
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

{00504032;1} 1
CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER’S NOTICE OF FILING OF ANNUAL REPORT 

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER HARRIS & DONLAN LLP 
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Email:  red@eslawfirm.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff California-American Water Company 
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COUNTY OF MONTEREY 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER,
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CITY OF SEASIDE, et al.  

      Defendants. 
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REPORT 
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Intervenor. 
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AND RELATED CROSS ACTIONS.

TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR RESPECTIVE COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that California-American Water Company (“California American 

Water”), at the request and on behalf of the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 

(“Watermaster”) Chief Executive Officer, hereby files the Seaside Basin Watermaster Annual 

Report – 2019 (“Report”).  The Report is required to be filed on or before January 15, 2020, 

consistent with the provisions of the Decision in this action, as amended by the Order Amending 

Judgment filed March 29, 2018. 

A copy of the main body of the Report will be served on each of the Parties by California 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED BY
Superior Court of California,
County of Monterey
On 1/13/2020 9:06 AM
By: Justin Borello, Deputy
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American Water along with a copy of this Notice. Hard copies of the 15 attachments to the 

Report, consisting of approximately 132 pages, are available upon request from the Watermaster 

Chief Executive Officer.  

Dated: January13, 2020 ELLISON SCHNEIDER HARRIS & DONLAN LLP 

By:  
Robert E. Donlan 

Attorneys for Plaintiff California-American Water  
Company 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER 

 
ANNUAL REPORT – 2019 

       
Integral to the Superior Court Decision (Decision) rendered by Judge Roger D. Randall 
on March 27, 2006 is the requirement to file an Annual Report.  This 2019 Annual Report 
is being filed on or before January 15, 2020, consistent with the provisions of the 
Decision, as amended by the Order Amending Judgment filed March 29, 2018.   
 
This Annual Report addresses the specific Watermaster functions set forth in 
Section III. L. 3. x. of the Decision.  In addition this Annual Report includes sections 
pertaining to: 

• Water quality monitoring and Basin management 
• Information that the Watermaster would otherwise include within a Case Status 

Conference Statement, including:  
o A summary of basin conditions and important developments concerning 

the management of the Basin 
o Planned near- and long-term actions of the Watermaster 
o Information concerning the status of regional water supply issues 
o Management activities that may bear on the Basin's wellbeing. 

 
A. Groundwater Extractions  
The schedule summarizing the Water Year 2019 (WY 2019) groundwater production 
from all the producers allocated a Production Allocation in the Seaside Groundwater 
Basin is provided in Attachment 1, “Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster, Reported 
Quarterly and Annual Water Production from the Seaside Groundwater Basin for all 
Producers Included in the Seaside Basin Adjudication During Water Year 2019.” Water 
Year 2019 is defined as beginning October 1, 2018 and ending on September 30, 2019.   
 
B. Groundwater Storage  
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD), in cooperation with 
California American Water (CAWC), operates the Seaside Basin Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) program. Under the ASR program, CAWC diverts water from its 
Carmel River sources during periods of flow in excess of NOAA-Fisheries’ bypass flow 
requirements, and transports the water through the existing CAWC distribution system 
for injection and storage in the Seaside Basin at the MPWMD’s Santa Margarita ASR site 
and CAWC’s Seaside Middle School ASR site. During WY 2019, 1,335 AF was diverted 
and stored in the Seaside Basin under the ASR program. Rainfall in the area was about 
145% of normal, and Carmel River flow was about 217% of normal.  
 
Based upon production reported for WY 2019, the following Standard Producers are 
entitled to Free and Not-Free Carryover Credits to 2020 in accordance with the Decision, 
Section III. H. 5: 
 
Producer                                 Free Carryover Credit              Not-Free Carryover Credit 
                                                          (Acre-feet)                                   (Acre-feet) 
                                                                           
Granite Rock                                       194.88                                          27.12  
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DBO Development                             364.98                                           38.98  
Calabrese (Cypress)                              14.65                                             1.64 
CAWC                                                     00.00                                         130.75 
City of Seaside Muni                            00.00                                           00.00 
 
C. Amount of Artificial Replenishment, If Any, Performed by Watermaster 
Per the Decision, “Artificial Replenishment” means the act of the Watermaster, directly 
or indirectly, engaging in 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 also includes 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 (referred to herein 
as “In-lieu Replenishment”). 
  
During Water Year 2019 the Watermaster did not indirectly engage in In-lieu 
Replenishment of the Basin. No non-native water was made available to 
the Basin during Water Year 2019 under the April 7, 2010 Memorandum of 
Understanding and Agreement entered into by Watermaster with the City of Seaside for 
its golf course irrigation program creating in-lieu replenishment water. 
 
However, on September 4, 2019 the City of Seaside filed a motion with the Court seeking 
the Court’s approval of the City’s request for a Storage and Recovery Agreement for in-
lieu storage and recovery of water.  On October 25, 2019 the Court approved the City’s 
request.  Court documents pertaining to the City’s request are contained in Attachment 
15.  The Watermaster plans to prepare and consider approving such an agreement in early 
2020.   
 
D. Leases or Sales of Production Allocation and Administrative Actions  
In WY2019 a transfer or assignment of water allocation was activated, as provided for in 
the Cypress Pacific Investors (CPI), successor to Muriel L. Calabrese 1987 Trust, front-
loading delivery of water agreement that is contained in Attachment 14.  Per the 
agreement, CPI leases to California American Water Company (CAWC) 8.0 AF of water 
(subject to reduction per the formulas in the Decision) for the purpose of producing such 
water from, or moving the production of such water to, the inland wells operated by 
CAWC and for delivery of such water by CAWC to one or more CPI properties. In Water 
Year 2016-17 CPI assigned its entire Standard Production Allocation water right to 
CAWC effective October 1, 2016. In Water Year 2019 CAWC began wheeling 3.17 AF 
to a certain CPI property. 
 
As discussed in Attachment 13 of the 2018 Annual Report, in 2019 Security National 
Guarantee (SNG) indicated it intended to convert a portion of its Alternative Production 
Allocation to Standard Production.  However, SNG subsequently decided not to make 
such a conversion.   
 
During WY 2019 the Watermaster Board did not make any revisions to its Rules and 
Regulations.   
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During WY 2019 the Watermaster Board was comprised of the following Members 
and Alternates: 
    
  MEMBER                           ALTERNATE                     REPRESENTING 
Director Paul Bruno                        N/A                Coastal Subarea Landowner 
 
Christopher Cook       Nina Miller/Tim O’Halloran   California American Water  
 
Director Bob Costa/Troy Thompson    N/A       Laguna Seca Subarea Landowner 
 
Director George Riley                Director Jeanne Byrne                 MPWMD 
 
Mayor Mary Ann Carbone                   City of Sand City 
 
Supervisor Mary Adams         Supervisor Jane Parker          Monterey County 
(MCWRA) 
 
Councilmember John Gaglioti        Mayor Alison Kerr              City of Del Rey Oaks 
 
Councilmember Dan Albert  Mayor Clyde Roberson           City of Monterey 
                                     
Mayor Ian Oglesby                                             City of Seaside 
 
 
E. Use of Imported, Reclaimed, or Desalinated Water as a Source of Water for 

Storage or as a Water Supply for Lands Overlying the Seaside Basin 
The CAWC/MPWMD ASR Program operated in WY 2019 and 1,335.07 acre-feet of 
water was injected into the Basin as Stored Water Credits and 744.36 acre-feet was 
extracted. 
  
In accordance with Section III. L. 3. j. xx, CAWC and MPWMD applied to the 
Watermaster for Storage in the Seaside Basin of water from the Pure Water Monterey 
Project (PWM). The application was considered by the Watermaster at its publicly 
noticed October 3, 2018 meeting. No member of the public present at the meeting voiced 
concerns about approval of the application or PWM. After consideration and discussion, 
the Watermaster Board approved the application.  
  
The Watermaster Board considered approval of a Storage and Recovery Agreement 
between the Watermaster, CAWC, and MPWMD governing the future injection and 
recovery of water from PWM at its publicly noticed January 2, 2019 meeting.  No 
member of the public present at the meeting voiced concerns about approval of the 
agreement or PWM. After consideration and discussion, the Watermaster Board approved 
the agreement.  A copy of the agreement is included in Attachment 13 of this Annual 
Report. 
 
F. Violations of the Decision and Any Corrective Actions Taken 
Section III. D. of the Decision enjoins all Producers from any Over-Production beyond 
the Operating Yield in any Water Year in which the Watermaster declares that Artificial 
Replenishment is not available or possible. Section III. L. 3. j. iii. requires that the 
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Watermaster declare the unavailability of Artificial Replenishment in December of each 
year, so that the Producers are informed of the prohibition against pumping in excess of 
the Operating Yield. 
  
Because the December 5, 2018 Board meeting was canceled, the Watermaster made its 
declaration regarding the availability of Artificial Replenishment for WY 2019 at its 
Board meeting of January 2, 2019. A copy of this declaration is contained in Attachment 
2. In WY 2018 the Watermaster implemented another 10% water production reduction 
required under Section III.B.2 of the Decision. No additional water production reductions 
were implemented in WY 2019. 
  
Total pumping for WY 2019 did not exceed the Operating Yield (OY) of the Basin, and 
exceeded the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) of the Basin by 269.24 acre-feet.  
  
California American Water reported annual pumping quantities that exceeded its 
Standard Production NSY allocation by 284.85 acre-feet, and reported annual pumping 
quantities that did not exceed its Operating Yield allocation. The Watermaster will assess 
California American Water a Replenishment Assessment for this over production, as 
further described in Section H, below. 
  
The City of Seaside reported annual pumping quantities that exceeded its Standard 
Production NSY allocation by 27.82 acre-feet, and reported annual pumping quantities 
that exceeded its Operating Yield allocation by 31.41 acre-feet. The City of Seaside did 
not exceed its Alternative Production NSY. The Watermaster will assess the City of 
Seaside a Replenishment Assessment for these over productions, as further described in 
Section H, below. 
 
G. Watermaster Administrative Costs 
The total estimated Administrative costs through the end of Fiscal Year 2019 amounted 
to $80,000 including a $25,000 dedicated reserve. Costs include the Administrative 
Officer salary and legal counsel fees. The “Fiscal Year 2019 Administrative Fund 
Report” and “Fiscal Year 2019 Operations Fund Report” are provided in Attachment 3.   
 
