
1 

 

 

M E E T I N G   N O T I C E   AND   A G E N D A 
 

              TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

                                                            OF THE 

                SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
 

       DATE:  Wednesday, February 11, 2009 

TIME:  1:30 p.m. 

LOCATION:  City of Seaside City Hall – Portable Buildings Conference Room 

440 Harcourt Avenue 

Seaside, CA 93955 

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

Line by dialing (877)810-9415.  Use the Access Code of 4560043.   

OFFICERS 

Chairperson:  Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside 

Vice-Chairperson:  Tom. Bunosky, California American Water Company 

MEMBERS 

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

City of Sand City                                  City of Seaside                                  Coastal Subarea Landowners 

Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources Agency                

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District                                      Public Member (John Fischer) 

Agenda Item 

 

1. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from January  14, 2009  

2. Planned Workshop with HydroMetrics for Ground Water Modeling Work (Bob Jaques) 

3. Progress Report on Database Issues (Bob Jaques) 

4. Progress Report on Selection of Site for New Monitoring Well (Bob Jaques) 

5. Develop Recommendations to the Board Regarding 10% Cutback Issues (Bob Jaques) 

6. Schedule (Bob Jaques) 

7. Draft EIR for the CAW Coastal Water Project (Bob Jaques) 

8. Other business (Bob Jaques) 

9. Set next meeting date for Wednesday March 11, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. 

To be held at the Seaside City Hall Portable Office Buildings Conference Room 

 

Page 

No. 

 

 2 

 7 

17 

18 

19 

28 

35 

38 

 

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Seaside does not discriminate against 

persons with disabilities. Both Seaside City Hall and the Portable Office Buildings Conference Room are 

accessible facilities.  If you wish to attend this meeting and you will require assistance in order to participate, 

please contact the Office of the City Clerk (831) 899-6707 at least three days in advance of the event to make 

necessary arrangements.  If you need assistance in speaking on a specific item noted on the agenda, please 

inform staff as to which item you would like to comment on and arrangements will be made for you to 

participate.  Portable microphones and assisted listening devices are available upon request.   
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 1.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from December 10, 2008 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

 

SUMMARY:   

 

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

the attached version.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

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

MINUTES 

 

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

January 14, 2009 

 

Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl  

California American Water – Tom Bunosky (by telephone) 

City of Monterey – Todd Bennett 

  Laguna Seca Property Owners – No Representative  

MPWMD – Joe Oliver  

Public Member – John Fischer  

MCWRA – Rob Johnson 

City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 

City of Sand City – No Representative 

Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 

 

Watermaster 

Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 

 

Consultants 

HydroMetrics LLC - Derrik Williams and Georgina King (by telephone) 

 

Others: 

None 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

The meeting was called to order at 1:33 p.m.  

 

1. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from December 10, 2008  

On a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Fischer, the minutes were unanimously approved as 

presented, with Mr. Bennett and Mr. Johnson abstaining because they were not present at the December 

10 meeting. 

 

2. Proposed Contract with HydroMetrics for Ground Water Modeling  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material for this item.  He also described the proposed schedule 

for the performance of this work, as shown under Agenda Item No. 7. 

 

Mr. Williams said the final report will likely not be completed by the date the Annual Report has to be 

submitted to the Court, but much of the work will have been completed by that time.  Mr. Jaques said it 

should therefore at least be possible for a progress summary to be included in the Annual Report. 

 

Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Williams if offshore monitoring wells would be needed in conjunction with determining 

offshore storage, as noted in the scope of work.  Mr. Williams said that offshore monitoring wells would not 

be needed, and that he will discuss this further in the first meeting with the TAC as work begins on this R. F. 

S.  Mr. Williams also reported that he will be giving a presentation to the Soquel Creek Water District on 

January 20th on this topic, if anyone would like to attend. 
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Mr. Williams reported that there are two models that will be produced: one is a basin wide model for overall 

groundwater issues, and the other is a smaller model for protective water level issues. 

 

Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Williams if some initial hand calculations will be prepared.  Mr. Williams said that these 

probably would not be beneficial, but that he will discuss this at the first meeting with the TAC once work on 

this R. F. S. has begun. 

