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

                                                            OF THE 
SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

 
       DATE:  Wednesday, March 14, 2012 

MEETING TIME:  1:30 p.m. 
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Offices 

5 Harris Court, Building D (Ryan Ranch) 
Monterey, CA 93940   

If you wish to participate in the meeting from a remote location, please call in on the Watermaster 
Conference Line by dialing (877)810-9415.  Use the Access Code of 4560043.  Please note that if no 

telephone attendees have joined the meeting by 10 minutes after its start, the conference call will be ended. 
OFFICERS 
Chairperson:  Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside 
1st Vice-Chairperson:  Eric Sabolsice, California American Water Company 
2nd Vice-Chairperson:  Rob Johnson, MCWRA 
MEMBERS 

California American Water Company                 City of Del Rey Oaks                         City of Monterey     
City of Sand City                                  City of Seaside                                  Coastal Subarea Landowners 
 Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources Agency    

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District                                       
Agenda Item 

1. Public Comments 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from January 11, 2012 Meeting 
3. Progress Report on Implementing Changes to the Inputting and Management of Data in the 

Watermaster Database (Bob Jaques) 
4. Update on Coastal Water Project (Eric Sabolsice) 
5. Further Discussion of Issues Pertaining to Obtaining Water to Help Replenish the Seaside 

Basin (Bob Jaques) 
6. Schedule (Bob Jaques) 
7. Other Business  
8. Set Next Meeting Date:  
The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday April 11, 2012 at 1:30 p.m. at the 
MRWPCA Board Room 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 14, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from January 11, 2012 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
 
SUMMARY:   
 
Draft Minutes from this meeting were emailed to all TAC members.  Any changes requested by TAC 
members have been included in the attached version.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

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

 
.   

D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

January 11, 2012 
 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl  
California American Water – No Representative 
City of Monterey – Norm Green 
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa  
MPWMD – Joe Oliver  
MCWRA – Kathy Thomasberg 
City of Del Rey Oaks – Ron Langford (by telephone) 
City of Sand City – Richard Simonitch 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
Chief Executive Officer – Dewey Evans 
Administration – Laura Dadiw 
 
Consultants 
None 
 
Others: 
MRWPCA – Bob Holden and Brad Haggeman 
California American Water – Mike Magretto and Brian Bruce 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was called to order at 1:38 p.m. by Richard Simonitch who filled in as Chairman of this 
meeting for the 1st and 2nd Vice Chairmen who were unable to attend. 
 
1. Public Comments 

There were no public comments.   
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from November 9, 2011 Meeting 
There was some discussion regarding the topic of CAW wells having in the past been located near 
the Sand City Public Works Well, and the topic of including a listing of possible cross-
contamination wells in the next SIAR.  However, no changes to the Draft Minutes were requested 
on either of these topics.  It was agreed that the issue of cross-contamination wells would be 
discussed when MPWMD makes its report on its investigation of wells for possible cross-aquifer 
contamination in the Spring of 2012. 
 
Mr. Oliver requested that the word “…difference…” be inserted after the words “hydraulic head” 
in the last sentence in the last paragraph under Agenda item number 6.   
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On a motion by Mr. Costa, seconded by Mr. Simonitch, the Minutes were unanimously approved 
with this correction. 
 

3. Progress Report on Implementing Changes to the Inputting and Management of Data in the 
Watermaster Database 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  An update will be provided at the 
next TAC meeting.  Mr. Jaques confirmed with other members of the MPWMD and Watermaster staff 
that they could meet on January 24 @ 10:30 a.m. at the MPWMD offices to finalize plans for going live 
with the Database on the Watermaster website. 
 
4. Further Discussion of Issues Pertaining to MRWPCA’s Groundwater Replenishment Project 

Mr. Jaques summarized the Staff Report for this item and suggested that each topic be touched on to 
provide an opportunity for questions and answers to be discussed. There was considerable discussion on 
many of the topics listed in the agenda materials.  Rather than attempting to capture all of the discussion 
in the Minutes, Mr. Jaques suggested that he prepare a revised version of the “Discussion Paper on 
Ground Water Replenishment Project” contained in the agenda packet starting on page 18, and this 
approach was concurred with by the TAC.   
 