H. Replenishment Assessments 
At its meeting of October 2, 2019 the Watermaster Board determined that the Natural 
Safe Yield Replenishment Assessment unit cost of $2,872 per acre-foot, and the 
Operating Yield Replenishment Assessment unit cost of $718 per acre-foot, which are the 
unit costs that were used in WY 2019, should remain the same for WY 2020. 
  
Alternative and Standard Producers report their production amounts from the Basin to the 
Watermaster on a quarterly basis. Based upon the reported production for WY 2019, 
CAWC’s Replenishment Assessment for Overproduction in excess of its share of the 
Natural Safe Yield is $818,097.34.  CAWC had no overproduction in excess of its share 
of the Operating Yield.   
  
The City of Seaside’s Replenishment Assessment for its Municipal System for 
Overproduction in excess of its share of the Natural Safe Yield is $79,892.62, and for 
overproduction in excess of its share of the Operating Yield is $22,550.43. The City of 
Seaside did not exceed its Alternative Production Allocation for its Golf Course System 
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production. A summary of the calculations for Replenishment Assessments for WY 2018 
is contained in Attachment 5. 
 
I. All Components of the Watermaster Budget 
The Watermaster budget has four separate funds: Administrative Fund; Monitoring & 
Management–Operations; Monitoring and Management–Capital Fund and; 
Replenishment Fund. Copies of the budgets for Fiscal Year 2019 are contained in 
Attachment 6.  
 
The Watermaster Board is provided monthly financial status reports on all financial 
activities for each month with year-to-date totals. 
 
J. Water Quality Monitoring and Basin Management  
Water Quality Analytical Results 
Groundwater quality data continued to be collected and analyzed on a quarterly basis 
during WY 2019 from the enhanced network of monitoring wells.  The low-flow 
sampling method implemented in 2009 continued to be used in 2019 and is expected to 
continue to be used in the future to improve the efficiency of sample collection.  As 
discussed in the 2013 Annual Report, the Watermaster reduced the frequency of water 
quality sampling at SBWM-MW5 to once every 3 years.   
 
No modifications to the quarterly data collection frequency from the enhanced network of 
monitoring wells were made during WY 2019.    
 
In prior years a separate water quality and water level report was prepared for the 
Watermaster by MPWMD, and included in the Annual Reports.  Since this data is 
primarily used to prepare the Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report, beginning in 2019 the 
data was provided by MPWMD to Montgomery & Associates.  Montgomery & 
Associates used that data to prepare the water quality and water level report and included 
it as an attachment to the SIAR. The SIAR is further discussed below. 
 
Monitoring and Management Program Work Plan for the Upcoming Year 
The 2020 Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP) Work Plan contained in 
Attachment 9 includes the types of basin management activities conducted in prior years 
as well as revisions approved by the Board at its October 2, 2019 meeting.   
 
Other than small changes due to changes in hourly rates for some of the consultants, the 
following are the principle differences between the 2019 M&MP and the 2020 M&MP, 
and their respective budgets:     
 
Task I.2.b.3 (Collect Quarterly Water Quality Samples):  In 2019 the total amount 
budgeted for this Task was $42,083, comprised of $24,542 for MPWMD and $17,541for 
Martin Feeney.  The proposed scope of work for this task in 2020 is changed slightly 
from 2019 due to (1) the need to perform some maintenance work on the Sentinel Wells 
by Mr. Feeney, and (2) by a reduction in the amount of work required by MPWMD to 
compile data.  The cost for the induction logging subcontractor to Mr. Feeney is 
unchanged from 2019, but the amount proposed for Mr. Feeney’s portion of this work in 
2020 is increased by $1,710 to perform the maintenance work. MPWMD’s costs for 2020 
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are reduced by $992.  Therefore, the amount proposed for 2020 is increased by $718 to 
$42,801. 
 
Task I.2.b.6 (Prepare Data Appendix for SWI Report):  MPWMD’s scope of work for 
this Task in 2020 has been reduced by having them only compile the data in MS Access 
format and provide that to Montgomery & Associates, rather than preparing a water 
quality and water level report.  Therefore, the amount proposed for 2020 is reduced by 
$1,490 to $2,086. 
 
Task I.2.b.7 (CASGEM Data Submittal for Watermaster's Voluntary Wells):  
Because of the increased time MPWMD encountered in 2019 to format and submit this 
data to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to comply with the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requirements for adjudicated basins, the number 
of hours provided for this Task in 2020 has been significantly increased from 16 hours in 
2019 to 60 hours in 2020.  The hourly rate for this work is unchanged from 2019, but the 
additional hours resulted in an increase in cost.  Therefore, the amount proposed for 2020 
is increased by $6,556 to $8,940. 
 
Task I.4.c (Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis):  In 2019 the total amount 
budgeted for this Task was $22,742, comprised of $1,192 for MPWMD and $21,550 for 
Montgomery & Associates.  The proposed scope of work for this task is changed from 
2019 by having Montgomery & Associates prepare the water quality and water level 
report that was formerly prepared by MPWMD under Task I.2.a.1.  The hourly rate for 
the MPWMD staff involved in performing their portion of this task is unchanged, so the 
amount proposed for 2020 for their portion of this work is unchanged from the amount in 
2019.  The hourly rates for some of the personnel working on this at Montgomery and 
Associates have increased slightly, and additional hours have been added for 
Montgomery & Associates to take the raw data provided to them by MPWMD and use it 
to prepare the water level and water quality report, so it can be included in the SIAR.  
Therefore, the amount proposed for 2020 is increased by $2,580 to $25,322. 
 
Task I.3.e (Seaside Basin Geochemical Model):  The full cost of the geochemical 
modeling that was performed in 2019 is being borne by the three proponents of the 
projects that intend to inject new sources of water into the Basin.  These are California 
American Water, MPWMD, and Monterey One Water (formerly MRWPCA).  It is 
anticipated that, if Montgomery & Associates needs to perform work on this Task in 
2020, these same parties will reimburse the Watermaster for all of the costs to perform 
this work.  Therefore, there should be no net cost to the Watermaster for the work of this 
Task. 
 
In summary, the 2020 M&MP Operations Budget, including the associated $822 increase 
in the 10% Contingency line item, is $9,046 higher ($215,967-$206,921) than the 2019 
Budget.   
 
Since no Capital Projects are anticipated in 2020, there is no change in the M&MP 
Capital Budget from 2019 to 2020, and that budget remains at zero dollars. 
 
Basin Management Database 
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Pertinent groundwater resource data obtained from a number of sources has been 
consolidated into the Watermaster’s database to allow more efficient organization and 
data retrieval.   No modifications or enhancements to the database are planned in FY 
2020. 
 
Enhanced Monitoring Well Network 
The Seaside Basin M&MP uses an Enhanced Monitoring Well Network to fill in data 
gaps in the previous monitoring well network used by the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District (MPWMD), and others, in order to improve the basin management 
capabilities of the Watermaster.  The Enhanced Monitoring Well Network has been 
described in detail in previous Watermaster Annual Reports.  It continues to be used to 
obtain additional data that is useful to the Watermaster in managing the Basin.   
 
Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) 
The BMAP constitutes the basic plan for managing the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The 
BMAP identifies both short-term actions and long-term strategies intended to protect the 
groundwater resource while maximizing the beneficial use of groundwater in the basin. It 
provides the Watermaster a logical set of actions that can be undertaken to manage the 
basin to its Safe Yield.  
 
The Watermaster’s first BMAP was completed in 2009 and was approved by the 
Watermaster Board at its February 2009 meeting.  The Executive Summary from that 
BMAP was contained in Attachment 9 of the 2009 Annual Report, and the complete 
document is posted on the Watermaster’s website at: 
http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/Other/BMAP_FINAL_5-Feb-2009.pdf. 
 
Over the nine years since the 2009 BMAP was completed, the Watermaster has collected 
much groundwater level and quality data, and conducted various studies to improve the 
understanding of the basin. This improved understanding was incorporated into a 2019 
Updated BMAP to facilitate ongoing responsible management of the groundwater 
resource.  The Watermaster Board approved the 2019 Updated BMAP at its June 5, 2019 
meeting. 
 
The 2019 Updated BMAP is quite lengthy, so only the Executive Summary from that 
document is contained in Attachment 7.  However, a full copy of the document is posted 
on the Watermaster’s website at: 
http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/Other/BMAP%20Final_07192019.pdf  
 
One of the findings in the Updated BMAP is that the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) of the 
Basin is 2,370 AFY, which is lower than the Adjudication Decision’s initially-established 
3,000 AFY.  
 
Attachment 10 contains a Memo titled “Seaside Groundwater Basin Natural Safe Yield 
Allocations to Producers.”  The Memo describes how the Adjudication Decision 
allocated water rights to each of the Producers (both Standard and Alternative Producers), 
and the water rights that each Producer would have after all of the Adjudication Decision-
required ramp-downs in pumping have been completed.  The Memo also briefly 

http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/Other/BMAP_FINAL_5-Feb-2009.pdf
http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/Other/BMAP%20Final_07192019.pdf
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describes the water rights impacts that would result from lowering the NSY of the Basin 
from 3,000 AFY to 2,370 AFY. 
 
As discussed in the Memo, the approach used to make these calculations is based on the 
assumption that the Adjudication Decision contemplated that all of the Basin’s NSY 
comes from the Laguna Seca and the Coastal Subareas, and that none of it comes from 
the Northern Inland Subarea.  Two options for arriving at the water rights for each 
Producer are presented in the Memo.  As noted in the Memo, there are some 
inconsistencies in the Adjudication Decision which complicate the calculation of water 
rights after the Adjudication Decision-mandated ramp-downs in pumping are completed. 
 
The Memo contains a set of ramp-down calculations for a basin-wide NSY of 3,000 
AFY, because 3,000 AFY had been the ramp-down figure that was developed when 
CAWC was sizing its Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project.  That analysis led to the 
conclusion that CAWC’s ultimate water right in the Basin would be 1,474 AFY, based on 
a basin-wide Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY.  Therefore, it was appropriate to include 
the ramp-down analysis leading to CAWC’s 1,474 AFY of ultimate water right.    Also 
contained in the Memo is a set of ramp-down calculations for a basin-wide NSY of 2,913 
AFY, based on a slightly different interpretation of the Adjudication Decision. 
 
