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M E E T I N G   N O T I C E   AND   A G E N D A 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

                                                            OF THE 

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
 

       DATE:  Wednesday, February 14, 2018 

MEETING TIME:  1:30 p.m. 

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Offices 

5 Harris Court, Building D (Ryan Ranch) 

Monterey, CA 93940   

If you wish to participate in the meeting from a remote location, please call in on the Watermaster 

Conference Line by dialing (515) 739-1015.  Use the Meeting ID 355890617.  Please note that if no 

telephone attendees have joined the meeting by 10 minutes after its start, the conference call will be ended.  

OFFICERS 

Chairperson:  Nina Miller, California American Water Company 

Vice-Chairperson:  Jon Lear, MPWMD 

 

MEMBERS 

California American Water Company                 City of Del Rey Oaks                         City of Monterey                                         

City of Sand City                                  City of Seaside                                  Coastal Subarea Landowners 

 Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources Agency                

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District                                       

Agenda Item 

1. Public Comments 

2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the January 10, 2018 Meeting 

B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Items 

C. Monterey Peninsula Stormwater Resource Plan (MPSRP) 

3. Letter from MCWD Proposing to Sell Water to Replenish the Seaside Basin for Use in the 

Ord Community 

4. Schedule  

5. Other Business  

The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday March 14, 2018 at 1:30 p.m. at the 

MRWPCA Board Room.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 

No. 

 

2 

6 

18 

19 

 

54 

59 

 

` 



2 

 

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the January 10, 2018 Meeting 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

 

Draft Minutes from this meeting was emailed to all TAC members.  Any changes requested by TAC 

members 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 

January 10, 2018 

 

 

Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – No Representative 

California American Water – Nina Miller 

City of Monterey – No Representative  

Laguna Seca Property Owners –Bob Costa  

MPWMD – Jon Lear 

MCWRA – Peter Kwiek (via telephone) 

City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 

City of Sand City – Leon Gomez (via telephone) 

Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 

 

Watermaster 

Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 

 

Consultants 

None 

 

Others 

California American Water – Chris Cook 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The meeting was convened at 1:40 p.m. after a quorum had been established.   

 

1. Public Comments 

There were no public comments.     

 

2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the November 15, 2017 Meeting 

On a motion by Mr. Costa, seconded by Ms. Miller, the minutes from this meeting were 

unanimously approved as presented, with Mr. Lear and Mr. Kwiek abstaining because they had 

not attended that meeting. 

 

B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.   

 

Mr. Costa asked if the conflict between overlapping GSA areas between the Marina Coast 

Water District and the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency had been 

resolved. Mr. Jaques responded that he understood that those parties were in discussions in 

hopes of resolving the conflict, but he did not know the current status of those discussions. Mr. 

Lear confirmed Mr. Jaques understanding. 

 

C. Letter from MCWD Proposing to Sell Water to Replenish the Seaside Basin for Use in 

the Ord Community 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.   
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Ms. Miller and Mr. Cook provided Mr. Jaques a copy of a letter they had received dated January 

8 from Marina Coast Water District responding to the Watermaster’s letter. The Watermaster 

had not yet received the letter.  Mr. Jaques said he would review the response letter and be in 

contact with Marina Coast Water District to discuss these issues with them. 

 

D. Monterey Peninsula Stormwater Resource Plan  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.   

 

He reported that due to a scheduling conflict he would be unable to attend the next meeting of 

the technical stakeholder group which had just been scheduled for February 8 at 10:00 AM. He 

asked if any TAC members could attend on behalf of the Watermaster. Ms. Miller said she 

would attend the meeting. 

 

3. RFS to HydroMetrics WRI to Update the Seaside Basin Groundwater Model 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material for this item.  

 

Mr. Costa inquired as to how recently the model had been updated. Mr. Jaques responded that it was 

last updated in 2014, but that it has not been recalibrated since 2009. He went on to say that model 

results have indicated that, while they have still been in an acceptable range of accuracy, model results 

in some parts of the basin are beginning to diverge away from the measured values, and this indicates 

that recalibration is needed. 

 

On a motion by Mr. Lear, seconded by Mr. Costa, HydroMetrics RFS No. 2018–03 to update and 

recalibrate the Seaside Basin Groundwater Model was unanimously approved. 

 

4. Draft Cost-Sharing Agreement for Seaside Basin Hydrogeologic Model Update 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 

 

On a motion by Mr. Costa, seconded by Mr. Lear, the draft cost-sharing agreement for updating the 

basin model was unanimously approved. 

 

5. Draft Cost-Sharing Agreement for Seaside Basin Geochemical Modeling 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 

 

Mr. Lear reported that in March 2018, the work of characterizing mineral composition through analysis 

of well cuttings and/or core samples as described in Task 2 in the Pueblo Water Resources scope of 

work will be undertaken by Monterey One Water for its Pure Water Monterey project. 

 

Mr. Cook reported that Trussell Technologies is doing water quality analyses for California American 

Water on their desalination project. He said he would like to have Trussell Technologies review the 

Pueblo Water Resources proposal to see if they have any questions or concerns. He went on to say that 

Trussell Technologies is looking at potential pipeline corrosion issues and may propose some chemical 

addition to control corrosion within the California American Water distribution system. Mr. Jaques 

noted that the Budget and Finance Committee is scheduled to meet on January 17 to review and 

hopefully approve the agreement. He asked if Mr. Cook could provide the results of Trussell 

Technologies’ review tomorrow and advise if there were any issues of concern. Mr. Cook said he would 

do so. 

 

Mr. Jaques recommended adding language containing the information about the work that is not 

included in the Pueblo Water Resources scope of work (the bulleted items on the bottom of page 39 of 

the agenda packet) to the cost-sharing agreement, and stating in that language that each of the project 

proponents would be responsible for performing that work and paying for it for their respective projects. 
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A motion was made by Mr. Lear, seconded by Ms. Miller, to approve the draft cost-sharing agreement 

for geochemical modeling with the inclusion of this additional language, and addressing any concerns 

that might be raised by Trussell Technology. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

6. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques highlighted certain items in the 2018 schedule and responded to questions from TAC 

members about some of the items. 

 

7. Other Business 

Mr. Lear reported that MPWMD had received the letter from the Watermaster asking them to destroy 

the PCA East monitoring well, which is no longer in operation and is perforated in multiple aquifers. He 

said that MPWMD staff had met with representatives of the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District 

at their Corporation yard, and with the help of a backhoe had excavated and found the abandoned well, 

and will now proceed with destroying it.  