The revised version of this document reflecting the TAC’s requested additions and clarifications/edits to 
the original version is attached at the end of these Minutes.  Revisions made in response to TAC input 
are shown in bold italics therein. 
 
Ms. Thomasberg asked Mr. Holden to provide her a copy of Amendment No. 3 to the MOA between 
MCWRA and MRWPCA, referred to under this agenda item.  Mr. Holden said he would email her a 
copy. 
 
5. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item Mr. Riedl asked when budget 
preparation was shown on the Schedule.  Mr. Jaques responded that they were shown at ID Nos. 3, 4, 
and 5 in August. 
 
6. Other Business  

Mr. Simonitch asked what items were proposed for the TAC’s February meeting.  Mr. Jaques responded 
that at this time the only item would probably be an update on implementing the changes to the 
Watermaster’s Database. 
 
Other topics raised for consideration at future TAC meetings included: 
• Diversion of Salinas River water to help replenish the Seaside Groundwater Basin or to directly 

augment the Monterey Peninsula’s drinking water supply (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 
• Hydraulically connecting the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs with a tunnel and building 

another equalizing reservoir to help meet the water demands of the agricultural growers as a means 
of facilitating such a diversion of Salinas River Water (suggested by Mr. Simonitch) 

• Examining the Blanco Drain and the Salinas Industrial Ponds as possible additional replenishment 
water sources for the Seaside Groundwater Basin (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 

• Examining MPWMD projects that might be helpful in replenishing the Seaside Groundwater Basin 
(suggested by Mr. Riedl) 

 
Mr. Jaques said he would contact these Committee members to gain a more complete understanding of 
these potential TAC agenda topics, and to see if they could be developed as agenda items by the 
February TAC meeting date. 
 



 
 

5 

If there will be insufficient agenda items to warrant holding a February TAC meeting, Mr. Jaques will 
notify the TAC members via email and will suggest cancelling the February meeting. 
 
7. Set Next Meeting Date  
The next meeting date was set for Wednesday February 8, 2012 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board 
Room 

 
On a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Riedl, the meeting adjourned at 2:55 p.m.   
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DISCUSSION PAPER ON GROUND WATER PREPLENISHMENT PROJECT 
(Revised to reflect TAC input from January 11, 2012 meeting- revisions shown in boldface italics) 

 
Question:  Does the CSIP project, or anyone else, have any rights to the recycled water being proposed 
to be delivered to the Seaside Basin?  If so, what are their rights and are they superior? 
Response:  MRWPCA has rights, set forth in Amendment No. 3 of its Memorandum of Understanding 
with MCWRA, to 3,900 AFY (including 766 AFY during the summer) plus water not used by MCWRA.  
These are superior rights that cannot be usurped by another party. 
 
By the Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project (RUWAP) Memorandum of Understanding with 
MCWD, MRWPCA dedicates its 766 AFY of summer water to the RUWAP project including the 
Peninsula.   
 
The Three-Party Memorandum of Understanding between MCWRA, MCWD, and MRWPCA identifies 
that there is about 6,000 AFY of water available for reuse during winter months.  Storage would need to 
be provided in order to provide more than 766 AF during summer months.  Both the RUWAP and 
Three-Party MOUs highlight and prioritize the groundwater replenishment project.  MRWPCA thus has 
rights to more than enough advance treated wastewater to provide 2,700 AFY for the GWRP. 
 
The total amount of recycled water that can be produced is the sum of the 3,900 and 6,000 AF 
amounts mentioned above, for a total potential production of 9,900 AFY. 
 
Question:  Can water from the Salinas River project be diverted through the proposed system and 
delivered to the Seaside Basin? 
Response:  No, not without obtaining water rights from the County, performing an environmental 
review, obtaining necessary permits and approvals, and designing/constructing completely new facilities.  
MCWRA’s enabling legislation prohibits exporting water from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin.   
 