 

Mr. Fischer asked if any of the Court's recent questions need to be addressed in this R. F. S.  Mr. Oliver said 

he would like to get some information with regard to the subsidence question as part of the work of this R. F. 

S.  Mr. Oliver said this could be one of the objectives that pertain to Task No. 3. He also said he would like to 

have refining the components of the water budget and updating the Natural Safe Yield as two of the 

objectives.  Mr. Williams said that the water budget is specifically included in the scope of work, and that the 

Natural Safe Yield can also be addressed.  These will be some of the activities that will be covered in the 

meeting under Task 3 of the R. F. S. 

 

Mr. Oliver said he would also like the TAC to give its concurrence on the calibration time period and the 

calibration methods, before the calibration work is performed.  Ms. King said that this will occur under 

Subtask 4.3.   

 

There was consensus that the proposed language in the R. F. S. was satisfactory without making revisions to 

address these various issues. 

 

Mr. Fischer asked Mr. Williams about the model code that will be used.  Mr. Williams said that the 

recommended code will be easier to use with other organizations and models, and this is why it was being 

recommended. 

 

Mr. Riedl asked if it would be helpful for the entities to assist with providing data for Subtask 4.2.  Mr. 

Williams said that he would appreciate any input or assistance the entities can provide.  Mr. Oliver said some 

precipitation data has already been compiled and should be available from other reports. 

 

Mr. Riedl asked if the Watermaster will get electronic copies of all files and documents prepared under this 

R. F. S., and Mr. Williams said that those would be provided. 

 

On a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Riedl, there was unanimous approval of the TAC to recommend 

the R. F. S. for Board approval.  Mr. Jaques said he would include the schedule in the R. F. S. when it is 

presented to the Board for approval of their January 21st meeting, based on the assumption that the Board 

will approve the R. F. S. at that meeting, with notice-to-proceed being issued to HydroMetrics shortly 

thereafter. 

 

3. Request from MRWPCA for Payment for Work Done to Prepare GWRP Documents  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material for this item, and there was some discussion on various 

issues pertaining to the work performed by MRWPCA. 

 

Mr. Bunosky recommended that a copy of MRWPCA's actual invoice be included in the Watermaster 

Board’s agenda packet item on this issue. 

 

Mr. Johnson expressed dissatisfaction that MRWPCA did not get Watermaster approval to change the scope 

of the work it performed before proceeding with the work. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Fischer, seconded by Mr. Bunosky, to recommend Board approval and payment 

of MRWPCA's invoice.  The motion passed with Mr. Bunosky, Mr. Fischer, Mr. Oliver, and Mr. Bennett 

voting in favor, with Mr. Johnson voting no, and with Mr. Riedl abstaining. 
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4. Progress Report on Database Issues  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material on this item, and the few questions that were raised were 

answered. 

 

5. Progress Report on Selection of Site for New Monitoring Well  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material on this item, and the few questions that were raised were 

answered. 

 

Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Jaques to find out who Monterey Peninsula College’s legal counsel is in order to get 

a preliminary sense of whether or not there will be difficultly processing the request to install a monitoring 

while there. 

 

6. Proposed Response to Court’s Questions Regarding the 2008 Annual Report  

Mr. Bunosky led the discussion on this agenda item.  Mr. Jaques noted that the agenda packet materials 

reflect input from Mr. Oliver, Mr. Williams, and Ms. King. 

 

Mr. Oliver said he does not anticipate subsidence being a problem in the Seaside Basin area, due to the 

depositional environment and the fact that subsidence has already occurred within these deposits.  In the 

Central Valley, which has clayey soils, contraction of the soil due to loss of moisture can lead to subsidence 

problems.  However, in the Seaside Basin the deposits are of granular material, not clays, so this problem is 

not expected to occur. 
 