 

The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday February 14, 2018 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA 

Board Room. 

 

 The meeting adjourned at 2:17 p.m. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B 

AGENDA TITLE: Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

At the State level: 

Since my last update, I have not received any new materials from the State that would impact the 

Watermaster. 

 

On January 18, 2018 I submitted to DWR the Watermaster’s WY 2017 documentation, as required by 

SGMA for adjudicated basins.  The documentation is contained in Attachment 1, which was taken off of 

DWR’s data reporting portal. 

 

Included with that documentation was an estimate of the change in groundwater storage that occurred 

during WY 2017.  This estimate was prepared by HydroMetrics and is contained in Attachment 2.  The 

estimated change of +290 AF (estimated increase in amount of groundwater stored) is higher than the       

-510 AF (estimated decrease in amount of groundwater stored) that was estimated for WY 2016.  This 

shows that in WY2017 more water was replenished into the basin than was taken out.  As the 

HydroMetrics Memo indicates, updating the Groundwater Model would improve the accuracy of the 

estimates.  Updating and recalibrating the Model will occur during 2018. 

 

 

At the Monterey County level: 

The Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SVBGSA) Advisory Committee met on 

January 18, 2018, and the agenda for that meeting is attached.  Discussion issues that may be of interest to 

Watermaster TAC members include: 

•  At its November 2017 meeting the Board of the SVBGSA approved a Coordination Agreement with 

MCWD to address the issue of overlapping GSA application boundaries submitted by these two 

parties.  Essentially it provides for MCWD to carry out the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) 

activities within its Marina and Ord Community service areas, regardless of whether MCWD or the 

SVBGSA is ultimately determined by the Department of Water Resources to be the appropriate party 

to serve as the GSA for those areas.  The Agreement is available to read and download from this 

URL:  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5924cea23a0411c1b50d8fd1/t/5a00dc92c8302523
0c1acdd5/1510005916913/11-9-17+REVISED+Board+meeting+packet.pdf.   

The document is included under Agenda Item No. 10 at this link.  At the very end of this same link is a 

copy of a letter from the SWRCB providing clarification regarding certain of the issues associated with 

the overlapping GSA application boundaries. 

• Seawater intrusion is being detected in “islands” of area within the 400-foot aquifer in the Salinas 

Valley Basin, inland of the main seawater intrusion front in that aquifer.  Since these islands are 

surrounded by non-intruded water, it is believed that the islands of seawater intrusion are due to either 

or both of two causes: (1) There are approximately 142 abandoned wells in this portion of the Basin 

that are perforated in both the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers, and seawater from the 180-foot aquifer  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5924cea23a0411c1b50d8fd1/t/5a00dc92c83025230c1acdd5/1510005916913/11-9-17+REVISED+Board+meeting+packet.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5924cea23a0411c1b50d8fd1/t/5a00dc92c83025230c1acdd5/1510005916913/11-9-17+REVISED+Board+meeting+packet.pdf
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B (Continued) 

is leaking through those wells into the 400-foot aquifer, or (2) the clay layer separating the 180-foot 

and 400-foot aquifers (previously believed to be a continuous aquiclude) is discontinuous and in the 

island areas there is hydrogeologic connectivity between the two aquifers.  That allows intruded water 

from the 180-foot aquifer to seep downward into the 400-foot aquifer.  Discussions are underway 

within the County, the MCWRA, and the SVBGSA on what actions to take to mitigate this problem.   

See maps in Attachment 1 (taken off of the MCWRA website from the presentation made to their 

Board of Directors).   There was much discussion of this topic at the Advisory Committee meeting. 

• The SVBGSA is applying for grand funding assistance from the State to help with the costs of 

preparing its GSP.  Since the Salinas Valley Basin is one of 21 critically overdrafted basins in the 

State it will be given a high priority to receive grant funding assistance. 

• The major milestone schedule for the SVBGSA is as follows: 

o Form a GSA (already completed prior to the June 30, 2017 deadline) 

o Develop a GSP (must be completed by January 31, 2020 as a critically overdrafted basin) 

• Achieve sustainability (within20 years after adopting its GSP) There was some discussion regarding 

expansion of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) to help alleviate the overdrafting 

problem, and in those discussions a number of hurdles were mentioned. 

• It was mentioned that the Salinas River Diversion Facility (also known as the “rubber dam”) diverts 

excess river flows from the Salinas River into the tertiary water storage pond used by the CSIP, and 

the waters mix there and are fed into the CSIP distribution system to provide irrigation water to 

growers within the CSIP service area.  It was noted that each year between the months of April and 

October (when the SRDF is in operation) approximately 2,000 AF of water is discharged to the ocean, 

rather than being captured to augment the CSIP flows, because the storage pond is sometimes full and 

there is no way of storing this water. 

• Selection of a consultant to prepare the SVBGSA’s GSP is expected to occur at the SVBGSA Board’s 

February 2018 meeting. 

• The Advisory Committee will begin meeting monthly, rather than bi-monthly.  If there are no agenda 

items to warrant having a meeting, that meeting will be cancelled. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1.  MCWRA map showing seawater intrusion islands 

2.  Watermaster’s SGMA report for WY2017 

3.  HydroMetrics’ estimate of change in groundwater storage during 

WY2017 

4.  Agenda for SVBGSA’s January 18, 2018 Advisory Committee 

Meeting  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2 
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Attachment 3 
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Attachment 4 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.C 

AGENDA TITLE: Monterey Peninsula Stormwater Resource Plan (MPSRP) 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

A study titled the “Monterey Peninsula Stormwater Resource Plan (MPSRP)” is being initiated by the 

entities participating in development of the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan for the greater 

Monterey Bay area.  Background information on the study was included in the November 15, 2018 TAC 

agenda packet.  

 

The consultant performing the study held a meeting with the technical stakeholder group on February 8th 

to share the results of the study. Due to a conflict I was not able to attend that meeting, but Nina Miller 

volunteered to attend on behalf of the Watermaster.  She cannot attend today’s TAC meeting, so her notes 

from that meeting will either be included in the next TAC meeting agenda packet, or she will make a 

short oral report about the meeting then. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Letter from MCWD Proposing to Sell Water to Replenish the Seaside Basin 

for Use in the Ord Community 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

On December 6, 2017 a letter was sent to MCWD asking them to provide clarification of a list of issues 

associated with their offer to sell water to the Watermaster to help with Seaside Basin replenishment. 

