern Inland Subareas is 31,770 acre-feet. 
Total Usable Storage Space in the Laguna Seca Subarea is 20,260 acre-feet. 
Total Usable Storage Space in the entire Seaside Groundwater Basin is 52,030 acre-feet. 

  
Pursuant to Section III.B.3.b of the Decision, Alternative Producers do not receive a storage allocation, only 
Standard Producers receive such an allocation.  Pursuant to Section III.H.2 of the Decision, the Seaside Basin 
Watermaster further Declares that the Total Usable Storage Space in the Basin shall be allocated to the 
Standard Producers, who are identified in the Decision, as follows: 
 

Current Allocation 

(Using Table 1 of the Decision) 

Producer Operating 

Yield 

Allocation 

Percentage 
(1)

 

Usable 

Storage 

Allocation 

Percentage 
(2)

 

Useable Storage 

Allocation 

(acre-feet) 

Coastal and Northern Inland Subareas 

California 
American Water (3) 

77.55% 90.60% 28,784 

City of Seaside 
(Municipal) 

6.36% 7.43% 2,361 

Granite Rock 
Company 

0.60% 0.70% 222 

DBO Development 
No. 27 

1.09% 1.27% 403 

SUBAREAS 

TOTAL 
85.60% 100% 31,770 

Laguna Seca Subarea 

California 
American Water (3) 

45.13% 100.00% 20,260 

SUBAREA 

TOTAL 

45.13% 
100% 20,260 

BASIN TOTAL  100% 52,030 
Footnotes: 
(1) From Table 1 on page 19 of the Decision. 
(2) Calculated as each Standard Producer’s percentage of the total Standard Producers’ operating yield allocation 

percentages within each subarea. 
(3) CAW’s Usable Storage Allocation is subject to the provisions and requirements of Section III.H.3 of the Decision. 

 
Pursuant to Section III.H.6 of the Decision, no Producer may store water in the Basin without first executing 
with the Watermaster a Storage and Recovery Agreement. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

AGENDA TITLE: Preliminary Draft Storage and Recovery Agreement and Storage and 

Recovery Application Templates 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

In anticipation of some producers wishing to use their storage allocations, the attached preliminary Draft 
Storage and Recovery Agreement template and preliminary draft Storage and Recovery Application 
template have been prepared.   
 
These preliminary drafts are provided to the TAC for its review and editing before they are sent to the 
Chief Executive Officer for further processing and ultimately to the Board for its approval. 
 
There may be revisions proposed by attorneys representing some of the producers, or of the other Parties to 
the Amended Decision, as well as during review by the Budget and Finance Committee and the Board 
itself.  However, I would appreciate getting the TAC’s input on the attached preliminary draft documents, 
so they can be forwarded to the Chief Executive Officer for further processing reflecting any technical 
issues that the TAC feels should be addressed in them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Preliminary Draft Storage and Recovery Agreement Template 
2. Preliminary Draft Storage and Recovery Application Template 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve or edit the Draft Storage and Recovery Agreement Template 
and the Draft Storage and Recovery Application Template so they can be 
forwarded to the Chief Executive Officer for further processing 
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AGREEMENT FOR STORAGE AND RECOVERY OF WATER FROM THE 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

 
 
 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into on                                    ,                , by and between the 
SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER, an arm of the Superior Court of the State of California, in and for the 
County of Monterey, as established under Case No. M66343, hereinafter referred to as the "WATERMASTER," 
and                                                                                     , a                                                                            , 
hereinafter referred to as the "PRODUCER," as follows: 
 
 
 Recitals 
 
1. The WATERMASTER was created by Order of the Superior Court in and for the County of Monterey to 

administer and enforce the provisions of the Amended Decision of the Court filed February 9, 2007 under 
Case No. M66343, hereinafter referred to as the “Decision.”  This Decision was made for the purposes of 
managing and protecting the Seaside Groundwater Basin, hereinafter referred to as the “Basin,” for the 
benefit of the businesses, individuals, and public agencies that overlie or extract groundwater from the 
Basin. 

 
2. The PRODUCER has applied to the WATERMASTER for permission to store water in, and to 

subsequently recover water from, the Basin. 
 
3. Under the authorities granted to the WATERMASTER through the Amended Decision, the 

WATERMASTER hereby grants permission to the PRODUCER to store water in, and to recover water 
from, the Basin, subject to the Terms and Conditions contained in this Agreement. 

 
 
 Terms and Conditions 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the mutual promises contained herein, the 
parties hereto agree to the following terms and conditions: 
 

1. Definitions.  The definitions of certain terms used in this Agreement are taken from the Decision and 
are contained in Attachment A “Definitions.” 