Mr. Oliver pointed out that Senate bill 1938 contains subsidence monitoring requirements.  He proposed that 

the Watermaster periodically check the wellhead elevations that were developed by Central Coast Surveyors 

in 2008, in order to provide hard data with regard to subsidence.  Mr. Williams said that every new ground 

water management plan being prepared in California must now periodically monitor for subsidence until such 

data demonstrates that subsidence is not occurring, and ground water levels are no longer falling. 

 

Mr. Riedl asked if a more technical evaluation could be performed by a qualified technical expert, rather than 

performing the suggested additional surveying work on the wellhead elevations.  Mr. William said this could 

be done, but even if it was done it would not be possible to completely rule out the possibility of subsidence.  

Mr. Oliver concurred with Mr. Williams’ comments.   

 

Following some further discussion there was consensus to recommend to the Board that every three years the 

wellhead elevations be resurveyed to develop data to make a factual determination with regard to subsidence.  

Mr. Oliver also proposed some additional language for Mr. Jaques to include in the response.  There was also 

agreement to reorganize the sequencing of the paragraphs under this protector response. 

 

On a motion by Mr. Riedl, seconded by Mr. Johnson, there was unanimous approval to recommend Board 

approval of the draft court response document, amended as described above. 

 

7. Schedule  
Mr. Jaques briefly summarized the items highlighted in the agenda packet item pertaining to the schedule.  

Mr. Bunosky asked that a task be included in the schedule for the TAC to review the Annual Report.  Mr. 

Williams pointed out a typographical error with regard to the BMAP on page 64. 

 

8. Other business 
Mr. Oliver asked Mr. Williams if a final editing could be made to section 3 of the BMA P. before it is 

printed.  Mr. William said it was about ready to be printed, so he would need to receive that information from 

Mr. Oliver today. 
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Mr. Bunosky asked Mr. Jaques to seek Board direction to the TAC with regard to reviewing and preparing 

comments on the PUC’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coastal Water Project.  Mr. Jaques 

suggested that this could be requested by Mr. Evans when he makes his oral comments to the Board as part of 

the normal Board meeting agenda process. 

 

Mr. Fischer reported that public presentations on the Draft EIR will be made in Castroville on March 2nd, at 

the Seaside Oldemeyer Center on March 3
rd

, and at the Carmel Middle School on March 4
th

. 

 

Mr. Williams said he would be proposing mid-February dates for the first meeting of Task 1of  

R. F. S. 2009-2. 

 

9. Set next meeting date for Wednesday February 11, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. 

To be held at the Seaside City Hall Portable Office Buildings Conference Room 

The next TAC meeting was set for this time, date, and location. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 3:17 p.m. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 2 

AGENDA TITLE: Planned Workshop with HydroMetrics for Ground Water Modeling Work 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
HydroMetrics has scheduled the first Workshop under their RFS No. 2009-02 for the Ground Water 

Modeling Work for Thursday, February 19 beginning at 1:30 p.m. in the MRWPCA Board Room. Attached is 

the Technical Memorandum HydroMetrics has prepared for this Workshop. 

 

At this Workshop participants will be asked to provide their input and direction to HydroMetrics for use in 

designing the Model. 

 

Representatives of other agencies and of proponents of some of the proposed Supplemental Water Supplies, 

specifically MRWPCA, have been invited to participate in this Workshop, as well as the members of the 

TAC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Workshop Technical Memorandum from HydroMetrics dated January 30, 

2009 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Progress Report on Database Issues 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

Zone 24X7, MPWMD’s database consultant, has been proceeding with work to deploy the database to 

a local hosting site at MPWMD’s offices, rather than at the RBF web-hosting site, and to transition the 

database from a pilot testing mode into a production mode.   

 

As of February 3 the database had been deployed for use and MPWMD staff was testing it to make 

sure it was functioning properly.   As soon as the testing is satisfactorily completed, the database will 

be deployed to the Watermaster’s website for general public access.  This will also allow resumption of 

normal ongoing data entry by Watermaster and MPWMD staff.  Mr. Oliver will provide an oral update 

on this at today’s meeting. 