The Memo provided to the Watermaster Board all of the necessary background 
information and calculations for use in determining which of the two ramp-down figures 
(3,000 AFY or 2,913 AFY) should be used when the next (and presumably final) ramp-
down occurs in WY 2021.  At its meeting of June 5, 2019 the Watermaster Board 
determined that there should be a final ramp-down to 3,000 AFY in WY 2021 and that 
water allocations to each Producer should be assigned as shown in Table 7 of Attachment 
10 after all pumping ramp-downs have been completed.  The Board reached this decision 
in part because ramping-down to 3,000 AFY would cause less hardship on the 
Alternative Producers by not requiring them to ramp-down along with the Standard 
Producers, and because ramping down to 2,913 AFY would provide negligible additional 
benefit and would require both the Standard and Alternative Producers to ramp-down. 
 
In conjunction with updating the BMAP, Montgomery & Associates and Todd 
Groundwater (a hydrogeologic consultant the Watermaster used to perform a peer review 
of a draft version of the Updated BMAP) recommended that at some point in the future 
the Watermaster change to a different approach (Sustainable Yield) rather than 
continuing to use the Natural Safe Yield approach that was used in the Adjudication 
Decision, for basin management purposes. Attachment 11 contains a discussion of the 
pros and cons of using the Sustainable Yield approach vs. the Natural Safe Yield 
approach.  The Watermaster Board considered the information contained in Attachment 
11 at its June 5, 2019 meeting and made the following determinations: 

• A Sustainable Yield analysis should not be performed at this time. 
• The concept of using the Sustainable Yield approach to replace the Natural Safe 

Yield approach should be revisited after the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for 
the Monterey Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin has been 
completed, and its impacts on the Seaside Groundwater Basin have been 
determined. 
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• If something is learned, or events occur, that would warrant performing a 
Sustainable Yield analysis sooner, the Board should revisit the decision at that 
time. 

   
Seawater Intrusion Response Plan 
HydroMetrics LLC was hired by the Watermaster to prepare a long-term Seawater 
Intrusion Response Plan (SIRP), as required in the M&MP.   
 
The Final SIRP was approved by the Watermaster Board in 2009 and a summary of the 
Seawater Intrusion Contingency Actions from the SIRP were contained in Attachment 10 
of the 2009 Annual Report.  The complete document may be viewed and downloaded 
from the Watermaster’s website at: http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/.  No 
modifications to the SIRP were made in 2019. 
 
Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 
The Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report (SIAR) examines the “health” of the Basin with 
regard to whether or not there are any indications that seawater intrusion is either 
occurring or is imminent.  Previous SIARs have stated that depressed groundwater 
levels, continued pumping in excess of recharge and freshwater inflows, and ongoing 
seawater intrusion in the nearby Salinas Valley all suggest that seawater intrusion could 
occur in the Seaside Groundwater Basin.   
  
The Watermaster retained Montgomery & Associates to prepare the WY 2019 SIAR 
required by the M&MP.  The WY 2019 SIAR provided  an analysis of data collected 
during that Water Year.   
 
The 2019 SIAR reported that the evaluation of the data from the sampling and monitoring 
program continued to indicate that seawater intrusion was not occurring.   
 
The SIAR is lengthy, but the full Executive Summary Section from it is provided in 
Attachment 8.  A complete copy of the document is posted for viewing and downloading 
from the Watermaster’s website at:  http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/.  All 
recommendations contained in the SIAR are being or will be carried out and are included 
in the budgeted activities contained in Attachment 6 and described in Attachment 9. 
 
The Watermaster continues to analyze the data that is being gathered at the various 
monitoring sites in order to keep a close watch on the conditions within the Basin, as 
discussed under the “Enhanced Monitoring Well Network” heading above.  Because none 
of the data indicates the presence of seawater intrusion, the Watermaster does not at this 
time plan to move forward with the Work Plan to investigate sources of fluctuating 
chlorides in the Sentinel Wells.  That work was described in Attachment 12 of the 2017 
Annual Report.  However, should future data warrant it, the Watermaster may reconsider 
undertaking the initial phase of that Work Plan. 
 
Geochemical Impact Assessments 
When new sources of water are introduced into an aquifer, with each source having its 
own unique water quality, there can be chemical reactions that may have the potential to 

http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/
http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org/


13 
 

release minerals into solution which have previously been attached to soil particles, such 
as arsenic or mercury, and thus into the water itself.  This has been experienced in some  
other locations where changes in water quality occurred as a result of water being 
injected into an aquifer.   MPWMD’s consultant (Pueblo Water Resources) has been 
using geochemical impact assessments to predict the effects of injecting Carmel River 
water into the Seaside Groundwater Basin under the ASR program.  
  
As discussed in the 2018 Annual Report under the heading titled “Monitoring and 
Management Program Work Plan for the Upcoming Year,” in order to predict whether 
there will be groundwater quality changes that will result from the introduction of 
desalinated water, additional ASR water (under the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project), and advanced wastewater treatment (AWT) water under the Pure Water 
Monterey Project (PWM) geochemical impact assessments have been, or will be, 
performed by Pueblo Water Resources for use in the areas of the Basin where injection of 
these new water sources will occur.  A description of this work was provided in 
Attachment 11 of the 2018 Annual Report.   
 
In 2019 an assessment of the geochemical impacts of injecting AWT water from the 
PWM was performed.  A Technical Memorandum describing that work is contained in 
Attachment 12.  The assessment found that if the quality of the PWM AWT water is 
maintained within the ranges set forth in the Division of Drinking Water (DDW) 
Operations Report, there will be no adverse geochemical impacts on the aquifers within 
the Seaside Basin. 
 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 
As reported in the 2015 Annual Report the Watermaster Board determined that the 
Watermaster should monitor the development of the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency (SVBGSA) and the State Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) 
development of SGMA regulations with the intent to collaborate with these entities as 
appropriate.   
 

At the State Level: 
During 2019 DWR did not issue any new regulations, or revisions to prior regulations, 
that impacted the Seaside Groundwater Basin or the Watermaster.  In March of 2019 the 
Watermaster submitted to DWR the reporting information required of it, as an 
adjudicated basin, under SGMA.  
 

At the Monterey County level: 
As reported in the 2018 Annual Report, the SVBGSA, the Marina Coast Water District 
(MCWD), and the City of Marina all submitted Notifications with DWR to serve as the 
GSA for overlapping portions of the Monterey and/or the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasins.   
The SVBGSA, MCWD, and the City of Marina embarked on processes to address and 
resolve these overlaps. However, those efforts were still in progress as of the date of 
preparation of this Annual Report, and certain issues remained unresolved. 
During 2019 the SVBGSA developed a draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for 
the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin, and toward the end of 2019 was holding a series of 
public meetings to publicize the GSP and solicit public input.  DWR previously 
determined that this subbasin is critically overdrafted.  The SVBGSA intends to submit 
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its GSP for this subbasin to DWR in time to meet the January 2020 deadline for submittal 
of GSPs for critically overdrafted basins.   
 
In 2019 the City of Marina developed its own GSP for approximately 400 acres that are 
to the north of the area that will be encompassed by MCWD’s GSP, and which overlaps 
with a portion of the area covered by the SVBGSA’s 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin GSP. 
 
In 2020 MCWD expects to begin development of a GSP for a portion of the Monterey 
subbasin.  DWR determined that this subbasin is not critically overdrafted and therefore 
has a GSP submittal deadline two years later (January 2022) than the deadline for 
critically overdrafted subbasins.  The Watermaster has been informed by MCWD that 
once that entity begins development of its GSP, the Watermaster will be invited to 
participate in those activities. 
 
The Watermaster is participating in the development of the SVBGSA’s GSPs through its 
membership on the SVBGSA’s Advisory Committee, and intends to participate in 
MCWD’s development of its GSP.  This will help to ensure that there is close 
coordination between the SVBGSA, MCWD, and the Watermaster on matters of mutual 
interest.  Because the City of Marina’s GSP only covers approximately 400 acres to the 
north of the area covered by MCWD’s GSP and does not involve any aquifers which are 
directly connected with those in the Seaside Basin, the Watermaster did not participate in 
the development of the City’s GSP.  
 
K. Information that the Watermaster Would Otherwise Include within a Case 

Status Conference Statement 
This Section was added to the Annual Report beginning in 2018 year as directed by the 
Court in its Order Amending Judgment filed March 29, 2018.  It is formatted to contain 
the topic headings below, which were requested by the Court in its March 29, 2018 
Order. 
 
By email dated August 13, 2018, Judge Nichols, who replaced Judge Randall on this 
matter effective January 27, 2016, informed the Parties that he would soon be 
withdrawing as judge on the case as a result of changes to the Assigned Judges Program 
which caps the total number of days an assigned judge may serve. In 2019 the parties 
stipulated to the assignment of retired Monterey County Judge Robert O’Farrell, and 
Judge O’Farrell was subsequently assigned to Monterey County Superior Court Case No. 
M66343 - California American Water v. City of Seaside et al (the Adjudication 
Decision). 
 
Summary of Basin Conditions and Important Developments Concerning the Management 
of the Basin 
The condition of the Basin is discussed in the Water Quality, Seawater Intrusion Analysis 
Report, and Basin Management Action Plan subheadings in Section J of this Annual 
Report. 
 
In summary, the Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report, which analyzes the water quality 
data collected under the Watermaster’s sampling program, found that no seawater 
intrusion is being detected within the Basin.  The updated Basin Management Action 
Plan found that in spite of recent pumping at levels less than the Decision-established 
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Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY, water levels in some portions of the Basin are 
continuing to drop.  It is expected that once the MPWSP becomes operational and 
CAWC is able to further reduce its pumping from the Basin by 700 AFY through its 25-
year overpumping repayment program, the rate of drop in groundwater levels will be at 
least partially mitigated. 
 
Planned Near and Long-term Actions of the Watermaster 
Near-term actions are described in the 2020 Monitoring and Management Program 
discussed in Section J and Attachment 9 of this Annual Report. 
 
Long-term actions will include: 

• Continuing to carry out the duties and responsibilities assigned to the 
Watermaster by the Decision 

• Continuing to coordinate with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
in their development of an updated hydrogeologic model of the Salinas Valley 
Basin, as discussed under the Coordination of Watermaster’s Seaside 
Groundwater Model with Salinas River Basin Model subheading in Section J 
of the 2018 Annual Report 

• Continuing to coordinate with the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency to develop measures to aid in groundwater management 
of the Laguna Seca Subarea, as discussed under the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act subheading in Section J of this Annual Report.  