 

Attachment 1 is the letter of response which was received from MCWD.  The first column contains the list of 

issues contained in the Watermaster’s December 6, 2017 letter, and the second column contains MCWD’s 

responses to those issues. 

 

I attempted to have MCWRA review those portions of MCWD’s response which pertain to compliance with 

MCWRA’s “Agency Act.” That Act places restrictions of the export of water outside of the Salinas Valley 

Basin.  However, as of the date of preparation of this Agenda Transmittal I had not received a reply from 

MCWRA on my requests (both by telephone and via email) for their review and comment.   

 

I also met with Mr. Keith Van Der Maaten, MCWD’s General Manager, to discuss MCWD’s response.  During 

that meeting he informed me that, while MCWD’s September 27, 2017 Proposal to sell water is still on the table, 

MCWD is working on developing another “hybrid” proposal that could involve an offer to sell both advance 

treated reclaimed water (which it would acquire from Monterey One Water under its agreement with them), and 

groundwater from MCWD’s wells. The hybrid proposal might be for a much longer term than the six years 

associated with their September 27 Proposal. 

 

After meeting with Mr. Van Der Maaten and researching the documents referenced in Attachment 1, I prepared 

Attachment 2 which contains my findings, conclusions, and recommendations regarding each of the 18 issues 

listed in the Watermaster’s letter.  The bullet list below summarizes my recommendations. 

 

• Before further considering MCWD’s September 27, 2017 Proposal wait to see if they submit to the 

Watermaster a hybrid proposal to sell water with terms and conditions that may be preferable to those in 

their September 27, 2017 Proposal. 

 

If the Watermaster wishes to look further into MCWD’s September 27, 2017 Proposal: 

• Wait until MCWD completes its CEQA process for the proposed water sale before further considering 

their Proposal. 

• Provide clarifying maps, if appropriate, as attachments to any agreement to purchase water. 

• Before entering into a water purchase agreement, determine the optimum location(s) where the purchased 

water should either be used directly or injected into the Basin.   

• Query MCWRA about whether they anticipate cutting back the water allocation to MCWD in the 

foreseeable future, and whether they anticipate amending the Agency Act to reflect DWR’s new border of 

the Salinas Basin. 

• The only apparent way to ensure that water purchased from MCWD would be used within MCWD’s Ord  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 (Continued) 

Community service area would be to have it delivered to the Seaside Golf Courses and this amount is less 

than the amount necessary to avoid triennial ramp-downs.  Therefore, the Watermaster should not enter 

into a water purchase agreement with MCWD with the expectation of avoiding triennial production ramp-

downs.   

• It may be better to wait until the confidential settlement discussions with the CPUC by MCWD and the 

other parties involved have been completed, and the outcome of those discussions is known, before further 

considering MCWD’s Proposal. 

• Ask Cal Am if they would be willing to submit to the SWRCB a revised set of milestones that take the 

purchased water into account, if the CPUC authorized Cal Am to acquire this water. 

• The Board should determine from where the funds to purchase from MCWD would come. 

• Determine if any costs other than the purchase cost, and the cost to perform geochemical modeling and 

potential mitigation costs, would be incurred by the Watermaster if it purchased water from MCWD. 

• The Board should consider whether making an investment of over $7 million by purchasing water from 

MCWD for a minimal raising of groundwater levels is a prudent use of funds.   

• The proposal by MCWD to sell water should be conservatively viewed as an interim-only source of 

replenishment water for the Seaside Basin when comparing this with other possible replenishment water 

sources. 

• Trying to have the Agency Act amended so that the full 700 AFY of water MCWD proposes to sell could 

be used would likely be more difficult than the small benefit of being able to use the additional 250 AFY of 

water would warrant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 1.  Letter from MCWD dated January 8, 2018 

2.  Findings, conclusions, and recommendations 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager on what 

recommendations to provide to the Watermaster Board on this topic 
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Attachment 1 
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Reference: Official Monterey County Seawater Intrusion 

Map for 400-foot aquifer, October 2017 
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Marina 

Source: Preliminary Interpretation of SkyTEM Data Acquired in the Marina Coast Water District by Ian Gottschalk and Rosemary Knight June 16, 2016 Page 15 figure 10 ;  see video explaining this Airborne Electromagnetic survey at www.mcwd.org. 
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Monterey County seawater 
intrusion map 

AIRBORNE Electromagnetic  

groundwater profile  
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Issue Nos. 1 and 2: What types of activities or projects might MCWD undertake that would affect 

the delivery of water under the proposal? What types of alternatives or mitigation measures might 

be undertaken by MCWD, and how would they affect delivery of water?  What issues associated 

with the proposal would need to be addressed in the CEQA process, or in complying with 

applicable environmental compliance laws? How time-consuming and difficult would it be to 

achieve compliance with these requirements? 

 

Findings: MCWD clarified that the language referred to in Issue No. 1 is in their Proposal to comply 

with a Court ruling in the Save Tara case.  That ruling prohibits a public lead agency like MCWD from 

prematurely approving a water sales agreement before completing the CEQA process.  Conclusions:  

Without first completing the CEQA process for MCWD’s proposed sale of water to the Watermaster, it 

is not possible to determine what, if any, actions MCWD might have to take to comply with CEQA.  

Without that knowledge, the Watermaster would not know if the impact of such action(s) would alter the 

Watermaster’s interest in pursuing MCWD’s Proposal.   

Recommendation:  It would be better to wait until MCWD completes its CEQA process before 

considering their Proposal further. 

 

Issue No. 3:  The figure attached to MCWD’s Proposal needs to be updated to reflect the basin 

boundary revisions made by DWR in its Bulletin 118 to show the Adjudicated Seaside Basin.    

 

Findings:  Through filings made by MPWMD on behalf of the Watermaster in 2016, the Department of 

Water Resources (DWR) revised the mapping in its Bulletin 118 to correctly show the boundary of the 

adjudicated Seaside Basin, and to revise the boundary of the Monterey Basin to match the revised 

boundary of the adjudicated Seaside Basin.  A copy of that revised map is shown below in Exhibit “C.”   

Conclusions:  The map included as Exhibit “B” in MCWD’s September 27, 2017 Proposal may 

correctly show these revised boundaries, but it has its service areas overlain such that it is not possible to 

clearly see the basin boundaries.   

Recommendation:  If an Agreement between MCWD and the Watermaster is ultimately adopted, and if 

it is appropriate to include maps of this type, it would be clearer to include the maps from both Exhibit 

“C” below, and Exhibit “B” of MCWD’s Proposal as attachments. 