Per CDPH requirements, the Advanced Water Treatment (AWT) facilities proposed for the GWRP 
can only be used to treat water of wastewater origin, and cannot also be used to provide treatment to 
produce drinking water.  Thus, while Salinas River water could potentially be used as a source of 
drinking water, that treatment would have to be done by a separate treatment facility from the AWT 
facility for the GWRP. 
 
The California Department of Public Health's (CDPH's) groundwater injection standards are much more 
stringent than drinking water standards.  Therefore, it would be more economical to treat the river water 
so that it would become drinking water directly and pump it through potable water pipelines to the south 
where it could be used.   
 
Excess drinking water from the Salinas river, when and if available, could be injected into 
MPWMD's/CAW's ASR wells within the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  This is because the ASR wells 
can inject and recover drinking quality water, but for a project that intends to inject water for 
replenishment only, CDPH imposes more stringent standards. 
 
Question:  Is there potential for a water wheeling agreement where the proposed dilution water for this 
project is instead delivered to the CSIP project, and wastewater (or alternatively Salinas Basin water?) is 
delivered to the Seaside Basin in the summer months? 
Response:  No.  CDPH's previous draft groundwater replenishment regulations required dilution water, 
but the most current draft of these regulations encourage but do not require dilution water.   
 
MRWPCA will try to get injection approved without dilution water.  If unsuccessful, MRWPCA will try 
to get credit for most or all of any required dilution water by seeking credit for the natural seaward flow 
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of water within the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  Additional dilution water, if required, will have to be 
applied in the vicinity of the replenishment water.   
 
MRWPCA is looking at Blanco Drain and Salinas Industrial Pond waters both as sources of dilution 
water and sources of additional replenishment water.  However, the Blanco Drain and Industrial Pond 
waters are both high in salt content, and both are unsuitable for recycling for agricultural irrigation. 
 
CDPH regulations require that the dilution water be applied near the injection sites within a5-year 
running average period.  Dilution water is rarely directly mixed with the AWT water before being 
injected. 
 
Water discharged from food processing industries where vegetables are being rinsed is not directly 
suitable for reuse because such water also contains other wastes which render the water too salty for 
reuse. 
 
Question:  Has a feasibility study of alternatives been performed.  For example, what is the cost of 
delivering the proposed dilution water, without the treated wastewater, to the Seaside Basin?   
Response:  As part of the Coastal Water Project EIR, MRWPCA provided information about other 
sources of water and other locations for injection.  However, it does not appear that any costs were 
developed for those sources. 
 
The other sources of water are mostly available during the growing season.  They would therefore 
require a separate pumping and piping system from the Salinas Valley to Seaside (not the RUWAP 
system), since the RUWAP system would be delivering recycled water for landscape and golf course 
irrigation during the summer months.   
 
These options would add capital costs to the GWRP, but would provide more water to the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin and may reduce the cost per acre-foot for that water.  
   
Question:  What quantity of dilution water could be delivered to the Seaside Basin?  
Response:  The dilution waters investigated by MRWPCA, if needed or desired, are only available 
during the growing season.  As noted in the response to the question immediately above, this means that 
a separate pumping and piping system would be required (not the RUWAP system).   
 
The volume available could be up to about 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of additional water or 5,700 
AFY total (dilution water plus advance treated wastewater). 
 
Question:  If the proposed injection wells have insufficient capacity, is it feasible to accumulate the 
treated water for future injection? Could the Seaside golf course reservoir be used for this purpose? 
Response:  The limiting factors for the GWRP are the size of the RUWAP facilities and the size of the 
Advanced Water Treatment facilities.  The GWRP injection wells will be designed to provide all of the 
injection capacity that will be needed, so there will be no reason to store the advance treated wastewater.   
 
Injection wells are very expensive but they are less expensive than the treatment and conveyance 
facilities.  MRWPCA plans on building excess injection capacity. 
 