 

There are also improvements that Watermaster staff and MPWMD may wish to have made to the 

Database in order to improve its user-friendliness and functionality.  Once some further operational 

experience with the database has been gained, a proposal to make these improvements may be solicited 

from Zone 24X7.  If a proposal is solicited, and once agreement on the cost and scope of this work has 

been reached, it is contemplated that another RFS would be issued to MPWMD to have this work 

performed.  Again, it is expected that there would be no markup of costs by MPWMD to have this 

work performed by their database contractor.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: Progress Report on Selection of Site for New Monitoring Well 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

Following a meeting that was held on Wednesday January 7, 2009 with U.S. Army, Fort Ord Reuse 

Authority, Base Realignment and Closure Office, and Corps of Engineer representatives, it was 

concluded that the most viable sites would be those that have been, or will be, transferred to Monterey 

Peninsula College and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. 

 

On January 29, meetings were held by Mr. Jaques, Mr. Oliver, and Mr. Feeney with representatives of 

these two ultimate landowners.  The representatives from both sites were receptive to the 

Watermaster’s request to install a monitoring well on their sites.  However, each site has its own set of 

approvals and processing that will involve other parties within these two organizations, and those 

processes will have to be completed in order to determine whether installation of a well will be 

acceptable.  The Watermaster’s representatives are pursuing both sites simultaneously in order to select 

the most feasible site as quickly as possible.  Thereafter, a formal application process will be initiated 

with the owner of the most feasible site, with the objective of completing the permitting and approval 

process, as well as the design of the monitoring well, such that construction of the well can begin as 

early as June, 2009 and at the latest, by the end of summer, 2009.  the construction process is expected 

to take about 2 weeks, depending on depth and other site conditions, so the new monitoring well should 

be operational by the end of Water Year 2008-2009.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Develop Recommendations to the Board Regarding Reducing the 

Operating Yield 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

At its January 21, 2009 meeting the Board discussed the issuance of a Declaration of Unavailability of 

Artificial Replenishment Water for Water Year 2009.  In conjunction with this discussion, there was 

discussion regarding the reduction in the Operating Yield required under Section III.B.2 of the 

Amended Decision, if certain conditions are not met, since providing artificial replenishment water is 

one of the ways of averting having to reduce pumping. 

 

There was much discussion on this topic, with input from several attorneys representing affected 

landowner groups and other entities.  Following discussion, the Board decided to refer the matter to the 

TAC to evaluate each of the conditions described in the Amended Decision that pertain to this topic. 

 

Attached is a Discussion Paper describing the sections of the Amended Decision pertaining to this 

topic, my assessment of each of them, and my recommendations for the TAC’s consideration 

concerning each of them. 

 

At today’s meeting the TAC is asked to closely review the attached paper and to provide any 

corrections, additions, or other revisions to it so it can be revised and then provided to the Board for 

their March 4
th

 meeting. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Discussion Paper describing the sections of the Amended Decision 

pertaining to the availability of artificial replenishment water and its 

impacts on determining whether or not the Watermaster should 

require a reduction in water production from the Seaside Basin for 

the period January 1, 2009 through September 30, 2009, which is a 

portion of Water Year 2008-2009 (October 1, 2008-September 30, 

2009) 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide input to the Technical Program Manager regarding this topic, 

so findings and conclusions from the TAC can be finalized and 

provided to the Board for the Board’s March 4, 2009 meeting 
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DISCUSSION PAPER DESCRIBING THE SECTIONS OF THE 

AMENDED DECISION PERTAINING TO REDUCING THE 

OPERATING YIELD, WITH RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TAC’S 

CONSIDERATION  

 

 
 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Amended Decision filed February 9, 2007 states, in part, that beginning January 1, 2009 there shall be 

triennial 10% reductions in the Operating Yield of the Seaside Basin, unless certain conditions contained in 

Section III.B.2 of the Decision are met.  Specifically, the language in Section III.B.2 states: 

 

“Commencing with the fourth Water Year [starting January 1, 2009] and triennially thereafter the Operating 

Yield for both subareas [Coastal Subarea and Laguna Seca Subarea] will be decreased by ten percent (10%) 

until the Operating Yield is the equivalent of the Natural Safe Yield unless: 

 

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

Basin on an annual basis; or 

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

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

Producer agreeing to forego their right to claim a Stored Water Credit for such forbearance; or 

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

required by this decision; or 

d. The Watermaster has determined that Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and 

Paso Robles aquifers are at sufficient levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent seawater 

intrusion.”  (language in brackets added for clarity). 