 

Issue No. 4: Is there really “excess” groundwater in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin from 

which MCWD draws its water?  (That Basin is experiencing seawater intrusion from 

overpumping).  What are these allocations? How are they determined? How long do they last? 

Who administers/regulates these allocations? Can the administering/regulating authority change 

the allocations or are they fixed and guaranteed?  

   

Findings:   

Water Rights.  Monterey County Agreement No. A-06404 (dated September 21, 1993), cited in 

Attachment 2, allocated 6,600 AFY of water from the Salinas Basin (defined in that Agreement to be the 

Salinas River Groundwater Basin, which has since been renamed by DWR as the Salinas Valley 

Groundwater Basin) to the U.S. Army at Fort Ord. 

 

Section 4.i of that Agreement states “As part of the disposal of Fort Ord, the Government is considering 

transferring the ownership and operation of the Fort Ord wells and water distribution system to a 

successor water purveyor, utility, or agency. Under such a transfer, the MCWRA agrees that the 

Government, in its sole discretion, may transfer its applicable water rights under this agreement to the 

Attachment 2 
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successor water purveyor, utility, or agency. The MCWRA also agrees not to object to such a successor 

obtaining or developing a water supply from outside the Salinas Basin for the Fort Ord Lands.” 

 

Agreement A-06404 anticipated that a “Project” would be constructed by MCWRA and states that this 

Project “…would provide at least 6,600 acre-feet per year which will permit all Salinas Basin wells on 

Fort Ord Lands to be shut down except during emergencies; stopping all pumping from the Salinas 

Basin on Fort Ord Lands is necessary to mitigate seawater intrusion; the MCWRA is currently 

developing such a Project to supply water to the Fort Ord Lands, Marina, Salinas, Toro Park, and 

perhaps other areas in north Monterey County; it is also possible that another water agency, district, 

utility, or purveyor could develop a smaller scale Project to supply water for just the Fort Ord Lands.”  

Agreement A-06404 provides the 6,600 AFY water allocation to the U.S. Army until such time as the 

Project is implemented.  Presumably at that time pumping from the Salinas Basin would no longer be 

necessary and that allocation would expire. 

 

 

The U.S. Army quitclaimed its water rights, and its water system facilities, from Agreement No. A-

06404 to FORA in 2001, and FORA in turn quitclaimed those water rights, along with its water system 

facilities, to MCWD, also in 2001. Those water rights amounted to 4,871 AFY.  The table provided by 

MCWD in Attachment 2 shows how FORA allocated this quantity of water.  

  

In March 1996 MCWD was annexed by the County into MCWRA Zones 2 and 2A.  The annexation 

agreement provided that MCWD could pump up to 3,020 AFY of groundwater to serve its service area, 

as it existed at that time.  That service area is referred to in Attachment 2 as the “MCWD Central 

Marina” portion of MCWD’s current service area.  MCWD’s service area expanded to include portions 

of the former Fort Ord through the 2001 quitclaim from FORA.  The expanded service area is referred to 

in Attachment 2 as the “MCWD Ord Community.” 

 

SGMA.  The DWR Groundwater Sustainability Plan Regulations cited by MCWD in Attachment 2 

read as follows:  

“§ 357. Introduction to Interagency Agreements. This Article describes the requirements for 

coordination agreements between Agencies within a basin developed pursuant to Water Code Section 

10727.6, and voluntary interbasin agreements.  

§ 357.2. Interbasin Agreements. Two or more Agencies may enter into an agreement to establish 

compatible sustainability goals and understanding regarding fundamental elements of the Plans of each 

Agency as they relate to sustainable groundwater management. Interbasin agreements may be included 

in the Plan to support a finding that implementation of the Plan will not adversely affect an adjacent 

basin’s ability to implement its Plan or impede the ability to achieve its sustainability goal. Interbasin 

agreements should facilitate the exchange of technical information between Agencies and include a 

process to resolve disputes concerning the interpretation of that information. Interbasin agreements may 

include any information the participating Agencies deem appropriate, such as the following:  

(a) General information: (1) Identity of each basin participating in and covered by the terms of the 

agreement. (2) A list of the Agencies or other public agencies or other entities with groundwater 

management responsibilities in each basin. (3) A list of the Plans, Alternatives, or adjudicated areas 

in each basin.  

(b) Technical information: (1) An estimate of groundwater flow across basin boundaries, including 

consistent and coordinated data, methods and assumptions. (2) An estimate of stream-aquifer 

interactions at boundaries. (3) A common understanding of the geology and hydrology of the basins 

and the hydraulic connectivity as it applies to the Agency’s determination of groundwater flow across 

basin boundaries and description of the different assumptions utilized by different Plans and how the 

Agencies reconciled those differences. (4) Sustainable management criteria and a monitoring network 

that would confirm that no adverse impacts result from the implementation of the Plans of any party 

to the agreement. If minimum thresholds or measurable objectives differ substantially between basins, 
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the agreement should specify how the Agencies will reconcile those differences and manage the 

basins to avoid undesirable results. The Agreement should identify the differences that the parties 

consider significant and include a plan and schedule to reduce uncertainties to collectively resolve 

those uncertainties and differences.  

(c) A description of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that are 

parties to the agreement. (d) Interbasin agreements submitted to the Department shall be posted on 

the Department’s website.” 

 

The MCWD Proposal to the Watermaster does not appear to pose any conflict with any of the SGMA 

Regulations. 

 

Agency Act.  The Agency Act was adopted in 1995 when the MCWRA was created.  The provision of 

the Agency Act that appears to govern where the water MCWD is proposing to sell can be used is 

contained in Section 9(u) which describes one of the powers of the Agency as to “Prevent the export of 

groundwater from the Salinas River Groundwater Basin, except that use of water from the basin on any 

part of Fort Ord shall not be deemed an export. Nothing in this act prevents the development and use of 

the Seaside Groundwater Basin for use on any lands within or outside that basin.” 

 

This topic is also discussed in Section 21 of the Agency Act, which reads in part “…For the purpose of 

preserving that balance [between extraction and recharge within the Salinas River Groundwater Basin], 

no groundwater from that basin may be exported for any use outside the basin, except that use of water 

from the basin on any part of Fort Ord shall not be deemed such an export. If any export of water from 

the basin is attempted, the Agency may obtain from the superior court, and the court shall grant, 

injunctive relief prohibiting that exportation of groundwater.” 

 

The Agency Act does not contain any map or other exhibit that shows the boundary of the Salinas River 

Groundwater Basin.  It also does not include any definition for the term “Salinas River Groundwater 

Basin.” 