 
2. Storage Quantity.  The PRODUCER is authorized to store by means of [insert method of storage, 

i.e. spreading or direct injection] ____________ acre-feet per year of water in the Basin.  In the 
event the WATERMASTER revises the Total Usable Storage Space of the Basin in accordance 
with Section III.H.4 of the Decision, or if one or more Alternative Producers converts entirely or in 
part from an Alternative Production Allocation to a Standard Production Allocation in accordance 
with Section III.B.3.e of the Decision, the PRODUCER’s Storage Allocation may change, and this 
may affect the storage quantity authorized by this Agreement.  In such instance this Agreement 
will be modified to reflect these changes. 

 
3. Storage Location(s).  The storage of water authorized under paragraph 2 above will be performed 

at the following location(s):  [insert proposed spreading or injection location(s)]. 
 

4. Recovery Location(s).   The recovery of water stored at the location(s) described under paragraph 
3 above will be performed at the following location(s):  [insert proposed recovery location(s)]. 
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5. Recovery Quantity.  The PRODUCER is initially authorized to recover (Extract) the full amount 
of the Stored Water Quantity cited in paragraph 2 of this Agreement.  However, due to the 
hydrogeologic characteristics of the Seaside Basin, naturally occurring losses of Stored Water may 
result in the WATERMASTER discounting the percentage of Stored Water that may be Extracted.  
Should the WATERMASTER determine that this needs to be done, this Agreement will be 
modified to reflect the discounted quantity of water that the PRODUCER may recover.  

 
6. Water Quality.  The PRODUCER hereby certifies that all of the water to be stored in the Basin 

under this Agreement will meet all California Department of Public Health primary and secondary 
standards for drinking water, as set forth in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22 (Social 
Security), Division 4 (Environmental Health), Chapter 15 (Domestic Water Quality and 
Monitoring Regulations), prior to the water being introduced into the Basin via either injection or 
spreading.  The water quality characteristics of the water that will be stored under this Agreement 
are as follows, and are considered by both parties to this Agreement to not pose a threat of harm to 
the Basin:   

 
[Insert physical, chemical, and microbiological information about the water being proposed for 
storage] 
 

7. Carryover of Unused Production Allocation and Carryover Credits.  In accordance with Section 
III.F of the Decision, if during a particular Water Year the PRODUCER does not Extract from the 
Basin a total quantity equal to the PRODUCER's Standard Production Allocation for the particular 
Water Year, the PRODUCER may establish Carryover Credits, up to the total amount of the 
PRODUCER's Storage Allocation.  However, in no circumstance may the sum of the 
PRODUCER's Stored Water Credits and Carryover Credits exceed the PRODUCER's available 
Storage Allocation. In consideration of the Seaside Basin's hydrogeologic characteristics, the 
WATERMASTER may discount the quantity of Water that may be Extracted pursuant to a 
Carryover Credit. 

 
In accordance with Section III.H.5 of the Decision, the PRODUCER shall have the right to use its 
Storage Allocation to Store any Carryover Water subject to the provisions of the Decision and this 
Agreement. Unused (not Extracted) Stored Water Credits and Carryover Credits may be carried 
over from year to year, but the amount that may be carried over in any year is subject to a 
percentage decrease, if a decrease in the Basin’s Operating Yield is declared by the 
WATERMASTER in accordance with Section III.B.2 of the Decision.  
 

8. Measurement and Reporting of Extractions and Storage. In accordance with Section III.J of the 
Decision, the PRODUCER shall install, maintain, and use adequate measuring devices on all 
Storage and Extraction facilities as required by the WATERMASTER's Rules and Regulations and 
this Agreement.  

 
The PRODUCER shall provide to the WATERMASTER, as part of each monthly Production 
Report, data for the reporting period stating: 

• The quantity of water that was stored  

• The quantity of stored water that was recovered (Extracted) 

• The location(s) where the water was stored 

• The location(s) where the water was recovered (Extracted) 
 

9. Indemnification.  The PRODUCER shall assume the defense of, indemnify and hold harmless,  the 
WATERMASTER, its officers, agents and employees from all claims, liability, loss, damage and 
injury of any kind, nature or description directly or indirectly arising during the term of this 
Agreement, or from acts, omissions or activities of the PRODUCER’s officers, agents, employees or 
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independent contractors employed by the PRODUCER, excepting claims, liability, loss, damage or 
injury which arise from the willful or negligent acts, omissions, or activities of an officer, agent or 
employee of the WATERMASTER. 

 
10. Successors and Assigns.  This Agreement, and all the terms and conditions hereof, shall apply to and 

bind the successors and assigns of the respective parties hereto; provided that the PRODUCER shall 
not assign this agreement without prior written consent of the WATERMASTER. 