 

The Board has asked the TAC to provide its findings, conclusions, and recommendations regarding each of 

these four conditions, so the Board can determine whether or not to impose a reduction in pumping for Water 

Year 2008-2009. 

 

 

FINDINGS 

 

The Decision contains a number of definitions that are pertinent to this discussion, including the following: 

 

“Non-Native Water” is defined as all water that would not otherwise ad to the Groundwater supply 

through natural means or from return flows from surface applications other than intentional 

Spreading.   

 

“Subarea” is defined to be either the Laguna Seca Subarea or the Coastal Subarea 

 

“Water” is defined to be all forms of water.   

 

“Spreading” is defined as a method of introducing Non-Native Water into the Seaside Basin whereby 

Water is placed in permeable impoundments and allowed to percolate into the Seaside Basin. 

 

“Artificial Replenishment” is defined as the act of the Watermaster, directly or indirectly, engaging in 

or contracting for Non-Native Water to be added to the Groundwater supply of the Seaside Basin 
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through Spreading or Direct Injection to offset the cumulative Over-Production from the Seaside 

Basin in any particular Water Year pursuant to Section III.L.3.j.iii.  It shall also include programs in 

which Producers agree to refrain, in whole or in part, from exercising their right to produce their full 

Production Allocation where the intent is to cause the replenishment of the Seaside Basin through 

forbearance in lieu of the injection or spreading of Non-Native Water. 

 

Each of the four sets of conditions described in Section III.B.2 are presented below in the form of 

questions, with the answers to each question developed from currently available data or knowledge. 

 

a. Question:  Has the Watermaster secured and is adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water 

to the Basin on an annual basis?   

Answer:  The Watermaster is not currently adding any Non-Native water to the Basin, and there 

are no projects which are expected to become operational in Water Year 2008-2009 which will do 

so.  Therefore the answer to this Question is “no.” 

 

b. Question:  Has the Watermaster secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount and has it 

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

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

such forbearance? 

Answer:  Reclaimed water is not specifically defined in the Decision.  The term reclaimed water is 

typically used to mean waste water which has been treated to a sufficiently high level such that it 

can be reused for some beneficial purpose, such as irrigation or groundwater replenishment.  It is 

projected by the City of Sand City and CAW (who will operate the plant under contract with Sand 

City) that the Sand City desalination plant will undergo testing and then become operational 

sometime in the first half of calendar year 2009, perhaps as early as March.  CAW reported that 

approximately 1/3 of the projected 355 AFY of desalinated water the plant is expected to produce 

will be used to meet water demands in the Sand City and Seaside areas.  CAW indicated its goal is 

to operate its water production and distribution system in such a manner as to stay beneath the 

pumping limitations imposed on both the Seaside Basin and the Carmel River Basin via the 

Amended Decision (for the Seaside Basin) and SWRCB Order No. 95-10 (for the Carmel River 

Basin).   

 

In this context reclaimed water could be interpreted to apply to water produced by the Sand City 

desalination plant, since that plant will take water that is typically unusable for any beneficial 

purpose due to its high salinity, and treat it such that it can be used as a potable water supply 

source.  Using this interpretation, if there were a contract between the Watermaster and CAW 

(which is one of the Producers in the Basin, as defined in the Decision) in which CAW agreed to 

utilize desalinated water in lieu of a portion of their Production Allocation, and to forego their 

right to claim a Stored Water Credit for such forbearance, then it might be reasonable to find that 

the answer to this question is “yes,” but only partially so, since the full output of the Sand City 

desalination plant will be less than the amount of production reduction required by the Decision.  

The Decision requires an initial reduction of 420 AFY for the period January 1, 2009 to 

September 30, 2009, increasing to a reduction of 560 AFY for the period October 1, 2009 to 

September 30, 2010.  The full capacity of the Sand City desalination plant is reportedly 300 AFY.  