Any storage of water, especially in an open reservoir such as the Seaside Golf Course reservoir, 
introduces the potential for contamination which could render the water unusable for injection.   
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Question:  Could the proposed treatment system be installed near the proposed injection wells in 
Seaside?  If so, and if necessary, could this treatment system be used to treat potentially brackish water 
in the future from the Seaside aquifer?  
Response:  Yes.  Treatment facilities for the GWRP could be located near the injection wells, and could 
be fed with recycled water pumped through RUWAP or fed with raw wastewater from MRWPCA’s 
Seaside Pump Station.  In either case, four dedicated pipelines would be required:   
 

1. One pipeline would provide the input water from the RUWAP or the Seaside Pump Station.    
2. The second pipeline would provide the product water from the treatment facilities to the injection 

wells.   
3. A third pipeline would be a brine pipeline (Reverse Osmosis concentrate) from the advanced 

water treatment facilities back to the Regional Treatment Plant Brine Receiving Structure.   
4. The fourth pipeline would carry the microfiltration backwash to the sanitary sewer system.   

 
Note that pipelines 3 and 4 cannot be combined into a single pipeline because the high salinity of the 
brine flow makes it unacceptable for discharge into the sanitary sewer. The high salinity waste needs 
to go to the brine discharge facility at the Regional Treatment Plant which flows directly to the outfall 
and does not go through the treatment process or to the recycling facility there. 
 
The raw sewage option (from the Seaside Pump Station) would result in less replenishment due to the 
lack of sufficient sewage flowrates and its uneven distribution during the day.  The recycled water option 
might be able to provide 2,700 AFY, but it would take more than the five months to provide this volume.   
 
Neither option would allow for dilution water or for additional injection water.  Also, the advanced water 
treatment facilities would be more expensive to construct and operate if they were located in Seaside 
because it would not be possible to comingle infrastructure with the Regional Treatment Plant, and full 
buildings (not with just roofs) would be necessary to reduce noise so it does not impact nearby 
residential and/or commercial land uses.   
 
A brine pipeline would be less expensive than a dedicated replenishment pipeline, but it would not be 
available to convey dilution water or summer replenishment water.  However, if a brine pipeline was 
built, the advanced water treatment facilities could potentially treat brackish water from the Seaside 
aquifer during the summer months for groundwater injection, but not directly for drinking water.    
 
Constructing the advanced water treatment facilities in Seaside would be a new project on an undisrupted 
(prime development) site, and would require a full EIR and a new power source.  This facility would 
require frequent chemical deliveries and other activities that might be viewed as nuisances to the nearby 
residential and/or commercial land uses. 
 
Question:  Is there anything that would limit the Watermaster's ability to accept the water?  If so, are 
there additional steps that the TAC should undertake now to remove the impediments? 
Response:  MRWPCA is not aware of any impediments at this time that would limit the Watermaster’s 
ability to accept the water. 
 
In order for the GWRP to be approved and implemented, it would have to obtain permits and approvals 
from CDPW, Monterey County Environmental Health, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), among others.  The Watermaster’s “Agreement for Storage and Recovery of Non-Native 
Water from the Seaside Groundwater Basin,” which was approved by the Watermaster’s Board in June 
2010, contains the following language regarding the quality of water that is proposed for storage and 
recovery in the Basin: 
 

“The PRODUCER hereby certifies that prior to the Non-Native water being introduced into the 
Basin for Storage in accordance with this Agreement, all such water will meet all of the 
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requirements imposed on the PRODUCER by permits and/or approvals issued to the 
PRODUCER by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and any other water 
quality standards imposed by any other government entity, including without limitation the 
California Department of Public Health and the Monterey County Department of Environmental 
Health.” 

 
These permits and approvals would be necessary in order for the GWRP to be implemented, so the water 
quality would meet the Watermaster’s storage and recovery quality requirements and should be fully 
acceptable to the Watermaster for injection into the Basin. 
 
Question:  If, as suggested by the MPWMD, the MPWMD purchases the water, would it benefit the 
Seaside Basin?  Or will the water be used to offset the Carmel diversions? 
Response:  MRWPCA commented that MPWMD has proposed to MRWPCA that if they purchased the 
water it would be much easier for them to inject the water into the basin than it would be for MRWPCA.   
MRWPCA has not discussed with MPWMD how they would administer the water after injection. 
 