 
Information Concerning the Status of Regional Water Supply Issues 
 
     MPWSP 
Implementation of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP) continues to 
be vigorously pursued by California American Water.   

 

On September 13, 2018 the CPUC approved a modified MPWSP consisting principally 
of a reduced-size 6.4 mgd desalination plant (size originally proposed was 9.6 mgd with 
no reclaimed water), 3,500 AFY of PWM reclaimed water (previously and separately 
approved by the CPUC in 2017), and increased ASR water; adopting settlement 
agreements to resolve conflicts relating to the desalination project; issued a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity; and certified the combined EIR/EIS for that Project.  
California American Water is in the process of seeking necessary approvals from the 
California Coastal Commission and other permitting agencies.   
 
In September 2019 construction began on the Transfer Pipeline, which will carry water 
from the future site of the desalination treatment plant to the edge of CAWC’s service 
territory in Seaside. The work enables CAWC to meet the State Water Board’s Cease and 
Desist Order milestone for 2019, which required project construction to begin. This first 
phase of pipeline work will total just over 4,000 feet. Completion is scheduled for mid-
December. Once complete, the installation of over 50,000 feet of additional transmission 
pipeline will begin to the north.  
 
In late 2019 the MPWSP received environmental summary clearance for $285 million in 
State Revolving Fund low interest loans from the State Water Resources Control Board. 
The funding will significantly reduce the long term costs of the 6.4 mgd desalination 



16 
 

plant and decrease rate impacts to CAWC customers.  While further paperwork and 
development of a final funding agreement with the SWRCB remains, the news from the 
state essentially formalizes zero percent financing for a majority of the project cost, 
lowering the cost per acre-foot by hundreds of dollars. 
 
In an en banc decision the California Supreme Court denied the City of Marina and 
Marina Coast Water District’s challenges to the California Public Utilities Commission’s 
approval of the MPWSP, which was granted last year. The Supreme Court decision, 
issued in late August 2019, also denied challenges to the sufficiency of the 
Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the long-
awaited desalination plant.  With the Supreme Court’s decision now final, the Certificate 
of Public Necessity and Convenience issued by the CPUC is deemed by CAWC to be 
complete. 
 
In mid-November 2019 The California Coastal Commission held a hearing on CAWC’s 
application for a Coastal Development Permit for construction of the portions of the 
MPWSP located within the coastal zone. The Commission received public input at that 
hearing but deferred taking action on the application until early 2020.  Approval by the 
Coastal Commission is the last major permit needed to allow construction of project to 
begin.   
 
Assuming that permits are issued on the projected schedule, the desalination plant is 
projected to be put into service in mid-2021.  Detailed quarterly update reports on the 
MPWSP are posted on the MPWSP website at https://www.watersupplyproject.org. 
 
     PWM 
Construction work is well underway on Monterey One Water’s (M1W) Pure Water 
Monterey (PWM) recycled water project in Marina. This project will produce 
approximately 3,500 AFY of advanced treated recycled water that will be delivered to the 
Seaside Basin for injection into the Basin and subsequent recovery and service to CAWC 
customers. M1W has also executed an agreement with Marina Coast Water District 
(MCWD) to use a MCWD pipeline that will convey the water from the PWM advanced 
water treatment plant to the Seaside Basin.  The PWM component of the MPWSP is 
currently projected to become operational in early 2020.   
 
Management Activities that May Bear on the Basin's Wellbeing  
1. Water Conservation.  From a water conservation standpoint, customers of CAWC are 
doing an exceptional job.  CAWC’s Monterey system has one of the highest levels of 
voluntary conservation in the state.  There has essentially been no back-off in 
conservation following the end of mandatory conservation that occurred after the wet 
winter of 2016-2017. 
 
2.  Storm Water and Recycled Water.  Storm water and recycled water are both 
components of the Pure Water Monterey (PWM) project that is being implemented by 
Monterey One Water. CAWC has already contracted to receive 3,500 AFY of PWM 
recycled water for injection into, and recovery from, the Seaside Basin.  Monterey One 
Water, in coordination with others, is looking at the potential to expand the delivery 
capacity of the PWM project by using additional sources of recycled water and storm 
water, and in late 2019 completed preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.watersupplyproject.org&d=DwMDaQ&c=wT9hcAyWecHwFHlf1ZE3OA&r=V4tl7lZiDi6ultQgjV6It2X6AYBz_BYd1iioVZUXNLI&m=3B8eLj5dN9yKFn11lY8UnBbUy-Y_nTXa6bGsRpDdUes&s=1vMC09fqxL2RPnU30E6udjQvzy_ZmkMLVm1xx_jupqY&e=
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Report (SEIR) to fulfill the CEQA requirements for such an expansion. That document 
was undergoing public review at the time this Annual Report was being prepared.  
 
3. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  Coordination between the Watermaster 
and the SVBGSA and the MCWD GSA is ongoing and is discussed in more detail above 
under Section J of this Annual Report.  That coordination will aid in groundwater 
management of the Laguna Seca and Corral de Tierra subareas. 
 
4. Climate Change.  Higher seawater levels could exacerbate seawater intrusion 
concerns, which punctuates the importance of monitoring and long-term management to 
avoid seawater intrusion. From a water supply perspective, reliance on groundwater with 
sustainable management is ideal because the resource is a reservoir and therefore not 
subject to sharp fluctuations in availability resulting from year-to-year precipitation 
amounts as is the case with surface water supplies.  Updating of the Watermaster’s 
Groundwater Model in 2018 (discussed in Section J of the 2018 Annual Report) and 
Basin Management Action Plan in 2019 (discussed in Section J of this 2019 Annual 
Report) incorporated projected impacts from climate change and sea level rise. 

 
5.  New Technical Issues or Activities.    

• Stormwater Projects Being Evaluated in the Monterey Peninsula Stormwater 
Resource Plan (SWRP).   

As reported in the 2018 Annual Report, Monterey One Water as the lead entity 
coordinated the development of a Stormwater Resource Plan (SWRP) for the Monterey 
Peninsula, Carmel Bay, and South Monterey Bay (Monterey Peninsula) Integrated 
Regional Water Management (IRWM) Planning Area.  
 
The purpose of the SWRP is to identify opportunities to capture stormwater that could be 
utilized as new water supply sources for the Monterey Peninsula and provide additional 
water quality and environmental benefits.  Some of those projects have the potential to 
minimally benefit the Seaside Basin, and are discussed in the 2019 Updated Basin 
Management Action Plan.  
 
L. Conclusions and Recommendations  
The Seaside Basin Watermaster Board has worked diligently to meet all of the Court’s 
established deadline dates.  All of the Phase 1 Scope of Work activities, which are 
described in the “Implementation Plan for the Seaside Basin Monitoring and 
Management Program” dated March 7, 2007, have been completed.  At the Watermaster 
Board meeting held on October 2, 2019 the Board adopted the FY 2020 budgets 
contained in Attachment 6, which support carrying out all elements of the 2020 Seaside 
Groundwater Basin Monitoring and Management Program  (M&MP). The M&MP is 
contained in Attachment 9 and describes the activities that the Watermaster plans to 
conduct during Fiscal Year 2020.   
 
As described in Section J above, information from the Enhanced Monitoring Well 
Network is being utilized to detect any seawater intrusion.  The response actions 
described in the Watermaster’s Seawater Intrusion Response Plan, which was contained 
in the 2009 Annual Report, will be implemented if seawater intrusion is detected within 
the Basin. 
 



18 
 

As of the date of preparation of this 2019 Annual Report no future status conferences 
with the Court have been scheduled. 
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LISTING OF ACRONYMS USED IN THIS ANNUAL REPORT 
 

 
AF - acre-feet 
ASR - Seaside Basin Aquifer Storage and Recovery program 
Basin - The adjudicated Seaside Groundwater Basin 
BLM - Bureau of Land Management 
BMAP - Basin Management Action Plan 
CASGEM - California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 
CAWC - California American Water Company  
Decision - Decision filed February 9, 2007 by the Superior Court in Monterey County 
under Case No. M66343 - California American Water v. City of Seaside et al. 
DWR - California State Department of Water Resources  
GSA - Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
GSP - Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
LSSA - Laguna Seca Subarea  
M1W - Monterey One Water (formerly Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control 
Agency) 
MCWD - Marina Coast Water District  
MPWMD - Monterey Peninsula Water Management District  
MPWSP - Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 
M&MP - Monitoring and Management Program 
NSY - Natural Safe Yield  
PWM - Pure Water Monterey Project 
SGMA - Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
SIAR - Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 
SIRP - Seawater Intrusion Response Plan 
SVBGSA - Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
SWRCB - State Water Resources Control Board 
TAC - Technical Advisory Committee  
USGS - United States Geological Survey  
WY - Water Year 

 
 

 
 

 

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/casgem/
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ATTACHMENT 4 
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ATTACHMENT 5 
 

REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT 
CALCULATIONS FOR WY 2019 
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ATTACHMENT 6 
 

WATERMASTER BUDGETS FOR 2020 
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Footnotes:        
(1)  Under this Subtask the Watermaster will directly contract with an outside contractor to perform the 
Sentinel Well induction logging work, and to also collect water level data in conjunction with doing the 
induction logging.  MPWMD will perform the other portions of the work of this Subtask.  
(2)  The response plan would only be implemented in the event sea water intrusion is determined to be 
occurring.   
(3)  Within the context of this document the term “Consultant” refers either to a Private Consultant 
providing professional engineering or other types of technical services, or to the Monterey Peninsula 
Water Management District (MPWMD).  The term “Contractor” refers to a firm providing construction or 
field services such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.  
(4)  Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the larger Tasks listed above at the time of 
preparation of this Budget it is recommended that a Contingency of approximately 10% be included in 
the Budget.  
(5)  Includes $1,000 to maintain equipment previously installed for this purpose, and $2,000 to 
purchase a new sampling pump if an existing one needs to be replaced.  Also includes lab costs to 
analyze for barium and iodide ions in certain of these wells as was done in preceding years beginning 
in 2012.  
(6)  Does not include costs for MPWMD to collect water level data or water quality samples from wells 
other than those that are part of the basic monitoring well network, i.e. for private well owners who have 
requested that the Watermaster obtain this data for them.  Costs to obtain that data are to be 
reimbursed to the Watermaster by those well owners, so there should be no net cost to the 
Watermaster for that portion of the work under these Tasks.  Includes the purchase and installation of 
one new and/or replacement datalogger at a price of $700, plus $50 for installation parts, to keep in 
inventory as a spare if needed.     
(7)  No additional monitoring well is expected to be constructed in 2020.  
(8) This cost is for  Montgomery and Associates, Todd Groundwater, and Martin Feeney to provide 
hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other 
specified Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.  This work may include 
participation in conference calls and reviewing documents prepared by others.  
(9) If work under this Task is found to be necessary, it will be funded through the Contingency line item 
in this Budget.  
(10)  Since the Model and BMAP were  updated in 2018 and 2019 respectively, this Task would only be 
used if there were other issues the Board wished to evaluate and which were not covered in the 
updated BMAP.    
(11) The Model was updated and recalibrated in 2018, so no costs for this Task are anticipated in 2020.  
(12)  The protective water levels developed in 2009 were examined in 2013 to see if they needed to be 
updated.  It was concluded that the 2009 protective levels were still  satisfactory for Basin management 
purposes, and that no revisions were needed.  No work under this Task is anticipated in 2020.  
(13)  This was a new Task that was started in 2018, and was completed for the PWM AWT water in 
2019.  Funds allocated for this Task in 2020 would only be used if the geochemical modeling that is 
expected to be performed in 2020 for the MPWSP desalination plant water indicates the need to have 
Montgomery and Associates use the Seaside Basin groundwater model to provide additional 
information needed by the geochemical model to develop miitgation measures for any adverse water 
quality impacts the geochemical model predicts could occur from introducing desalinated water into the 
Basin.  
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Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
 Fiscal Year 2020 Monitoring & Management Plan 