If the plant does not go into operation until March 2009 or later, it will likely be unable to produce 

300 AF of water between the time it goes into operation and September 30, 2009. 

 

At this point the Watermaster is not aware of any formal commitment on the part of CAW to use 

any specific volume of water from the Sand City desalination plant in order to reduce CAW’s 

pumping from the Seaside Basin.  MPWMD representatives have reported that at some meetings 

and recently in discussions before the SWRCB hearing regarding the potential imposition of a 

Cease and Desist Order against CAW for withdrawing too much water from the Carmel River 
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Basin, CAW said it would use the water produced from the Sand City desalination plant to reduce 

its pumping from the Carmel River Basin.  In other meetings, such as Watermaster TAC meetings, 

CAW has indicated it would use the water produced from the Sand City desalination plant to 

reduce its pumping from the Seaside Basin.  To clarify CAW’s intentions, as a minimum it would 

appear that a contract between the Watermaster and CAW formalizing the amount of water from 

the Sand City desalination plant which CAW plans to use to reduce its pumping from the Seaside 

Basin would be necessary in order to claim at least a partial fulfillment of this condition. 

 

There is at least one other issues that complicates answering this Question:  Even if 100% of the 

Sand City desalination plant’s production was used to reduce CAW’s pumping from the Seaside 

Basin, the plant is reportedly only able to produce 300 AFY.  Therefore, even at full production 

the plant would not allow CAW to reduce its pumping from the Seaside Basin by the 420 AF 

required to fulfill the first cutback required by the Decision for Water Year 2008-2009.  In Water 

Year 2009-2010 the cutback would increase to 560 AFY, which would increase this shortfall. 

 

Therefore, at best it appears that this condition could only be partially satisfied by the Sand City 

desalination plant, and that it would still be necessary to impose some level of pumping reduction 

in order to achieve the 420 AFY and 560 AFY volumes required by the Decision. 

 

c. Question:  Are there any combinations of a and b which result in the decrease in Production of 

Native Water required by this decision? 

Answer:  As discussed under Question b above, CAW could reduce its production of Native 

Water from the Seaside Basin by using desalinated water from the Sand City desalination plant.  It 

could also reduce its production of Native Water from the Seaside Basin by using more water 

from its other supply sources, such as the Carmel River Basin.  However, the Carmel River Basin 

is subject to pumping limits, and increasing the pumping from the Carmel River Basin would 

likely cause CAW to exceed those limits, so this may not be a viable action.  The amount by 

which CAW could reduce its production of Native Water from the Seaside Basin would depend 

on how much water it could take from its other supply sources in order to still meet its water 

demands while pumping less water from the Seaside Basin. 

 

At best it appears that it might be reasonable to find that the answer to this question is “yes,” but 

only partially so, since it does not appear that CAW has sufficient additional capacity in its other 

water supply sources to equal the amount of production reduction required by the Decision. 

 

d. Question:  Has the Watermaster determined that Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita 

and Paso Robles aquifers are at sufficient levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent 

seawater intrusion?   

Answer:  This topic was the subject of a brief discussion at the October 10, 2008 TAC meeting, in 

response to a request by the Laguna Seca Alternative Producers, through their attorney, that the 

Laguna Seca Subarea be exempted from the proposed 10% pumping reduction scheduled for 

January 1, 2009.  The following excerpt from the agenda packet from that meeting provides some 

useful background information: 

 

“Based on my preliminary consultations with those TAC members who are specialists in 

groundwater hydrogeology, and whom I was able to reach in the short time given to us to prepare 

this topic for today’s agenda, here are some issues for TAC members to consider regarding this 

request: 

 

• It may be possible to make a case that the water levels in the Southern Coastal subarea 

are protective of seawater intrusion.  However, it may be difficult to determine whether or not 
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reducing pumping in the Laguna Seca area will help water levels in the Northern Coastal 

Subarea.  