 

Conclusions:  The data provided by MCWD shows that in recent years their production amounts have 

been well below the amount of water they are allocated under the agreements described above.  

Therefore, it appears that MCWD could provide the quantities of water they are proposing to sell to the 

Watermaster.  However, it should be noted that Agreement No. A-06404 contains in Section 4.g this 

wording “Should future litigation, regulation or other unforeseen action diminish the total water supply 

available to the MCWRA, the MCWRA agrees that it will consult with the Fort Ord/POM Annex 

Commander. Also, in such an event, the MCWRA agrees to exercise its powers in a manner such that 

Fort Ord/POM Annex shall be no more severely affected in a proportional sense than the other members 

of the Zones.”  Presumably, this provision was passed on to MCWD via the quitclaims executed in 2001, 

which are discussed above.  This indicates that under certain conditions MCWRA would have the 

authority to reduce the amount of water allocated to MCWD, as long as MCWD’s reduction was not in 

greater proportion than the reduction MCWRA required of others in Zones 2 or 2A. 

 

The total allocation of water to MCWD under the agreements discussed above is 7,891 AFY. However, 

it should be noted that while MCWD may have water rights to extract up to this amount of water from 

the Salinas Basin, if it extracted 700 AFY of water beyond the amount needed to meet the demand of its 

existing customers in order to sell it to the Watermaster, that water would be extracted from near the 

interface between the Monterey Basin and the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Basin (See Exhibit “E” below).  

This might exacerbate the seawater intrusion problems in those portions of the Salinas Valley Basin. 

 

Since the Agency Act was adopted in 1995, it may be that the term “Salinas River Groundwater Basin” 

refers to the “Salinas Basin” as shown in DWR’s 1980 version of its Bulletin 118, which was DWR’s 

most recent update of Bulletin 118 prior to the enactment of the Agency Act.  This is shown in Exhibit 



 

38 

“A.”  The basin boundary lines in Exhibit “A” are crudely shown, but they do appear to show that the 

Seaside Groundwater Basin (a portion of the Carmel-Seaside Basin in that Exhibit) is outside of the 

Salinas Basin.  Thus, the Agency Act was apparently drafted with the belief that the Seaside Basin was 

not a part of the Salinas Basin, and that is how the Agency Act has historically been interpreted.  The 

Salinas Basin, as depicted in DWR’s 2003 update of its Bulletin 118, is shown in Exhibit “B” and the 

Salinas Basin as shown in DWR’s most recent (2016) update of its Bulletin 118 is shown in Exhibit “C.” 

The maps in these two exhibits clearly show that all of the Seaside Groundwater Basin is now considered 

by DWR to be within the Salinas Basin. This is confirmed by the written description of the Seaside 

Basin contained in Exhibit “D” which was taken from the 2016 version of Bulletin 118.  If the Agency 

Act were to be updated to reflect DWR’s revised border of the Salinas Basin, it could affect where water 

sold by MCWD to the Watermaster could be delivered and still be in compliance with the Agency Act, 

since nearly all of the City of Seaside lies within the Seaside Basin, as does a portion of the City of Del 

Rey Oaks and all of the Laguna Seca area.   

 

Recommendation:  If the Watermaster elects to enter into a water purchase agreement with MCWD, the 

optimum location(s) where that water should either be used to provide in-lieu replenishment, or injected 

into the aquifers, should be determined.  Those location(s) apparently must be inside of MCWD’s Ord 

Community service area in order to be in compliance with the Agency Act.  Also, MCWRA should be 

queried with regard to whether they anticipate cutting back the water allocation to MCWD in the 

foreseeable future, and whether they anticipate amending the Agency Act to reflect DWR’s new border 

of the Salinas Basin. 

 

Issue No. 5: Is the groundwater that MCWD proposes to sell of potable quality as-is, or would 

treatment be required before it could be used or injected into the Seaside Basin? 

a.  If the water were to be injected into the basin for replenishment purposes how and where would 

it be injected?  

b.  Could there be adverse geochemical impacts in the aquifer from injecting this water?  Who 

would evaluate this potential adverse impact? 

c.  What action would be taken by MCWD if adverse geochemical impacts resulted from use of the 

water provided by MCWD? 

d.  Who would monitor the quality of the water being provided by MCWD? 

e.  Who would meter the quantity of water being delivered, and how? 

 

 

Findings:  The water MCWD proposes to sell to the Watermaster would be from the same potable water 

sources it uses to serve its existing customers, and no treatment should be required for it to be used by 

customers that are Watermaster members.   

 

MCWD proposes delivering water to the Seaside Golf Courses or using MPWMD’s existing ASR 

well(s) to inject the water into the Seaside Groundwater Basin aquifers. 

 

MCWD states that they would not take on the responsibility of identifying or dealing with any adverse 

geochemical impacts that might occur from introducing the water purchased from them into the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin aquifers.  This would be the Watermaster’s responsibility. 

 

MCWD would be responsible for monitoring the quality of the water it would deliver to the 

Watermaster. 

 

Delivered water quantities would be metered at the points of delivery, either by existing MCWD meters 

or by MPWMD meters (if delivered to the ASR wells for injection). 
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Conclusions:  The quality of water MCWD would be providing should be satisfactory for direct use by 

any of the Watermaster members.  It may also be satisfactory for injection into the Seaside Groundwater 

Basin aquifers for either storage and recovery, or simply for replenishment.  However, without 

performing geochemical modeling (as will be done for the desalinated water, ASR water from the 

Carmel River Basin, and Pure Water Monterey reclaimed water) it will be unknown if any adverse 

geochemical impacts would occur by injecting it into the aquifers.  The Watermaster would have to 

undertake that modeling at its own cost, as MCWD has declined to take on that responsibility.  It is not 

clear what party would be responsible for metering the quantities of water MCWD would deliver, as the 

method and point(s) of delivery have not yet been determined. 

 

Recommendation:  If the Watermaster elects to enter into a water purchase agreement with MCWD, the 

only apparent way to ensure that the water MCWD delivers will be used within MCWD’s Ord 

Community service area would be to have it delivered to the Seaside Golf Courses.  If it were delivered 

to the existing MPWMD ASR wells, the water recovered from those wells would flow into Cal Am’s 

distribution system which delivers water outside of MCWD’s Ord Community service area.  Further, the 

Seaside Golf Courses typically only use around 450 AFY (the usage ranged from 383 to 553 AFY during 

Water Years 2013 to 2017).  Thus, only that amount of water could be directly used.  This is 

approximately 250 AFY below the 700 AFY that is being proposed by MCWD.   