Capital Fund Budget  
 

No Capital projects are anticipated to be undertaken in 2020, so this budget 
is $0. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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WY 2019 SEAWATER INTRUSION ANALYSIS REPORT  
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Executive Summary 
 

This report fulfills part of the annual reporting requirements contained in the Seaside Groundwater 
Basin Adjudication (California American Water v. City of Seaside, Monterey County Superior 
Court, Case Number M66343).  The annual report addresses the potential for, and extent of, 
seawater intrusion in the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  

Seawater intrusion may occur under basic hydrogeologic conditions as a wedge beneath fresh 
groundwater, or in more complex hydrogeology with various intrusion interfaces among the 
different aquifers. Continued pumping in excess of recharge and fresh water inflows, coastal 
groundwater levels well below sea level, and ongoing seawater intrusion in the nearby Salinas 
Valley all suggest that seawater intrusion could occur in the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  

Seawater intrusion is typically identified through regular chemical analyses of groundwater which 
can identify geochemical changes in response to seawater intrusion. No single analysis definitively 
identifies seawater intrusion, however by looking at various analyses we can ascertain when fresh 
groundwater mixes with seawater. At low chloride concentrations, it is often difficult to identify 
incipient seawater intrusion. This is due to the natural variation in fresh water chemistry at 
chloride concentrations below 1,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L). Mixing trends between 
groundwater and seawater are more easily defined when chloride concentrations exceed 1,000 
mg/L. Common geochemical indicators of seawater intrusion are cation and anion ratios, chloride 
trends, sodium/chloride ratios, and electric induction logging. 

Based on an evaluation of geochemical indicators for Water Year 2019 and prior, no seawater 
intrusion has historically been or is currently observed in existing monitoring and production wells 
in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. Even though seawater intrusion is not occurring, there are 
ongoing detrimental groundwater conditions that pose a potential threat of seawater intrusion. 
These are summarized below: 

• Both the Paso Robles and Santa Margarita aquifers in the Seaside Groundwater Basin are 
susceptible to seawater intrusion.  The Paso Robles aquifer is in direct hydrogeologic connection 
with Monterey Bay, and seawater will eventually flow into it if inland groundwater levels continue 
to be below sea level.  The Santa Margarita aquifer may not be in direct connection with Monterey 
Bay.  If that is the case, then seawater intrusion will take longer to appear because the pathway for 
seawater into that aquifer will be longer as seawater would need to move through the clay rich 
deposits adjacent to that aquifer before entering the aquifer itself and thereafter make its way into 
Santa Margarita production wells. It is not if, but when, seawater intrusion into these aquifers will 
occur if protective water elevations are not achieved.  

• Deep groundwater in the Northern Coastal subarea continues to be below sea level. The Water Year 
2019 2nd quarter (winter/spring) deep aquifer coastal groundwater levels are more than 12 feet 
below sea level and the 4th quarter (summer/fall) levels are more than 30 feet below sea level.  
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• Groundwater levels remain below protective elevations in all deep target monitoring wells (MSC 
deep, PCA-W deep, and sentinel well SBWM-3).  Currently, MSC shallow one of the three 
shallow wells’ groundwater levels are below protective elevations. Groundwater elevations at 
PCA-W shallow are just above its protective elevation, after falling below its protective elevation 
last fall.  

 

Data which indicate that seawater intrusion is not occurring are described in the bulleted items below: 

• All groundwater samples for Water Year 2019 from depth-discreet monitoring wells plot generally 
in a single cluster on Piper diagrams, with no water chemistry changes towards seawater. 

• In some production wells, groundwater quality plot on Piper diagrams is different than the water 
quality in the monitoring wells.  This may be a result of mixed water quality from both shallow 
and deep zones in which these wells are perforated. None of the production wells’ groundwater 
qualities are indicative of seawater intrusion. 

• None of the Stiff diagrams for monitoring and production wells show the characteristic chloride 
spike that typically indicates seawater intrusion in Stiff diagrams. 

• Chloride concentration trends were stable for most monitoring wells. One monitoring well, FO-09 
shallow, has sustained increased chloride concentrations in all three samples taken during Water 
Year 2019. The increase in concentrations from the previous year are between 20 and 30 mg/l. The 
increase is greater than fluctuations observed historically over the period of record. Elevated 
concentrations in themselves do not indicate seawater intrusion, however, this well should be 
carefully observed over the next year to determine if the increasing chloride concentrations are 
temporary or not. 

• Sodium/chloride molar ratios in the monitoring wells remained constant or increased over the past 
year. Monitoring well FO-09 shallow experienced an increase in chloride as mentioned above, but 
its sodium/chloride ratio in Water Year 2019 is within the range of historical ratios and has not 
fallen below the 0.86 ratio that may identify seawater intrusion as the source of chloride as 
opposed to a domestic waste water source. 

• Maps of chloride concentrations for the shallow aquifer do not show chlorides increasing towards 
the coast.  The deep aquifer maps show that higher chloride concentrations are limited to coastal 
monitoring wells PCA-West deep and MSC deep, but these are not indicative of seawater 
intrusion. 

• Induction logging data at the coastal Sentinel Wells do not show historical or recent changes over 
time that are indicative of seawater intrusion.  

Due to its distance from the coast, seawater intrusion is not an issue of concern in the Laguna Seca 
subarea. However, groundwater levels in the eastern Laguna Seca subarea have historically 
declined at rates of 0.6 feet per year in the shallow aquifers, and up to four feet per year in the 
deep aquifers. These declines have occurred since 2001, despite triennial reductions in allowable 
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pumping. The cause of the declines is due in part to the Natural Safe Yield of the subarea being 
too high and in part due to the influence of wells to the east of the Seaside Basin. Although there 
was some stabilization in groundwater levels between Water Years 2014 and 2016, groundwater 
levels are continuing to decline.  The rate of decline now, however, is less than 0.5 feet per year.  

Native groundwater production in the Seaside Groundwater Basin for Water Year 2019 was 
3,269.2 acre-feet, which is 94 acre-feet more than Water Year 2018.  The amount of native 
groundwater pumped in Water Year 2019 is 91 acre-feet less than the Decision-ordered Operating 
Yield of 3,360 acre-feet per year that is required between October 1, 2017 and September 30, 
2020.   

Based on recent increases in chloride concentrations at monitoring well FO-9 shallow and its 
proximity to known intrusion in the Salinas Valley, it is recommended that groundwater quality 
results from it be reviewed after each sampling event to identify if the recent increases are part of 
natural fluctuations or an ongoing increasing trend. If the March 2020 sample has a greater 
concentration than this year’s highest concentration of 80 mg/L, it is recommended that its 
sampling frequency be increased to quarterly as a precaution.  

With the exception of FO-09 shallow, data analyzed for this report did not deviate significantly 
from historical data. Therefore, besides the additional precautions recommended for the FO-09 
shallow monitoring well, there are no additional recommendations on sampling frequencies.  

As projects that recharge and recover water in the Basin are implemented, groundwater levels and 
thus groundwater flow directions will change, and possibly groundwater quality too. It is therefore 
important that data from new monitoring wells are reported to the Watermaster and taken into 
consideration in future SIARs.  The first such project likely to be implemented is Pure Water 
Monterey. Monitoring well construction is underway and the Watermaster will identify wells that 
would provide the most useful information to be included in future SIARs. 
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• limited to coastal monitoring wells PCA-West deep and MSC deep, but these are not 
indicative of seawater intrusion. 

• Induction logging data at the coastal Sentinel Wells do not show historical or recent 
changes over time that are indicative of seawater intrusion.  

Due to its distance from the coast, seawater intrusion is not an issue of concern in the Laguna 
Seca subarea. However, groundwater levels in the eastern Laguna Seca subarea have historically 
declined at rates of 0.6 feet per year in the shallow aquifers, and up to four feet per year in the 
deep aquifers. These declines have occurred since 2001, despite triennial reductions in allowable 
pumping. The cause of the declines is due in part to the Natural Safe Yield of the subarea being 
too high and in part due to the influence of wells to the east of the Seaside Basin. Although there 
was some stabilization in groundwater levels between Water Years 2014 and 2016, groundwater 
levels are continuing to decline.  The rate of decline now, however, is less than 0.5 feet per year.  

Native groundwater production in the Seaside Groundwater Basin for Water Year 2019 was 
3,269.2 acre-feet, which is 94 acre-feet more than Water Year 2018.  The amount of native 
groundwater pumped in Water Year 2019 is 91 acre-feet less than the Decision-ordered 
Operating Yield of 3,360 acre-feet per year that is required between October 1, 2017 and 
September 30, 2020.   

Based on recent increases in chloride concentrations at monitoring well FO-9 shallow and its 
proximity to known intrusion in the Salinas Valley, it is recommended that groundwater quality 
results from it be reviewed after each sampling event to identify if the recent increases are part of 
natural fluctuations or an ongoing increasing trend. If the March 2020 sample has a greater 
concentration than this year’s highest concentration of 80 mg/L, it is recommended that its 
sampling frequency be increased to quarterly as a precaution.  