• The Laguna Seca Study by Yates and Feeney for MPWMD apparently states that the 

Laguna Seca Area is in overdraft.  

• Hydrologic studies apparently have concluded that there is hydrologic connectivity in 

the aquifers between the Laguna Seca Area and the rest of the Seaside Basin. If this is correct, 

then it would appear that the Laguna Seca Area pumping has hydrologic influence on the Coastal 

area(s) of the Seaside Basin.   

• If the Laguna Seca Area is already in a documented “overdraft” condition, should 

water levels alone be the determining factor in responding to this request? That is to say, the non-

technical findings may be more important than the technical findings - such as "what is the intent 

of the Amended Decision", or "Does the Amended Decision attempt to prevent overdraft 

regardless of the threat of seawater intrusion". While these are not decisions for the TAC to make, 

they should at least be pointed out to the Board in any recommendations the TAC makes to the 

Board.” 

 

In Chapter 2 of the recently completed Basin Management Action Plan there are groundwater 

elevation contour maps for both the Paso Robles (shallow) and the Santa Margarita (deep) 

aquifers which are referred to in Section III.B.2 of the Decision.  Copies of these maps, which are 

Figures 5, 6, and 13 of the BMAP, are attached.  It is clear from Figures 5 and 6 that groundwater 

levels in much of the Northern Coastal Subarea are significantly below sea level in both of these 

aquifers.  Water levels in the other parts of the Basin are well above sea level, although there are 

cones of depression (still well above sea level) in both aquifers in the Laguna Seca Subarea.  

Figure 13 shows the Ghyben-Herzberg protective water levels for the existing production wells 

near the coast.  Comparing Figures 5 and 6 with Figure 13 shows that the existing water levels in 

both aquifers in the Northern Coastal Subarea are well below the levels needed to protect them 

against sea water intrusion.  Water levels in the other parts of the Basin are above the levels 

needed to protect the existing production wells from sea water intrusion. 

 

The language in this Section of the Decision makes no mention of evaluating the water levels on 

an individual subarea basis for the purposes of determining whether or not a 10% reduction is to 

be imposed.  The language in the first paragraph of Section III.B.2 simply states that the 10% 

cutback in production, if it is imposed, is to occur in both the Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas.   

The language in Section III.B.2.a refers to “the Basin” (as a whole) when discussing the 

importation of Non-Native water to help offset the overpumping.  While the language in these 

Sections is not directly specific to the question of whether the 10% reduction is to apply to the 

Basin as a whole or only to certain subareas if none of the four sets of conditions described in 

Section III.B.2 are met, it appears to me that the intent of the Decision is that the 10% reduction is 

to apply to the entire Basin, if none of the four sets of conditions is met for the entire Basin.  

Clearly, there may be other interpretations of the intent of this Section of the Decision, and that 

will be a decision for the Board to make.  In order to provide as much technical assistance to the 
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Board as possible, I believe answers to this Question should be made based on two possible 

interpretations of the intent of the Decision. 

 

 (1)  If the intent of the Decision is that this condition must be met for the entire Basin, then it 

is clear that the answer to this question is “no.” 

 

 (2)  If the intent of the Decision is that the 10% cutback should occur only within the specific 

subarea(s) of the Basin where this condition is not met, then the answer to this question is “yes” 

for all subareas of the Basin except the Northern Coastal Subarea, where the answer is “no.” 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

Determining whether or not the Watermaster is required to impose a pumping reduction is a complex matter.  

Of the four sets of conditions contained in Section III.B.2 of the Decision, any one of which if met would 

avert having to impose a pumping reduction, there is no black and white “yes” answer to any of them. 

 

If the Board chooses to interpret the Decision as applying the conditions to individual subareas, rather than to 

the Basin as a whole, then the answer would be “yes” to condition III.B.2.d for all subareas of the Basin 

except the Northern Coastal Subarea.   

 

If the Board chooses to interpret the Decision as applying the conditions to the Basin as a whole, then the 

answer would be “no” to conditions III.B.2.a and III.B.2.d, and at best there would only be a partial “yes” to 

conditions III.B.2.b and III.B.2.c.  