 

Issue No. 6: MCWD’s letter states that they would provide 4,300 AF over a six-year period. If 700 

AFY were provided this would total 4,200 AF, not 4,300 AF.  

 

Findings:  The corrected amount of water that MCWD is proposing to sell to the Watermaster is 4,200 

AF over a six-year period. 

Conclusions:   As noted under Issue No. 5, it would only be possible to directly use approximately 450 

AFY of this water on the Seaside Golf Courses, or a total of approximately 2,700 AF over a six-year 

period. 

Recommendation:  None necessary. 

 

Issue No. 7:  MCWD’s letter states in part that the water provided by MCWD would replace Cal 

Am's need to use 700 AFY of MPWSP desalinated water to payback the Watermaster during at 

least the term of this sale. Why would Cal Am want to do that, since Cal Am would still have the 

obligation, under its Agreement with the Watermaster, to repay 700 AFY? How would doing this 

benefit the Seaside Basin? 

 

Findings: MCWD reports that the intent of its offer to sell water to the Watermaster is to help avoid two 

triennial ramp-downs in production from the Seaside Groundwater Basin. MCWD’s response did not 

address the question of how this would replace Cal Am’s need to use 700 AFY of desalinated water to 

pay back the Watermaster for its overproduction from the Basin since the date of the Adjudication 

Decision, as required by Cal Am’s agreement with the Watermaster. 

Conclusions:  The triennial ramp-down quantities are 10% of the initially authorized Seaside 

Groundwater Basin Operational Yield of 5,600 AFY, or 560 AFY.  These ramp-downs can only be 

avoided if one or more of the following conditions is met: 

a. The Watermaster has secured and is adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water to the 

Basin on an annual basis; or 

b. The Watermaster has secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount and has contracted 

with one or more of the Producers to utilize said water in lieu of their Production Allocation, 

with the Producer agreeing to forego their right to claim a Stored Water Credit for such 

forbearance; or 

c. Any combination of a and b above which results in the decrease in Production of Native Water 

required by this Decision; or 

d. The Watermaster has determined that Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and 
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Paso Robles aquifers are at sufficient levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent 

seawater intrusion. 

 

As noted under Issue No. 5 above, if the water provided by MCWD was directly used by the Seaside 

Golf Courses, it would not normally be possible to use 560 AFY to satisfy condition b. above.  

Therefore, it would not be possible to avoid triennial ramp-downs by directly using MCWD’s water.  If 

the full 700 AFY could be injected into the Basin, then it would be possible to avoid these ramp-downs.  

However, as also noted under Issue No. 5, if that amount were injected into the Basin at an existing ASR 

well, it would not be possible for the water recovered from that well, or any other well in the Seaside 

Basin, to be used within MCWD’s Ord Community service area.  This is because the ASR water that is 

recovered from these wells flows into Cal Am’s distribution system which does not serve any customers 

in MCWD’s Ord Community service area.  Therefore, it does not appear that MCWD’s proposal would 

either avoid triennial ramp-downs or replace Cal Am’s commitment to pay back the Watermaster for its 

overproduction from the Basin. 

Recommendation:  The Watermaster should not enter into a water purchase agreement with MCWD, if 

doing so is based on the expectation of avoiding triennial production ramp-downs. 

 

Issue No. 8:  MCWD’s letter states in part that “…none of the water from this sale may be directly 

used outside of MCWD's Ord Community service area…”  MCWD provides the water supply to 

that area.  There are currently no delivery pipelines connecting Seaside Basin producers with that 

area, and MCWD has no wells in the Seaside Basin.  How could the water be provided to the 

Watermaster in such a manner that it would only be delivered into that area? How would the 

water be delivered to the Ord Community area, and by who? 

 

Findings:  As noted under Issue No. 5 above, the only apparent way to ensure that the water MCWD 

delivers will be used within MCWD’s Ord Community service area would be to have it delivered to the 

Seaside Golf Courses.   

Conclusions:  Also, as noted under Issue No. 5 above, the Seaside Golf Courses typically only use 

around 450 AFY and therefore only that amount could be directly used.  This is well below the 700 AFY 

that is being proposed by MCWD.   

Recommendation:  If Watermaster elects to enter into a water purchase agreement with MCWD, the 

Watermaster should only expect to be able to receive approximately 450 AFY from MCWD  

 

Issue No. 9:  It does not appear that it would be consistent with the Adjudication Decision for 

MCWD to “wheel” water to Cal Am to deliver it to the Ord Community water customers, since 

Cal Am does not currently serve those customers (MCWD does). How would this be addressed? 

 

Findings:  MCWD proposes to deliver the water it would sell to the Watermaster by using its existing 

pipeline connection to the Seaside Golf Courses, or by injecting it into an existing MPWMD ASR well.   

Cal Am would not be involved in delivering any of this water. 

Conclusions:  This would avoid any concerns about “wheeling” water to Cal Am.  However, as noted in 

the Issues above, this would not avoid triennial ramp-downs and would not relieve Cal Am of its 

obligation to provide 700 AFY of water to pay back its prior years of overproduction. 

Recommendation:  None required. 

 

Issue No. 10:  MCWD’s letter states that the sale of this water would need the approval of the 

CPUC and the SWRCB.  What issues would those parties be concerned about which might affect 

their willingness to grant their approvals?  How long would it take to get those approvals?  Would 

the Watermaster incur any expenses associated with getting them? 
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Findings:  MCWD reports that discussions are in progress with the CPUC on this matter but that they 

are confidential and cannot be disclosed to the Watermaster, although MCWD also reports that Russ 

McGlothlin and Don Freeman are participating in those discussions. 

Conclusions:  No information responding to the questions under this Issue were provided, so no 

conclusions can be drawn at this point in time. 

Recommendations:  It may be better to wait until the discussions with the CPUC have been completed, 

and the outcome of those discussions is known, before further considering MCWD’s Proposal. 

 

Issue No. 11:  MCWD’s letter states that if the CPUC authorized Cal Am to acquire this water 

then Cal Am would have to submit to the SWRCB a revised set of milestones that would take this 

water into account.  Would Cal Am want to do this? 

 

Findings:  MCWD did not provide any information in response to this Issue other than to say that the 

Watermaster should ask Cal Am. 

Conclusions: No information responding to this Issue was provided, so no conclusions can be drawn at 

this point in time. 

Recommendation:  Seek input from Cal Am on this Issue. 