 
11. Exchange of Information.  Each of the parties agree to execute and deliver to the other all such 

documents and instruments, and to take such further actions, as may reasonably be required to give 
effect to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

 
12. Negotiation.  It is agreed and understood by the parties hereto that this Agreement has been arrived at 

through negotiation and that neither party is to be deemed the party which prepared this Agreement 
within the meaning of Civil Code §1654.  The provisions of this Agreement shall be interpreted in a 
reasonable manner to effect the purpose of the parties and this Agreement.   

 
13. Disputes.  If any dispute under this Agreement arises the parties shall first meet and confer in a good 

faith attempt to resolve the mater between themselves.  Each party shall make all reasonable efforts to 
provide to the other party all the information that the party has in its possession that is relevant to the 
dispute, so that both parties will have ample information with which to reach a decision.  If the 
dispute is not resolved by meeting and conferring, the matter shall be submitted to the Court for 
resolution.  However, and the parties must proceed to meet and confer before filing any court action. 

 
14. Modification.  This Agreement may be amended, altered or modified only by a writing, specifying 

such amendment, alteration or modification, executed by authorized representatives of both of the 
parties hereto. 

 
15. Attorney's Fees and Costs.  In the event it should become necessary for either party to enforce any of 

the terms and conditions of this Agreement by means of  court action or administrative enforcement, 
the prevailing party, in addition to any other remedy at law or in equity available to such party, shall 
be awarded all reasonable costs and reasonable attorney's fees in connection therewith, including the 
fees and costs of experts reasonable consulted by the attorneys for the prevailing party. 

 
16. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in two counterparts, each of which shall be deemed 

an original, but both of which shall be deemed to constitute one and the same instrument. 
 

17. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement constitutes the entire and complete agreement between the parties 
regarding the subject matter hereof, and supersedes all prior or contemporaneous negotiations, 
understandings or agreements of the parties, whether written or oral, with respect to such subject 
matter. 

 
  IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement consisting of four (4) 

pages and one (1) attachment in duplicate on the date hereinabove written. 
 
 
 WATERMASTER      PRODUCER  
 
 
 
By  ___________________________    By  ___________________________ 
               Dewey Evans                     Insert Name 
       Chief Executive Officer                                Insert Title 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

DEFINITIONS 

(Excerpted from the Decision) 
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"Artificial Replenishment" means the act of the WATERMASTER, directly or indirectly, engaging in or 
contracting for Non-Native Water to be added to the Groundwater supply of the Seaside Basin through 
Spreading or Direct Injection to offset the cumulative Over- Production from the Seaside Basin in any 
particular Water Year pursuant to Section III.L.3.j.iii.  It shall also include programs in which Producers agree 
to refrain, in whole or in part, from exercising their right to produce their full Production Allocation where the 
intent is to cause the replenishment of the Seaside Basin through forbearance in lieu of the injection or 
spreading of Non-Native Water. 

 
"Carryover" means that portion of a Party's Production Allocation that is not Extracted from the Basin during 
a particular Water Year. Each acre-foot of Carryover establishes an acre-foot of Carryover Credit. 
 
"Carryover Credit(s)" means the quantity of Water established through Carryover, that a Party is entitled to 
Produce from the Basin pursuant to Section III.F. 
 
"Extraction," "Extractions," "Extracting," "Extracted," and other variations of the same noun or verb, mean 
pumping, taking, diverting or withdrawing Groundwater by any manner or means whatsoever from the 
Seaside Basin. 
 
"Groundwater" means all Water beneath the ground surface in the Seaside Basin, including Water from 
Natural Replenishment, Artificial Replenishment, Carryover, and Stored Water. 
 
"Natural Replenishment" means all processes by which Water may become a part of the Groundwater supply 
of the Seaside Basin without the benefit of the Physical Solution and the coordinated management it provides. 
Groundwater that occurs in the Seaside Basin as a result of the Physical Solution, which is not Natural 
Replenishment, includes, but is not limited to Storage, Carryover, and Artificial Replenishment. 
 
"Non-Native Water" means all Water that would not otherwise add to the Groundwater supply through 
natural means or from return flows from surface applications other than intentional Spreading. 
 
"Physical Solution" means the efficient and equitable management of Groundwater resources within the 
Seaside Basin, as prescribed by this Decision, to maximize the reasonable and beneficial use of Water 
resources in a manner that is consistent with Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution, the public 
interest, and the basin rights of the Parties, while working to bring the Production of Native Water to Natural 
Safe Yield. 
 