 

Regardless of which interpretation the Board chooses, it appears that a pumping reduction will have to be 

imposed in at least a portion (the Northern Coastal Subarea) of the Basin.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, I will provide the TAC with an updated Consultants 

Work Schedule of the activities being performed by the Watermaster’s consultants and the public 

entities (MPWMD and MCWRA) that are performing certain portions of the work, and of the Critical 

Program Milestones Schedule.   

 

Attached is the Updated Consultants Work Schedule. 

 

Note that this Schedule reflects revisions to the schedule for adoption of the SIRP and the BMAP to 

include conducting the CEQA process for these two documents.  It was concluded in late 2008 that it 

would be appropriate to conduct a CEQA Initial Study on each of these documents before asking the 

Board to adopt them, so that either a Negative Declaration or an Exemption could also be adopted by 

the Board at the time the documents themselves are adopted.  It was subsequently determined with 

legal assistance that the Watermaster’s actions are not subject to CEQA.  Therefore, no further CEQA 

actions are required by the Watermaster to adopt either the SIRP or the BMAP.   

 

However, other public agencies that may need to issue permits or approvals to the Watermaster to 

allow the Watermaster to implement certain of its actions are subject to CEQA.  Thus, getting permits 

for things such as installing monitoring wells may involve CEQA and/or NEPA processes by the 

permitting or approving agencies. 

 

The attached Schedule has also been updated to provide a more realistic length of time to secure the 

site for the new monitoring well, based on information gained at the recent meeting with U.S. Army 

and FORA representatives on this matter, while also reflecting a reduced time period for actual 

construction of the well itself, based on input from Martin Feeney.  

 

Also added to the Schedule is a Task to pursue conversion of an existing abandoned U. S. Army well 

on the former Fort Ord for use as an additional monitoring well. 

ATTACHMENTS: Updated Schedule of Consultants Work Activities  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 

Corrections or Additions to This Schedule 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

AGENDA TITLE: Draft EIR for the CAW Coastal Water Project 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The Draft EIR (DEIR) for the California American Coastal Water Project is now available for public 

review.  The public comment period ends on April 1, 2009. 

 

At its January 21, 2009 meeting the Board directed the TAC to review the document and provide its 

comments and recommendations to the Board in time for the Board to review those comments and 

recommendations and to submit formal written comments on behalf of the Watermaster to the PUC 

prior to the April 1, 2009 end of public comment period deadline. 

 

Attached is a flyer sent out by the PUC describing the document, a series of public meetings, and how 

to access the DEIR to review it.  It includes a listing of the Public Workshops that will be held to 

describe the projects and to solicit public input and questions. 

 

TAC members are asked to review the Draft EIR and to bring their comments to the next TAC 

meeting for discussion.  At today’s meeting the TAC is asked to help identify the key issues that may 

or will impact the Seaside Basin, and which therefore should be examined and commented upon in 

the DEIR.  Some of these are: 

• The quantities of water that the various projects will be able to supply to the Seaside 

Basin 

• Where and how these projects propose to recharge the Seaside Basin (specific locations 

and methods) 

• The timing of implementation of the projects 

• Water quality impacts on the Seaside Basin from these projects 

• Permitting and approval issues associated with the projects 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Flyer regarding the DEIR  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

TAC members to review the Draft EIR and bring their comments to 

the next TAC meeting for discussion 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: February 11, 2009 

AGENDA ITEM: 8 

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

MCWRA has notified the Watermaster that MCWRA has decided, after much discussion, to 

withdraw from the unsigned pending contract with the Watermaster to provide technical services.  

MCWRA has stated that while it is capable of performing work and providing service to the 

Watermaster as a consultant, MCWRA’s service to the community is better utilized solely as a TAC 

member.  MCWRA went on to say that they will still continue serving as a Watermaster TAC 

member and will attend regularly scheduled monthly TAC meetings. 

 

MCWRA has also notified the Watermaster that effective immediately their representative to the TAC 

will be Robert Johnson, replacing Kathy Thomasberg who has been serving as the MCWRA 

representative to date. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 

 