With the exception of FO-09 shallow, data analyzed for this report did not deviate significantly 
from historical data. Therefore, besides the additional precautions recommended for the FO-09 
shallow monitoring well, there are no additional recommendations on sampling frequencies.  

As projects that recharge and recover water in the Basin are implemented, groundwater levels 
and thus groundwater flow directions will change, and possibly groundwater quality too. It is 
therefore important that data from new monitoring wells are reported to the Watermaster and 
taken into consideration in future SIARs.  The first such project likely to be implemented is Pure 
Water Monterey. Monitoring well construction is underway and the Watermaster will identify 
wells that would provide the most useful information to be included in future SIARs. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
TO:    Seaside Groundwater Basin Producers 
 
FROM:   Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager, Seaside Basin Watermaster  
 
DATE:   March 18   , 2019 
 
SUBJECT:  Seaside Groundwater Basin Natural Safe Yield Allocations to Producers 

 
Introduction 
As required by the Amended Seaside Groundwater Basin Adjudication Decision dated February 2007 
(referred to herein simply as the “Decision”), ramp-downs in pumping are to be performed triennially 
until the initially authorized Operational Yield (OY) of 5,600 acre-feet per year (AFY) is reduced to 
the Basin’s  Natural Safe Yield (NSY). 
 
The purpose of this Memorandum is to describe how the allocation of water rights to each of the 
Producers that are parties to the Decision could be calculated once these ramp-downs to achieve NSY 
production levels have been completed.  These allocations will be the amounts that each Producer can 
pump on an ongoing basis and be in compliance with the Decision. 
 
The Memorandum also briefly provides information on the water rights impacts if the initial NSY 
established by the Decision were to be reduced as recommended in the recently completed Draft 
Updated Basin Management Action Plan (Updated BMAP).  No action or decision on using a lower 
NSY has been made, and no consideration of that recommendation by the Watermaster Board is 
expected until at least the Board’s June 2019 meeting. 
 
The Decision’s Breakdown of NSY Between Subareas of the Basin 
The Decision breaks the Seaside Basin down into these four subareas: 

• Northern Coastal Subarea 
• Southern Coastal Subarea 
• Northern Inland Subarea 
• Laguna Seca Subarea 

 
The Decision used the NSY approach to establish the total quantity of water that Producers may 
ultimately pump from the Basin on an ongoing basis (their long-term OYs), and laid out how the long-
term OYs are to be allocated amongst the various Producers.  Under the NSY approach used in the 
Decision, Alternative Producers have first rights to the NSY, and Standard Producers share in the 
amount of NSY remaining after the Alternative Producer allocations have been made.  The 5,600 AFY 
Basinwide initial OY consisted of an OY of 4,611 AFY for the Coastal Subarea and an OY of 989 
AFY for the Laguna Seca Subarea.   
 
Section III.A.17 of the Decision states that for the Basin as a whole the NSY is between 2,581 and 
2,913 AFY, that for the Coastal Subarea the NSY is between 1,973 and 2,305 AFY, and that for the 
Laguna Seca Subarea the NSY is 608 AFY.   
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However, Section III.A.20 of the Decision states that the initially assumed Basinwide NSY is 3,000 
AFY. In the range of values stated in the Decision for the Coastal Subarea (1,973 to 2,305 AFY) , if 
the upper value of 2,305 AFY is added to the 608 AFY for the Laguna Seca Subarea, the resultant 
NSY is only 2,913 AFY for these two Subareas.  This is slightly less than the Basinwide NSY of 3,000 
AFY cited in Section III.A.20. This apparent anomaly in the Decision is discussed below in the section 
titled Pumping Ramp-down Calculations. 
 
Alternative and Standard Producer Allocations 
Table 2 on page 21 of the Decision sets forth the initial Alternative Producer allocations in the Coastal 
and Laguna Seca Subareas. These are shown below in Table 1. 
 
In 2015 Alternative Producer Calabrese converted 8 AFY of its Alternative Production allocation to a 
Standard Production allocation, leaving it with 6 AFY of Alternative Production.  As a result of this 
the Alternative Production allocations were revised to those shown below in Table 2. 
 
Table 1 on page 19 of the Decision sets forth the initial Standard Producer percentages of OY in the 
Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas as shown below in Table 3.  Shown in the right-hand column of 
Table 3 are the percentages of the total Standard Producer allocation for each of these Standard 
Producers. 
     
As a result of Producer Calabrese’s 2015 partial conversion of its Alternative Production allocation to a 
Standard Production allocation, giving it 8 AFY of Standard Production, the Standard Production OY 
allocation percentages were revised to those shown below in Table 4. 
 
Pumping Ramp-down Calculations 
The Decision requires only Standard Producers to ramp-down in order for pumping to be reduced to 
the NSY level, unless all Standard Producers are ramped-down to zero production, in which case ramp-
downs are also required of Alternative Producers.  If it is necessary to ramp-down Alternative 
Producers, the amount of ramp-down required would be allocated amongst the Alternative Producers in 
proportion to their share of the initial OY of the subarea within which they are located. 
 
3,000 AFY NSY 
If it is assumed that the intent of the Decision was to set the Basinwide NSY at 3,000 AFY, and that the 
ranges of values for NSY cited in Section III.A.17 were simply to provide background information, 
then the allocation of long-term OY would be calculated on the Basin as a whole, and not on a subarea-
by-subarea basis.  This subsection describes the calculation of long-term OYs based on this 
assumption. 
 
Section III.A.20 of the Decision establishes an OY of 4,611 AFY for the Coastal Subarea, and in that 
subarea the total allocation to Alternative Producers (including the Calabrese partial conversion to 
Standard Production) is 735 AFY as shown below in Table 2.  Therefore, the OY available to Standard 
Producers in the Coastal Subarea is 4,611 – 735 = 3,876 AFY.  Using the allocation percentages in 
Table 4, the amount of OY available to each Standard Producer in the Coastal Subarea before any 
ramp-downs occur is shown below in Table 5.   
 
Similarly, Section III.A.20 of the Adjudication Decision establishes an OY of 989 AFY for the Laguna 
Seca Subarea, and in that subarea the total allocation to Alternative Producers is 644 AFY as shown 
above in Table 2.  Therefore, the OY available to Standard Producers in the Laguna Seca Subarea is 
989 – 644 = 345 AFY.  Using the allocation percentages in Table 4, the amount of OY available to 
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each Standard Producer in the Laguna Seca Subareas is shown in Table 5.  Note that there is only one 
Standard Producer in the Laguna Seca Subarea – California American Water. 
 
The total amount of OY available to each Standard Producer for all subareas Basinwide before any 
ramp-downs occur is shown in Table 6, along with the percentage of total OY available to each 
Standard Producer Basinwide.  In that table the OY available to California American Water is the sum 
of its OYs in the Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas (3,505 + 345 = 3,850 AFY). 
 
If the OY is ramped-down to an NSY of 3,000 AFY for the Basin as a whole, the total amount of long-
term OY available to Standard Producers is 3,000 – 735 – 644 = 1,621 AFY.  Since all of the required 
ramping-down can be accomplished by the Standard Producers, the Alternative Producers do not have 
to ramp-down.   
 
Table 7 shows the long-term OYs for all Producers Basinwide if the Basinwide OY is ramped-down to 
3,000 AFY. 
 
The 3,000 AFY approach was used to arrive at California American Water’s 1,474 AFY of long-term 
OY that was reported in the March 2018 FEIR/EIS for the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project.  
As seen in Table 7, that figure rose slightly to 1,479 AFY as  result of Calabrese’s later partial 
conversion of its Alternative Production to Standard Production. 
 
As a result of the ramp-downs that have already been implemented, current OY allocations Basinwide 
total 3,360 AFY.  Achieving a Basinwide OY of 3,000 AFY would require a ramp-down of 360 AFY 
in WY 2021. 
 
2,913 AFY NSY 
A lengthy discussion of the pumping ramp-downs was held between Russ McGlothlin (Watermaster’s 
legal counsel), Lori Girard (California American Water’s legal counsel), and Watermaster staff (Laura 
Paxton and Bob Jaques) on March 6, 2019.  The apparent anomaly in the Decision regarding the 
Basin’s NSY, mentioned above, was one topic explored in that discussion.   
 
The apparent anomaly suggests that the Decision may (1) simply have rounded up the 2,913 AFY 
figure to 3,000 AFY, recognizing that subsequent studies might arrive at an updated set of NSYs for 
each of these subareas, or (2) may have contemplated that a portion of the Basinwide NSY comes from 
the other of the Basin’s four subareas, namely the Northern Inland Subarea. Of the four persons who 
were in the March 6 discussion, only Mr. McGlothlin actually participated in the legal process that led 
to the Decision.  He felt that the 3,000 AFY figure was simply a rounding-up of the 2,913 AFY, and 
that the intent of the Decision actually was for the NSY for the Coastal Subarea to be between 1,973 
and 2,305 AFY, and that the NSY for the Laguna Seca Subarea was to be 608 AFY.  Since there are no 
Producers with wells in the Northern Inland Subarea, it would have been impossible to allocate any 
portion of the Northern Inland Subarea’s NSY to any of the Producers.  Also, in the Decision the NSY 
of between 1,973 and 2,305 AFY for the Coastal Subarea is not broken down between the Southern 
Coastal Subarea and the Northern Coastal Subarea, which together constitute the Coastal Subarea.  
Therefore, it is not possible to allocate the Coastal Subarea NSY within these two subareas. 
 
For the reasons stated in the paragraph above, one could conclude that the intent of the Decision was 
that the Basinwide NSY was intended by the Decision to be a maximum of 2,913 AFY, and that this 
amount was to be allocated to just the Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas.  Under that assumption, the 
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maximum NSY allocated to the Coastal Subarea would be 2,305 AFY and the NSY allocated to the 
Laguna Seca Subarea would be 608 AFY.   
 
Section III.B.2 of the Decision states that the OYs for both subareas (the Coastal Subarea and the 
Laguna Seca Subarea) are to be reduced by ramp-downs until the OY in each subarea is equivalent to 
the NSY for that subarea. 
 
Ramping down the OYs in the Coastal Subarea to reach the NSY of 2,305 AFY, with a total allocation 
to Alternative Producers in the Coastal Subarea of 735 AFY, would require the Standard Producers to 
ramp-down to 2,305 – 735 = 1,570 AFY.  No ramp-down by Alternative Producers in that subarea 
would be necessary to reach the 2,305 AFY level. 
 