MPWMD commented that this issue should be thought of in five contexts: 
 
1. Until the unlawful diversions from the Carmel River have been replaced, then it is likely that this 

resource would be delivered to Cal Am for retail delivery and applied to offset those diversions; 
 
2. Once the unlawful diversions have been replaced, then the water could be delivered to Cal Am, but 

the Watermaster might direct that some portion of it be retained to replenish the deficit in the Basin.  
The economics of "who pays?" would have to be worked out. 

 
3. MPWMD could proceed with the project for an extended period of time without offsetting Carmel 

River diversions or delivering the water to Cal Am by instead using 100% of the output for the 
benefit of the Basin.  However, the cost of the water would have to be covered by Replenishment 
Assessments from Watermaster producers.  Or conceivably, a producer could choose to pay for this 
water and use in lieu recharge by not pumping its Basin allotment.  This concept needs more analysis 
to see if it could actually be implemented.  In addition, if no Replenishment Assessments can be 
collected because of the offsetting credits for costs incurred on the Regional Water Supply Project, 
then this option may be unworkable. 

 
4. A scenario could be envisioned where any producer in the Basin could buy the water, over and above 

its adjudicated allotment, and the Watermaster might direct that some portion of it be retained to 
replenish the deficit in the Basin.  The economics of this would have to be worked out, and the 
Watermaster would have to be involved, in order to ensure the adjudicated withdrawal limits are 
being met first and the new water is additive. 

 
5. Finally, there exists the possibility that MPWMD could sell the water for a period of time to a non-

Cal Am user for a non- Cal Am purpose, but this would likely require wheeling by Cal Am and 
would be complex in nature.  However, a good example of this might be where the Regional Water 
Supply Project is not yet online and in order to meet its obligations to the Pebble Beach reclamation 
project MPWMD would seek to wheel water for a period of time to the project area without being 
subject to rationing by Cal Am. 

 
Question:  What, if anything, can the Watermaster TAC do to help expedite the project? 
Response:  MRWPCA commented that the Watermaster has already helped the GWRP by providing 
$100,000 in funding to MRWPCA during the Coastal Water Project EIR.  MRWPCA went on to 
comment that ways the Watermaster could help in the future include: 

• Additional Planning Money 



 
 

10 

• Use of the Watermaster's Groundwater Model and water quality/elevation data 
• Help with the bureaucratic hurdles 
• Letters of support for grant and loan applications  

 
The Watermaster is currently not receiving Replenishment Assessment monies, because it has 
agreements with both Cal Am and the City of Seaside to grant them credits against their assessments.  
For Cal Am the credits are for the monies Cal Am invests in the Coastal Water Project.  For Seaside the 
credits are for their in-lieu replenishment of the Basin by using water from MCWD to irrigate their golf 
courses.  Thus, at this time there is no money available from the Watermaster to help fund additional 
planning for the GWRP. 
 
The Watermaster would likely be able and willing to assist in these other ways, subject to approval and 
direction by the Watermaster Board. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 14, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Progress Report on Implementing Changes to the Inputting and Management of 
Data in the Watermaster Database 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
SUMMARY:   
The revamped Watermaster Database is now up and running on the Watermaster’s website.  Under the “Data” 
tab, all water quality and water level data is accessible in Excel format, and all Production data is accessible in 
pdf format. 
 
The Well Information data is in the final stages of being purged by MPWMD of data that pertains to wells that 
are not listed Producer wells in the Decision, and should be posted to the website shortly. 
 
In the tab titled “Postings and Records” a new column has been created “Water Quality/Level” in which the 
periodic MPWMD reports on water level and water quality data, along with a discussion and evaluation of that 
data, are posted in pdf format.  These compliment the raw data that is provided under the “Data” tab 
 
TAC members are encouraged to examine the website and to provide any comments or suggestions they feel 
would be helpful in improving it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: None 

 
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 14, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: Update on Coastal Water Project  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
SUMMARY:   
Eric Sabolsice will provide an oral update on the Coastal Water Project. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 14, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Further Discussion of Issues Pertaining to Obtaining Water to Help 
Replenish the Seaside Basin 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
SUMMARY:   
At the January 11, 2012 TAC meeting the following topics pertaining to obtaining water to help 
replenish the Seaside Basin were raised for discussion: 
 