"Standard Production Allocation" is the amount of Groundwater that a Producer participating in this 
allocation method may Produce from a Subarea of the Seaside Basin as provided in Section III.B.2, which is 
determined by multiplying the Base Water Right by the Operating Yield. 
 
"Storage" means the existence of Stored Water in the Seaside Basin. 
 
"Storage Allocation" means that quantity of Stored Water in acre feet that a Party is allowed to Store in the 
Coastal Subarea or the Laguna Seca Subarea at any particular time. 
 
"Storage Allocation Percentage" means the percentage of Total Usable Storage Space allocated to each 
Producer proceeding under the Standard Production Allocation. Producers proceeding under the Alternative 
Production Allocation are not allocated Storage rights and, consequently, their share of the Total Usable 
Storage Space is apportioned to the Producers proceeding under the Standard Production Allocation. 
Pursuant to the terms of Section III.B.3, Parties proceeding under the Alternative Production Allocation 
enjoy a one-time right to change to the Standard Production Allocation. Due to the recalculation of the 
Storage Allocation Percentage necessitated when a Party changes to the Standard Production Allocation, the 
WATERMASTER will maintain the up-to-date Seaside Basin Storage Allocation Percentages. 
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"Storage and Recovery Agreement" means an agreement between WATERMASTER and a Party for 
Storage pursuant to Section III.L.3.j.xx. 
 
"Store" and other variations of the same verb refer to the activities establishing Stored Water in the Seaside 
Basin. 
 
"Stored Water" means (1) Non-Native Water introduced into the Seaside Basin by a Party or any 
predecessors-in-interest by Spreading or Directly Injecting that Water into the Seaside Basin for Storage and 
subsequent Extraction by and for the benefit of that Party or their successors-in-interest; (2) Groundwater 
within the Seaside Basin that is accounted for as a Producer's Carryover; or (3) Non-Native water introduced 
into the Basin through purchases by the WATERMASTER, and used to reduce and ultimately reverse Over-
Production. 
 
"Stored Water Credit" means the quantity of Stored Water augmenting the Basin's Retrievable Groundwater 
Supply, which is attributable to a Party's Storage and further governed by this Decision and a Storage and 
Recovery Agreement. 
 
"Total Useable Storage Space" means the maximum amount of space available in the Seaside Basin that can 
prudently be used for Storage as shall be determined and modified by WATERMASTER pursuant to 
Section III.L.3.j.xix, less Storage space which may be reserved by the WATERMASTER for its use in 
recharging the Basin. 
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APPLICATION TO STORE AND RECOVER WATER  

FROM THE  

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:   This Application form is for use by Standard Producers in the Seaside Groundwater 
Basin (Seaside Basin) for the purpose of obtaining approval from the Seaside Basin Watermaster 
(Watermaster) to store water in, and to subsequently recover water from, the Seaside Basin.  The application 
process is as described in Section III.L.3.j.xx of the Amended Decision of the Superior Court in and for the 
County of Monterey under Case No. M66343 filed February 9, 2007.   
 
 
 

Name of Standard Producer (Applicant) 
 
 

Contact Information for Applicant: 

 
Contact Person:  _________________________________________________________ 
 
Address:  _______________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone:  _____________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Proposed quantity of water Applicant wishes to store through spreading or direct injection into the 

Seaside Basin (acre-feet per year):___________________________ 
 
 
Proposed location(s) where the spreading or direct injection of water into the Seaside Basin will be 

performed.  If injection will be performed using one or more injection wells, provide indentifying 
information for those wells.  If spreading will be performed, provide coordinate location information, as well 
as any physical street address information for the proposed location. 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________ 
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Proposed location(s) where the spread or injected water may be recovered.  If recovery of the water will 
be performed using one or more recovery wells, provide indentifying information for each of those wells. 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________ 

 
Water quality characteristics of the water proposed for spreading or direct injection into the Seaside 

Basin.  Provide sufficient physical, chemical, and microbiological information about the water being 
proposed for storage, so that the Watermaster can determine whether or not storing such water will have any 
adverse impacts on the Seaside Basin.  Provide this information in for the form of analytical results from a 
properly certified water testing laboratory, attached to this Application. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, I will provide the TAC with an updated Consultants 
Work Schedule of the activities being performed by the Watermaster’s consultants and the public 
entity, MPWMD, which is performing certain portions of the work, and of the Critical Program 
Milestones Schedule.   
 
Attached is the Updated Consultants Work Schedule.  The principle update from the November 2009 
version is delaying work on Database enhancements by one month, starting this in February 2010 
rather than January 2010, due to the size of the January 13, 2010 TAC agenda packet. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Updated Schedule of Work Activities  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 

Corrections or Additions to This Schedule 
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