Ramping down the OYs in the Laguna Seca Subarea would require a 100% ramp-down of the one 
Standard Producer’s (California American Water) allocation, and partial ramp-downs for each of the 
Alternative Producers, to reach the NSY of 608 AFY.   
 
Using this method of calculation, the allocations to all of the Producers would be as shown below in 
Table 8. 
 
As a result of the ramp-downs that have already been implemented, current OY allocations Basinwide 
total 3,360 AFY.  Achieving a Basinwide OY of 2,913 AFY would require a ramp-down of 447 AFY 
in WY 2021. 
 
Updated BMAP 
Using the Watermaster’s Seaside Basin Groundwater Model (that did not exist at the time the Decision 
was prepared) and more recent data from the Watermaster’s well monitoring program, the Updated 
BMAP developed a new NSY of 2,370 AFY figure for the Basin as a whole.  Under this new NSY, 
2,570 AFY of was in the Coastal and Inland Subareas, and -200 AFY (a negative NSY) was in the 
Laguna Seca Subarea.  A negative NSY means that more water is naturally being lost from a subarea 
than is coming into the subarea to recharge it through precipitation and subsurface groundwater flow.   
 
Having a negative NSY for the Laguna Seca Subarea would mean that all pumping in that subarea 
would have to be eliminated.  This would be untenable.  The negative NSY of 200 AFY for that 
subarea will hopefully be mitigated in conjunction with the development of the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the adjacent Monterey Subarea of the Salinas Valley Basin.  The Salinas 
Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency and the Marina Coast Water District Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency will be working together to coordinate the development of that GSP.  That GSP 
must be completed by January 31, 2022.  Once that GSP has been developed, it would be appropriate 
to reevaluate the Laguna Seca Subarea NSY to determine if changes in Producer allocations in that 
subarea will be necessary in order to achieve NSY.  
 
Watermaster staff will participate in the development of the GSP through membership on the 
committees that these GSAs have established to review and comment on draft chapters of the GSP as it 
is being developed by their consultants. 
 
At this time it would not be appropriate to reduce Producer allocations below the levels described in 
the Pumping Ramp-down Calculations above. 

 
Historical Pumping and Ramp-Downs 
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Table 9 provides a summary of each Producer’s pumping in recent Water Years (WY - October 1 to 
September 30) as well as the ramped-down OY for each Producer. The blue-highlighted production 
figures indicate that the amount pumped exceeded the OY available. As the table indicates, the only 
Producers that have been unable, at least in some years, to reduce their pumping to stay within the OY 
available to them are California American Water and the City of Seaside’s municipal system.  
 
The two far right-hand columns of Table 9 show the projected Final Allocations, taken from Tables 7 
and 8, that each Producer would have depending on which NSY value (3,000 AFY or 2,913 AFY) is 
used in the final ramp down calculation.  Regardless of which NSY value is used, it appears that only 
California American Water and the City of Seaside’s municipal system would have difficulty reducing 
their pumping to stay within the long-term OY available to them.     
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TABLES 
    
   Table 1.  Initial Alternative Production Allocations 

Coastal Subarea 
Producer Allocation, AFY 
Seaside Golf Courses 540 
SNG 149 
Calabrese   14 
Mission Memorial   31 
Sand City    9 

Subtotal Coastal Subarea 743 
 
Laguna Seca Subarea 
Producer Allocation, AFY 
Pasadera 251 
Bishop 320 
York School   32 
Laguna Seca County Park   41 

Subtotal Laguna Seca Subarea 644 
 
 
 

      Table 2.  Revised Alternative Production Allocations 
Coastal Subarea 
Producer Allocation, AFY 
Seaside Golf Courses 540 
SNG 149 
Calabrese   6 
Mission Memorial   31 
Sand City    9 

Subtotal Coastal Subarea 735 
 
Laguna Seca Subarea 
Producer Allocation, AFY 
Pasadera 251 
Bishop 320 
York School   32 
Laguna Seca County Park   41 

Subtotal Laguna Seca Subarea 644 
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    Table 3.  Initial Percentages of Operating Yield Allocated to Standard Producers 

Producer Percentage of Total Subarea OY
Percentage of 

Subarea Standard 
Producer Allocation

California American Water 77.55 90.6
City of Seaside (Municipal) 6.36 7.43
Granite Rock Company 0.6 0.7
D.B.O. Development No. 27 1.09 1.27

Subtotal Coastal Subarea 85.60 100.00

Producer Percentage of Total Subarea OY
Percentage of 

Subarea Standard 
Producer Allocation

California American Water 45.13 100
Subtotal Laguna Seca 

Subarea 45.13 100.00

Coastal Subarea

Laguna Seca Subarea

 
 

 
 
  Table 4.  Revised Percentages of Operating Yield Allocated to Standard Producers 

Producer Percentage of Total Subarea OY
Percentage of 

Subarea Standard 
Producer Allocation

California American Water 77.55 90.44
City of Seaside (Municipal) 6.36 7.42
Granite Rock Company 0.6 0.70
D.B.O. Development No. 27 1.09 1.27
Calabrese 0.15 0.17

Subtotal Coastal Subarea 85.75 100.00

Producer Percentage of Total Subarea OY
Percentage of 

Subarea Standard 
Producer Allocation

California American Water 45.13 100
Subtotal Laguna Seca 

Subarea 45.13 100

Coastal Subarea

Laguna Seca Subarea
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Table 5.  OY Available to Standard Producers in the Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas  
Before Any Ramp-downs Occur  

Producer
Percentage of Subarea Standard 

Allocation Multiplied by Amount of 
OY Available

OY Available, AFY

California American Water 90.44 x 3,876 3505
City of Seaside (Municipal) 7.42 x 3,876 288
Granite Rock Company 0.7 x 3,876 27
D.B.O. Development No. 27 1.27 x 3,876 49
Calabrese 0.17 x 3,876 7

Subtotal Coastal Subarea 3876

Producer
Percentage of Subarea Standard 

Allocation Multiplied by Amount of 
OY Available

OY Available, AFY

California American Water 100.00 x 345 345*
Subtotal Laguna Seca 

Subarea 345

Coastal Subarea

Laguna Seca Subarea

 
* Section III.B.2 of the Decision states that of the 989 AFY total OY for the Laguna Seca Subarea, 
644 AFY is allocated to the Alternative Producers and 345 AFY is allocated to the Standard 
Producers.  Since California American Water is the only Standard Producer in the Laguna Seca 
Subarea, this establishes California American Water’s Laguna Seca Subarea OY allocation of 345 
AFY. 
 
 
 
Table 6.  Total OY Basinwide Available for Each Standard Producer Before Any  
Ramp-downs Occur 

Producer OY Available, AFY
Percentage of 
Available OY 

California American Water 3505 + 345 = 3850 91.22%
City of Seaside (Municipal) 288 6.81%
Granite Rock Company 27 0.64%
D.B.O. Development No. 27 49 1.17%
Calabrese 7 0.16%

Total for All Subareas 4221 100.00%  
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Table 7.  Total Long-term OYs Available to All Producers After Ramp-downs 
Are Complete, if the NSY is 3,000 AFY 

Producer
Percentage of Available OY 

Multiplied by Amount of NSY 
Available

Long-term OY 
Available, AFY

Standard Producers
California American Water 91.22 x 1,621 1479
City of Seaside (Municipal) 6.81 x 1,621 110
Granite Rock Company 0.64 x 1,621 10
D.B.O. Development No. 27 1.17 x 1,621 19
Calabrese 0.16 x 1,621 3

Total for All Standard 
Producers 1621

Alternative Producers
Seaside Golf Courses 540
SNG 149
Calabrese 6
Mission Memorial 31
Sand City 9
Pasadera 251
Bishop 320
York School 32
Laguna Seca County Park 41

Total for All Alternative 
Producers 1379

Basinwide Total 3000
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Table 8.  Total Long-term OYs Available to All Producers After Ramp-downs Are  
Complete if the Basinwide NSY is 2,913 AFY 

Producer
Percentage of Available OY 

Multiplied by Amount of NSY 
Available

Long-term OY 
Available, AFY

Standard Producers
California American Water 90.44 x 1,570 1420
City of Seaside (Municipal) 7.42 x  1,570 116
Granite Rock Company 0.70 x  1,570 11
D.B.O. Development No. 27 1.27 x  1,570 20
Calabrese 0.17 x  1,570 3

Total for All Standard 
Producers 1570

Alternative Producers
Seaside Golf Courses 540
SNG 149
Calabrese 6
Mission Memorial 31
Sand City 9
Pasadera 251/644 x 608 237
Bishop 320/644 x 608 302
York School 32/644 x 608 30
Laguna Seca County Park 41/644 x 608 39

Total for All Alternative 
Producers 1343

Basinwide Total 2913  
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Table 9.  Historical Production and OY Allocations 

Actual 
Production 

AFY

OY Allocation 
After 2nd 

Ramp-down

Actual 
Production 

AFY

OY  Allocation 
After 3rd 

Ramp-down

Actual 
Production 

AFY

OY  Allocation 
After 3rd 

Ramp-down

Actual 
Production 

AFY

OY  Allocation 
After 3rd 

Ramp-down

Actual 
Production 

AFY

OY  Allocation 
After 4th 

Ramp-down

Final OY  
Allocation 

Based on an 
NSY of 3,000 

AFY

Final OY  
Allocation 

Based on an 
NSY of 2,913 

AFY
Coastal Subareas

California American Water (Coastal Subarea)Standard 2,871 2,669 2,437 2,254 1,562 2,254 1,730 2,254 1,926 1,792 1479* 1420*
City of Seaside (Municipal) Standard 224 219 185 185 195 185 188 185 185 147 110 116
Granite Rock Company Standard 0 21 0 17 0 17 0 17 0 14 10 11
DBO Development No. 27 Standard 0 37 0 32 0 32 0 32 0 25 19 20
Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Inv.) Standard 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 3 3 3
City of Seaside (Golf Courses) Alternative 1 540 312 540 458 540 439 540 512 540 540 540
Sand City Alternative 1 9 1 9 1 9 0 9 1 9 9 9
SNG (Security National Guaranty) Alternative 0 149 0 149 0 149 0 149 0 149 149 149
Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Inv.) Alternative 0 14 0 6 0 6 0 6 0 6 6 6
Mission Memorial (Alderwoods) Alternative 25 31 18 31 14 31 14 31 14 31 31 31