• Diversion of Salinas River water to help replenish the Seaside Groundwater Basin or to directly 

augment the Monterey Peninsula’s drinking water supply (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 
• Hydraulically connecting the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs with a tunnel and building 

another equalizing reservoir to help meet the water demands of the agricultural growers as a 
means of facilitating such a diversion of Salinas River Water (suggested by Mr. Simonitch) 

• Examining the Blanco Drain and the Salinas Industrial Ponds as possible additional replenishment 
water sources for the Seaside Groundwater Basin (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 

• Examining MPWMD projects that might be helpful in replenishing the Seaside Groundwater 
Basin (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 

 
I have contacted various members of the TAC to gain a more complete understanding of these topics, 
and have prepared the attached Discussion Paper to serve as a basis of discussion at today’s meeting. 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: Discussion Paper on Obtaining Water to Help Replenish the Seaside 
Basin 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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Discussion Paper on Obtaining Water to Help Replenish the Seaside Basin 
 
 
1. Diversion of Salinas River water to help replenish the Seaside Groundwater Basin or to 
directly augment the Monterey Peninsula’s drinking water supply (suggested by Mr. Riedl) 
 
Background Information:  Per MRWPCA, a few years ago MCWRA had talked about having rights to 
10,000 AFY extra water (beyond that committed to the Salinas River Diversion Facility (SRDF) and the 
Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project), and that they were getting those rights moved from their 
reservoirs to the SRDF rubber dam site. MRWPCA did not have any further information to provide on 
this topic, except to state that  MRWPCA intends to have the Ground Water Replenishment Project’s 
(GWRP) advanced water treatment plant (AWTP) and pipeline operate at full capacity every winter, so 
those facilities would not be able to help with a separate Salinas River Diversion Project.  There was 
some material in the Coastal Water Project DEIR for winter surface water treatment, but it may have 
been removed in the FEIR. 
 
Per MCWRA, this project was proposed as a water portfolio option when the Salinas Valley Water 
Project (SVWP) was being constructed.  The SRDF was proposed to be augmented (at a later date) to 
possibly provide water in the non-diversion months of November to March (April – October is the 
diversion period).  Since that time, the SVWP Biological Opinion came out and it was determined that 
the SRDF rubber dam would not be raised during non-diversion months; therefore no additional 
diversions could occur during non-diversion months.  As currently configured, this Project is a non-
starter. 
 
From this information it appears that this project is no longer viable and is not being pursued by any 
agency. 

 
 
2.  Hydraulically connecting the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs with a tunnel and 
building another equalizing reservoir to help meet the water demands of the agricultural growers 
as a means of facilitating such a diversion of Salinas River Water 
 
Background Information:  Per MCWRA, this project was proposed in the early 1990’s, and was deemed 
too expensive.  A feasibility evaluation for this project is proposed in the upcoming Greater Monterey 
County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan.  An option to the tunnel is a pipeline to move the 
water from Nacimiento Reservoir to San Antonio Reservoir.  This project in its current configuration is 
meant to manage existing water resources more efficiently – no water is being proposed to go to the 
Peninsula or to the Seaside Basin. 
 
From this information it appears that this project is would not provide any water to directly benefit the 
Seaside Basin. 
 
 
3. Examining the Blanco Drain and the Salinas Industrial Ponds as possible additional 
replenishment water sources for the Seaside Groundwater Basin 
 
Background Information:  Per MRWPCA, they have talked with David Chardavoyne (interim General 
Manager of MCWRA) about the possible use of Blanco Drain and even possibly Reclamation Ditch 
waters during the summer for ground water recharge use.  The City of Salinas approached MRWPCA 
asking if MRWPCA would take Salinas Industrial Pond water, and MRWPCA hired Brezack & 
Associates Planning to prepare a WaterSMART grant application to study the feasibility of Blanco 
Drain, Reclamation Ditch, and Salinas Industrial Pond waters as part of MRWPCA’s GWRP.   These 
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three waters could be made into drinking water with appropriate treatment (but not with the GWRP’s 
AWTP).  However, they would need pipelines and pump stations to connect to potable water systems.  
These three waters could be used as dilution water, if needed, or additional replenishment water if not, 
within the GWRP system after treatment through the GWRP’s AWTP.  Use of all three waters for 
GWRP dilution water is described in the Coastal Water Project FEIR.  MRWPCA has no reports 
produced about these waters since the FEIR. 
 