 

Issue No. 12:  MCWD’s letter lists three conditions of the sale. 

a.  The first condition calls for the water to be sold to the Watermaster.  Where would the 

money come from to purchase the water? 

b.  The second condition sets a price of $2,872 per AF which is the Watermaster’s 

Replenishment Assessment unit price.  That unit price was developed by the Watermaster 

through a volume-weighted blending of estimated water costs from several potential water 

supply projects.  The Watermaster’s intent in purchasing any water for replenishment would be 

to acquire it at the lowest possible cost, which would presumably be no more that the supplier’s 

cost to provide the water.  MCWD’s cost to supply the water would likely be much lower than 

$2,782/AF. 

c.  The third condition prohibits the use of any of this water on the Peninsula.  Thus, while the 

water could be of potential benefit to the Basin, it would not benefit Cal Am in fulfilling its 

water supply obligations.  Given this, would Cal Am be interested in accepting the offer?   

 

Findings:   

a.  It will be up to the Watermaster to determine how to provide the funds to purchase water from 

MCWD. 

 

b.  MCWD’s proposed price for the sale of water is based on the Watermaster’s current Replenishment 

Assessment Unit Cost of $2,872/AF.  This is lower than MCWD’s current retail water sales price for 

water, which in its Ord Community service area is $3,319/AF and in its Central Marina service area is 

$2,452/AF.  Copies of MCWD’s current retail water rates are included in Exhibit “F”. 

 

c.  MCWD clarified that its offer to sell water is to the Watermaster, not to Cal Am.  MCWD’s response 

did not address the question of whether the Watermaster’s purchase of water would be of benefit to Cal 

Am, which supplies water to users outside of MCWD’s Ord Community service area. 

Conclusions:  The Watermaster members will need to determine how to provide those funds if the 

Watermaster elects to enter into a water purchase agreement with MCWD. 

Recommendation:  The Board should discuss this matter and determine whether or not it wishes to 

purchase water from MCWD and, if so, from where the funds to purchase that water would come.  

 

Issue No. 13:  Would the Watermaster incur any costs, other than to purchase the water, if it 

accepted MCWD’s offer? 
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Findings:  It will be up the Watermaster to determine if it will incur any costs, other than the direct 

purchase cost per AF of water delivered, if it enters into an agreement with MCWD to purchase water.   

Conclusions:  Unless there are costs associated with any of the other Issues discussed above, it does not 

appear that the Watermaster would incur any other costs if it were to purchase water from MCWD, other 

than for the geochemical modeling and potential mitigation measures discussed above under Item No. 5. 

Recommendations:  The Watermaster should try to verify that it will not incur any other costs if it 

wishes to purchase water from MCWD. 

 

Issue No. 14: MCWD is apparently in competition with Monterey County to serve as the 

Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the part of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin to the 

north of the boundary of the Adjudicated Seaside Basin.  Could there be any conflict between 

MCWD and Monterey County as a result of delivering water to the Seaside Basin under MCWD’s 

Proposal? 

 

Findings:  Through an agreement approved by the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability 

Agency (SVBGSA) in November 2017, MCWD and the SVBGSA resolved the conflict between them 

regarding their overlapping GSA filings.  The following is a synopsis of the terms of that agreement 

(from the SVBGSA November 9, 2017 Board meeting agenda packet): 

 

• MCWD filed as a GSA with DWR for a portion of the area generally known as the Monterey 

Subbasin north and west of Highway 68. The question remained as to whether this was an 

acceptable filing under SGMA Legislation.  A number of deadlines are pending associated 

with the development of Ground Water Sustainability Plans (GSPs) grant funding that require 

coordination between the two agencies until DWR rules on the jurisdictional matter.  To that 

end SVBGSA Staff worked with MCWD to create a coordination agreement that sets forth a 

plan to manage the Monterey Subbasin. This agreement is designed to work under a variety of 

scenarios and provide useful coordination between the two agencies.   

  

• The agreement designates MCWD as being responsible for submitting a grant 

application/proposal to DWR for a Category 2, Tier 2 GSP grant for the Monterey Subbasin. 

MCWD will continue to coordinate with the SVBGSA and obtain input from the SVBGSA in 

preparation of the grant application/proposal for the Monterey Subbasin.  

  

• The agreement also allows that the SVBGSA shall be the Party responsible for submitting a 

grant application/proposal to DWR for a Category 2, Tier 1 Groundwater Sustainability Plan 

grant for the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin. SVBGSA shall be responsible for the cost of 

preparing the grant.  SVBGSA will coordinate with MCWD and obtain input from MCWD in 

preparation of the grant application/proposal for the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin. In order 

to accomplish this work a coordination committee including representatives from MCWD and 

SVBGSA will be formed for each subbasin.  

  

• Given the current view from the State Water Board, two scenarios were developed:  

 a)  If MCWD is allowed under SGMA to include the Ord Subarea within its Groundwater 

Sustainability Agency boundaries, MCWD shall manage the Marina and Ord Subareas as part 

of its GSA under the GSP.   

 b)  If MCWD is not allowed under SGMA to include the Ord Subarea within its Groundwater 

Sustainability Agency boundaries, the Ord Subarea may be designated by the SVBGSA as a 

Management Area within the boundaries of its GSA, and MCWD shall be allowed to manage 

the Ord Subarea under the GSP.   

  

• SVBGSA staff believes that this language provides for the flexibility needed to work out a 

management area with MCWD that allows them to manage the Ord Area for which they 
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provide water service. Additionally, this language provides the opportunity to negotiate the 

boundaries of the Coral De Tierra area in a manner that protects other interests. 

Conclusions:  The earlier conflict between these two entities appears to have been resolved to their 

mutual satisfaction through this agreement.  Therefore, the earlier conflict no longer appears to pose any 

problem with regard to MCWD’s Proposal to sell water to the Watermaster. 

Recommendation:  None required. 

 

Issue No. 15:  MCWD is believed to have commitments to supply water to current and proposed 

future developments on the former Fort Ord.  Could there be any conflict between the proposal to 

sell water to the Watermaster, and MCWD’s commitments to supply water to these other parties? 

 

Findings:  MCWD provided information (discussed under Issue No. 4 above) that demonstrates that 

they have adequate water rights in the Salinas Valley Basin to fulfill their water delivery obligations to 

current users in the former Fort Ord, and to also sell 700 AFY of water to the Watermaster.   As further 

discussed under Issue No. 17 below, MCWD does not want to run the risk of being short of water to 

supply future developments in the former Fort Ord, so it is only offering to sell water for a six-year 

period. 