Laguna Seca Subarea

CAW - Laguna Seca Subarea Standard 362 147 328 48 317 48 299 48 303 0 0 0
Nicklaus Club Monterey Alternative 207 251 193 251 112 251 155 251 143 251 251 237
Laguna Seca Golf Resort (Bishop) Alternative 300 320 249 320 224 320 193 320 240 320 320 302
York School Alternative 22 32 18 32 14 32 14 32 17 32 32 30
Laguna Seca County Park Alternative 29 41 21 41 17 41 16 41 22 41 41 39

Basin Totals 4,040 4,480 3,762 3,920 2,913 3,920 3,049 3,920 3,363 3,360 3,000 2,913

Producer
Type of 

Producer

WY 2014 WY 2015 WY 2016 WY 2017 WY 2018
Projected WY 2021 OY 

Allocation

 
Notes:  
1. Blue shading indicates production exceeded allocation. 
2. Ramp-downs shown above through WY 2018 are based on ramping-down 10% triennially from a starting Basinwide OY of 5,600 AFY to an ending Basinwide 

OY of 3,000 AFY to match the initial NSY of 3,000 AFY. 
3. Ramp-downs shown in the two right-hand columns show two sets of final ramp-down figures:  (1)  Ramp-down to a final Basinwide OY of 3,000 AFY and (2) 

ramp-down to a final Basinwide OY of 2,913 AFY. 
*  This is California American Water's long-term OY for all subareas. 
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ATTACHMENT 11  
 

DISCUSSION OF USING SUSTAINABLE YIELD VS. NATURAL 
SAFE YIELD FOR BASIN MANAGEMENT 
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Discussion Paper of Potential Pros and Cons of Using the Sustainable Yield Approach  

in Place of Using Natural Safe Yield for Basin Management  

 

Natural Safe Yield Approach 

Discussion.  The Adjudication Decision (“Decision”) uses the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) 

approach to establish the total quantity of water that producers may pump from the Seaside 

Basin, and to allocate that quantity amongst the various producers.  Under the NSY 

approach used in the Decision, Alternative Producers have first rights to the NSY, and 

Standard Producers share in the amount of NSY remaining after the Alternative Producer 

allocations have been made.  The Decision established an initial Basin-wide NSY at 3,000 

AFY, and allocated 1,387 AFY of this NSY to Alternative Producers.  That left 3,000 – 1,387 = 

1,613 AFY to be divided among the Standard Producers.  Subsequent to the date of the 

Decision, one of the Alternative Producers converted part of its allocation to a Standard 

Producer allocation, which had the effect of increasing the 1,613 AFY figure to 1,621 AFY.  If 

the lower NSY of 2,370 AFY reported in the Updated BMAP were to replace the Decision’s 

initial NSY of 3,000 AFY, the Standard Producers would need to reduce their collective 

annual pumping to 2,370 – 1,379 = 991 AFY.  This means the Standard Producers would 

have to collectively reduce their pumping by an additional 630 AFY.   

 

It would likely be very difficult if not impossible for some of the Standard Producers, 

particularly CAWC and the Seaside Municipal system, to accomplish making these 

additional pumping reductions while still supplying the water demands of their customers.  

 

Pros and Cons of Continuing to Use the NSY Approach for Basin Management. 

 

PROS CONS 

1. This is the approach 

prescribed by the Decision, 

so no change from the 

current approach would be 

required. 

1. There are some oversights in the numbers included in the Decision 

which slightly complicate the calculation of Producers’ water rights 

after the pumping ramp-downs are all completed.  However, this 

should be fairly easy to work through. 

2.  If the 3,000 AFY NSY 

figure in the Decision 

continues to be used, no 

action will be required. 

2.  The Watermaster’s hydrogeologic consultants report that using 

the NSY approach in the Decision is no longer appropriate for 

estimating yield. The NSY figure in the Decision was developed in 

2005 based on a simplified water balance equation that accounted for 

some, but not all, flows in the groundwater system. It has now 

become apparent that there are significant flows across the Basin’s 

boundaries that were not accounted for in the 2005 analysis. Unless 

those flows are also accounted for, the relationship between 
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PROS CONS 

pumping, intrusion and storage identified in 2005 will be incorrect. 

3.  If the lower NSY figure 

of 2,370 AFY is used, the 

recalculation of water 

rights to each Producer 

would be  relatively 

straightforward by 

following the same 

calculation approach set 

forth in the Decision.  As 

noted in Con No. 1, 

however,  there are some 

oversights in the Decision 

which would need to be 

resolved. 

3.  The Watermaster’s hydrogeologic consultants recommend that 

Basin management use a “sustainable” or “operational” yield 

approach that takes advantage of the Seaside Basin groundwater 

model. This would allow the maximum pumping rate to reflect all of 

the flows across the basin boundaries as well as the locations of 

wells and the introduction of new sources of recharge (injection, 

stormwater percolation, etc.). They feel that making this change 

from using the NSY approach is essential to linking long-term Basin 

management to reality. 

4. Given the modeling done to date, and evidenced by continuing 

declining groundwater levels even in years where pumping has 

been close to 3,000 AFY, Material Damage is more likely to occur if 

the 3,000 AFY NSY continues to be used rather than using a lower 

value for NSY. 

5. It is very likely that greater pumping reductions will be required 

of many of the Producers if the Sustainable Yield approach is used in 

place of the NSY approach.  It may be difficult if not impossible for 

some Producers to make these additional pumping reductions while 

still supplying the water demands of their customers. 

6.  Because of the historical overpumping from the Basin, regardless 

of the approach that is used for Basin management, be it NSY or SY, 

it is very unlikely that even the reduced NSY pumping levels 

recommended in the Updated Basin Management Action Plan will 

achieve protective groundwater levels.  The Basin would therefore 

still be at risk of seawater intrusion at some time in the future.  An 

additional source(s) of water that can be injected into the Basin to 

raise groundwater levels, and to maintain them at protective water 

levels, will be necessary regardless of which approach is used for 

Basin management.  Therefore, the expense and complexity of 

changing to the SY approach may not be justified. 

 

Sustainable Yield Approach 

Discussion.  As described in the recent BMAP Update, the simplified method used in the 

Adjudication Decision to estimate Natural Safe Yield is now recognized as not being 

complete enough to take into account the complexities of inflows and outflows that are 

occurring in the Basin.  These ultimately affect the amount of groundwater that can be 

sustainably pumped from the Basin without causing negative effects (Material Injury). A 
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more complete approach to managing the Basin would be to use the Seaside Basin 

groundwater model to optimize the amount of pumping that can be sustained (the 

Sustainable Yield) at existing and/or new wells.  The Sustainable Yield would take into 

account management targets such as stopping declining groundwater levels or meeting 

protective groundwater elevations. 

 

The SY analysis would involve making numerous assumptions and evaluations.  These 

could include such things as alternative pumping scenarios and redistribution of pumping 

locations and quantities.   The SY for the entire Basin would be the sum of the production 

quantities that each well could produce and still prevent Material Injury from occurring.     

 

Pros and Cons of Changing to Using the Sustainable Yield Approach for Basin Management. 

 

PROS CONS 

1. This approach 

would more 

realistically reflect the 

characteristics of the 

Basin and more 

accurately predict 

how much pumping 

could be sustainably 

supported without 

causing Material 

Damage in the Basin. 

1. Performing an SY analysis would be costly.  The cost proposal from 

Montgomery & Associates to do this work is well over $100,000.  The 

proposal notes that modeling the long-term optimization of integrated 

groundwater management at a basin-wide scale is a complex process with 

several technical challenges that could arise and could lead to additional 

effort (and cost) not anticipated in the cost proposal. 

2.  Changing from the NSY approach to the SY approach would first have 

to be approved by the Court.  Documentation justifying making this change 

would have to be prepared and submitted to the Court.  This would  

involve considerable staff, consultant, and legal counsel time and effort. 

3.  The SY analysis would then need to be prepared and submitted to the 

Court for its review and approval before it could be used to replace the 

NSY approach used in the Decision. If the Court approved the SY analysis, 

then the Decision would need to be amended to reflect this.  All of this 

would involve considerable staff and legal counsel time and effort. 

4. If SY were used instead of NSY, a new method of allocating pumping 

rights to each producer would have to be developed. This could be a 

contentious and time-consuming undertaking. 

 5. It is very likely that greater pumping reductions will be required of 

many of the Producers if the Sustainable Yield approach is used in place of 

the NSY approach.  It may be difficult if not impossible for some Producers 

to make these additional pumping reductions while still supplying the 

water demands of their customers. 
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PROS CONS 

 6.  Because of the historical overpumping from the Basin, regardless of the 

approach that is used for Basin management, be it NSY or SY, it is very 

unlikely that even the reduced NSY pumping levels recommended in the 

Updated Basin Management Action Plan will achieve protective 

groundwater levels.  The Basin would therefore still be at risk of seawater 

intrusion at some time in the future.  An additional source(s) of water that 

can be injected into the Basin to raise groundwater levels, and to maintain 

them at protective water levels, will be necessary regardless of which 

approach is used for Basin management.  Therefore, the expense and 

complexity of changing to the SY approach may not be justified. 
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ATTACHMENT 12  
 

GEOCHEMICAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENT 
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ATTACHMENT 13  
 

STORAGE AND RECOVERY AGREEMENT
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ATTACHMENT 14  
 

CYPRESS PACIFIC INVESTORS FRONT-LOADING DELIVERY 
OF WATER AGREEMENT  
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ATTACHMENT 15  
 

COURT DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO THE CITY OF 
SEASIDE’S IN LIEU GROUNDWATER STORAGE PROGRAM 
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CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER’S NOTICE OF FILING OF ANNUAL REPORT 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I declare that: 

I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California.  I am over the age of eighteen 

and am not a party to the within action.  My business address is ELLISON SCHNEIDER 

HARRIS & DONLAN LLP; 2600 Capitol Avenue, Suite 400; Sacramento, California, 95816.  

On January 13, 2020, I served the foregoing document described as: 

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER’S NOTICE OF FILING OF ANNUAL REPORT 

by posting the document to the Odyssey e-file CA website and causing the aforementioned 
document to be electronically submitted to the email addresses specified in the attached Service 
List, pursuant to court order or an agreement of the parties to accept service by electronic 
transmission. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration 
was executed on January 13, 2020, at Sacramento, California. 

__  

Patty Slomski 
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