Per MCWRA, in this project, agricultural discharge from the Blanco Drain would be re-routed (possibly 
via pipelines) to the MRWPCA treatment plant, where it would be treated and then piped to the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin for injection.  Currently, the GWRP is being pursued by the MRWPCA to provide an 
approximately 2,700 ac-ft of water for injection into that Basin.  It was determined at a meeting 
regarding that project that additional similar water projects (Blanco Drain water) would not be 
implemented simultaneously to minimize confusion about each project’s merits and challenges. 
 
From this information it appears that this project is being considered by MRWPCA as a potential means 
of increasing the amount of water that the GWRP could supply to benefit the Seaside Basin. 
 
 
4. Examining MPWMD projects that might be helpful in replenishing the Seaside Groundwater 
Basin 
 
Background Information:  Per MPWMD, there are several ways to address this topic.  The simplest is 
probably to review the material contained in a series of staff reports from MPWMD’s November 11, 
2011 Water Supply Planning Committee meeting.  These staff reports are attached at the end of this 
Discussion Paper.  The topics covered by those staff reports include: 

1. Increasing Capacity at the Los Padres Dam 
2. Coordination with MRWPCA on the Ground Water Replenishment Project 
3. The Phase 2 ASR Project 
4. Development of a Desalination Project on the Navy Property Along Del Monte Avenue at the 

Site of the Former Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 

 
MPWMD representatives will be able to briefly discuss these projects and clarify whether the water that 
will be provided from them could either directly or indirectly benefit the Seaside Basin. 
 
Based on the information contained in these reports, a brief summary of the quantities of water expected 
to be provided, the estimated unit cost of that water, and the projected schedule to complete construction 
of the necessary facilities is shown in the table below: 
 

Project Quantity, 
AF/YR 

Est. Unit Cost, $/AF Estimated Best-
Case On-Line Date 

Capacity Increase of Los 
Padres Dam 

680 $3,128 2018 

Coordination with 
MRWPCA on the GWRP 

2,700(1) ?? 2017 

Phase 2 ASR Project Not listed Not listed, but estimated total 
construction cost is $4.6 million 

2013 

Desalination Project at 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Site 

2,240(2) Not Listed, but estimated total 
construction cost is $67 million 

2019 

Notes: (1) Figure provided by MRWPCA who is the project sponsor. 
           (2) If plant operated 365 days/year. 
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MPWMD Project No. 1:  Increasing Capacity at the Los Padres Dam 
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5. 
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MPWMD Project No. 2:  Coordination with MRWPCA on the Ground Water 
Replenishment Project 
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MPWMD Project No. 3:  The Phase 2 ASR Project  

6. 
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MPWMD Project No. 4:  Development of a Desalination Project on the Navy 
Property Along Del Monte Avenue at the Site of the Former Monterey 

Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 14, 2012 

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 
entity, MPWMD, which is performing certain portions of the work, and of the Critical Program 
Milestones Schedule.   
 
Attached is the Consultants Work Schedule for FY 2012.   This Schedule reflects the TAC’s decisions 
to defer any further discussion of moving ahead with more Groundwater Modeling, refining 
Protective Water Levels, and updating the BMAP, until such time as there has been sufficient 
progress toward implementing the Regional Water Supply Project alternative of the Coastal Water 
Project to warrant such discussions. 
 
There were no changes made to this schedule from the one included in the January 11, 2012 TAC 
meeting agenda packet. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2012 

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: March 14, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
SUMMARY:   
The “Other Business” agenda item is intended to provide an opportunity for TAC members or others 
present at the meeting to discuss items not on the agenda that may be of interest to the TAC. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 

 