Conclusions:  MCWD could sell 700 AFY of water to the Watermaster for a period of six years and still 

have adequate water rights and water supply capability to serve its existing customers. 

Recommendation:   None required. 

 

Issue No. 16:  How can MCWD help with mitigating the impacts of the Cease and Desist Order 

imposed on Cal Am for its withdrawal of water from the Carmel River Basin? 

 

Findings:  MCWD believes that selling water to the Watermaster will be helpful to Cal Am in meeting 

its water supply obligations and complying with the Cease and Desist Order for the Carmel River Basin, 

particularly in dry years, by helping to avoid the triennial ramp-downs in production from the Seaside 

Basin that are required by the Adjudication Decision.   

Conclusions:  If in fact triennial ramp-downs could be avoided that would allow Cal Am to be able to 

pump more water from the Seaside Basin and still comply with the Adjudication Decision.  That would 

seem to be helpful to Cal Am, especially in dry years, by not exceeding its production allocation under 

the Adjudication Decision while pumping 700 AFY of additional water, as well as in complying with the 

Carmel River Basin Cease and Desist Order.  However, it would cost (under the MCWD Proposal) 

$2,872/AF to purchase the water.  If the Watermaster paid for the water, under the terms of the 

Adjudication Decision (assuming the purchase of this water was paid for out of the Monitoring and 

Management Program Budget), Cal Am would be paying 91% of the cost.  If instead Cal Am pumped 

that same amount of water from the Seaside Basin above its production allocation, it would incur a 

Replenishment Assessment cost of $2,872/AF for this same quantity of water.  Thus, at best there 

appears to be only a small financial incentive on the part of Cal Am to purchase this water. 

 

Further, as discussed above under Issue No. 7, it does not appear that triennial ramp-downs would be 

avoided.  The quantity of water MCWD proposes to sell to the Watermaster would have minimal long-

term benefit to the Basin itself in terms of raising groundwater levels to protective levels.  Rather, it 

would appear to only serve as a potential interim benefit to Cal Am. 

Recommendation:  Given the expense associated with purchasing approximately 450 AFY of water 

from MCWD to serve the Seaside Golf Courses over a six-year period (a cost of over $7 million if the 

unit cost were $2,872/AF), the Board should consider whether this level of investment for a minimal 

raising of groundwater levels is a prudent use of funds.  As mentioned above, the greater benefit might 

be to Cal Am, if having the Watermaster purchase this water would aid Cal Am in complying with the 

Adjudication Decision and the Cease and Desist Order.  
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Issue No. 17:  Would it be possible to get an agreement for a term longer than the six years that are 

contained in your letter of Proposal? 

 

Findings:  Although at this time MCWD has ample unused water rights, it wishes to protect itself 

against not having enough water to supply future developments within its service area.  Therefore, at this 

time MCWD does not wish to enter into a water sales agreement for a period longer than six years. 

However, at the end of six years MCWD may be willing to discuss an extension of the initial six-year 

period. 

Conclusions:  It is not possible to accurately predict whether MCWD will in the future be willing to 

extend the initial six-year period for selling water to the Watermaster.  This will depend on numerous 

variables that affect the implementation progress of land development projects, and their associated 

demands for water. 

Recommendation:  The proposal by MCWD to sell water should be conservatively viewed as an 

interim-only source of replenishment water for the Seaside Basin.  It should be viewed in that context 

when comparing this with other possible replenishment water sources. 

 

Issue No. 18:  Due to the non-fixed (i.e. movable) location of the hydrogeologic divide between the 

Seaside Basin and the Salinas Valley Basin, can MCWD prove that the water it is offering to 

supply would not in fact be coming from the Seaside Basin itself, rather than from the Salinas 

Valley Basin. 

 

Findings:    MCWD reports that when the Agency Act was adopted in 1995 it was believed that the 

Seaside Basin was not hydrogeologically connected to the Salinas Valley Basin.  This appears to be 

confirmed by reviewing the 1980 DWR map in Exhibit “A” which shows a boundary line between the 

Salinas Basin and the Carmel-Seaside Basin.  However, DWR has since designated the Seaside Basin as 

a sub-basin of the larger Salinas Valley Basin.  The boundary of the Salinas Valley Basin was expanded 

to include the Seaside sub-basin when DWR updated its Bulletin 118 map, as shown in Exhibits “B,” 

“C,” and “D.”  Designating it as a sub-basin was presumably done to recognize the hydrogeologic 

interconnection of the sub-basins within the larger Salinas Valley Basin.  For this reason MCWD 

suggests that the Agency Act be amended to reflect this, which would then enable MCWD to deliver 

groundwater for use anywhere within the Seaside sub-basin. 

Conclusions:  There may be merit, as suggested by MCWD, in seeking to have the Agency Act 

amended to recognize that there is hydrogeologic connectivity between the Seaside sub-basin and other 

adjacent sub-basins within the Salinas Valley Basin.  Amending the Agency Act in this manner would 

expand the area to which MCWD could deliver water for sale and still comply with the export-of-water 

restrictions in the Agency Act.  However, this could be a politically and legally difficult undertaking and 

would likely not be warranted, based on the conclusions above under Issue No. 16.  Further, it is not 

clear what entity would need to, or be willing to, pursue such an amendment. 

Recommendations:  Based on the conclusions and recommendations above, it appears that at best 

approximately 450 AFY of water could be obtained for use by the Watermaster on the Seaside Golf 

Courses, and be in compliance with the Agency Act as it is currently written and interpreted.  Trying to 

expand the geographic area that MCWD’s water could be used in would likely be more difficult than the 

small benefit of being able to use an additional 250 AFY (to reach the full 700 AFY of MCWD’s 

Proposal) would warrant. 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

1980 Bulletin 118 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

2003 Bulletin 118 
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EXHIBIT “C” 

2016 Bulletin 118 
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EXHIBIT “D” 

2016 Bulletin 118 Basin Boundary Map and Description of the Adjudicated Seaside 

Basin 
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EXHIBIT “E” 
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EXHIBIT “F” 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

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 Schedule of 

the activities being performed by the Watermaster, its consultants, and the public entity, MPWMD, 

which is performing certain portions of the work.   

 

Attached is the Work Schedule for FY 2018.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2018 

 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 

Corrections or Additions to the Schedule 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 14, 2018 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The “Other Business” agenda item is intended to provide an opportunity for TAC members or others 

present at the meeting to discuss items not on the agenda that may be of interest to the TAC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 

 


