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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, September 12, 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.  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from August 8, 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 

 

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

August 8, 2012 

 

 

Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl 
California American Water – Eric Sabolsice 
City of Monterey – No Representative 
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa  
MPWMD – Joe Oliver 
MCWRA – Rob Johnson 
City of Del Rey Oaks – Richard Simonitch 
City of Sand City – Richard Simonitch 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – Paul Bruno 
 

Watermaster 

Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
Chief Executive Officer – Dewey Evans, Laura Dadiw 
 

Consultants 

HydroMetrics – Derrik Williams (via telephone) 
 

Others: 

MRWPCA – Bob Holden 
MPWMD - Jon Lear 
Lombardo & Associates – Dale Ellis 
Daniel B. Stephens & Associates – David Abbott 
Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw & Pittman - Scott Sommer 
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

The meeting was called to order at 1:34 p.m.  
 
1. Public Comments 

There were no public comments.   
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A.  Approve Minutes from May 9, 2012 Meeting  
On a motion by Mr. Riedl, seconded by Mr. Simonitch, the Minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented, with Mr. Bruno abstaining because he had not attended that meeting. 
 

B.  Response to Question Regarding Reporting on Sand City Public Works Well 

Mr. Sabolsice summarized the agenda material for this item. There was a brief discussion with 
regard to the different water quality results from this well compared to others, and with regard to 
the aquifer from which this well takes water.  Mr. Simonitch and Mr. Oliver noted that the Sand 
City desalination plant may be causing some circulation of water in the Aromas Sands formation.  
Mr. Sabolsice said that CAW has not been able to locate data on wells it had in this area in the past.  
Mr. Simonitch said he would look to see if his office had any such data.  Mr. Lear said that more 
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frequent sampling (quarterly rather than annually) for water quality and water level will be taken at 
this well to further monitor it. 
 

3. Report on Investigation into Potential for Aquifer Cross-Contamination in the  Coastal Wells 

Mr. Lear handed out copies of his Technical Memorandum on his work and briefly discussed the results 
and conclusions from that work. 
 
Of the five recommendations on page 20 of the agenda packet, only recommendation No. 3 remains to 
be completed.  The other four recommendations have essentially been completed.  Mr. Lear said that it 
would probably take about 20 hours of staff time to put the data for recommendation No. 3 into the 
Watermaster's Database.  Mr. Jaques said he would need to authorize this additional work through an 
RFS to MPWMD, if so directed by the TAC and the Board.  Mr. Oliver said the work could be done in 
the upcoming fiscal year, as it is not time-critical. 
 
There were questions and answers between Mr. Lear and members of the TAC regarding some of the 
specifics of the work that was done, including whether it would be desirable to verify that proper well 
abandonment procedures had been carried out in the coastal wells, rather than relying on Monterey 
County Health Department reports and surface observations of the concrete well caps over the 
abandoned wells. 
 
Mr. Riedl said he felt that more investigation of wells closest to the coast should be done in order to 
verify that those which had been abandoned had been properly abandoned.  He noted differences 
between Figures 3 and 6 in Mr. Lear's report in terms of wells that are shown on these figures.  There 
was much discussion of this topic.  Mr. Lear will discuss Mr. Riedl’s concerns directly with him in an 
attempt to resolve them. 
 
There was consensus that no further work needs to be done to verify that wells have been properly 
abandoned, beyond the work that Mr. Lear has already completed. 
 

4. Initial Discussion Regarding Scope of Work for Monitoring and Management Plan (M&MP) 

for FY 2013 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet material and for this item.  Mr. Lear said that with regard to 
Task I.2.b.3 he felt that continuing the barium and chloride testing is beneficial.  Mr. Johnson concurred, 
noting that this data is helpful.  Mr. Oliver said this only adds about $100 per sample for the analytical 
costs.  There was consensus to include continued testing for these parameters. 
 
With regard to Task I.2.b.3 Mr. Lear noted that there was one more well site that needs retrofitting.  Mr. 
Jaques will coordinate with MPWMD with regard to the cost and scope for this Task.  
 
With regard to Task I.4.a, Mr. Oliver stated that this Task was intended to provide funding for MPWMD 
to interact with HydroMetrics on the Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report.  He noted, however, that this 
work has always cost much less than previously budgeted, and could probably be reduced in the 
upcoming fiscal year's budget. 
 
Mr. Oliver also recommended that some additional money be included under Task I.3.d for additional 
time to be spent keeping the Database up-to-date. 
 

 

5. Review Request for Watermaster’s Approval of Installation of Wells to Serve Proposed New 

Housing Development Along Highway 68 

[Note: Item 5 was taken up for discussion immediately after Item 2.A, so that members of the public 
wishing to speak on Item 5 would not have to wait for the preceding items to be discussed.] 
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Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There were questions and answers 
between Mr. Jaques and Mr. Sabolsice with regard to the Adjudication Decision as it pertains to this 
topic.  There was discussion that the primary and secondary wells on the Wang property may be located 
just south of the Chupines fault, and thus outside of the Laguna Seca subarea of the Seaside Basin and 
outside of the boundaries of the Seaside Basin as depicted on the map contained in the Decision.  The 
discussion was focused on the question of whether or not there was evidence that the proposed pumping 
would have an effect on groundwater levels in the Laguna Seca subarea. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice asked Mr. Oliver if there were any other wells he was aware of that were just outside the 
Seaside Basin boundary.  Mr. Oliver and Mr. Lear responded that there were some wells including 
CAW's Hidden Hills Bay Ridge well and perhaps the few others that made or may not currently be 
active. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice asked Mr. Oliver if the Wang subdivision wells were within the boundaries of the 
MPWMD.  Mr. Oliver responded yes, and that the Wang project would therefore be subject to 
MPWMD permitting authority. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice asked whether the Watermaster would want to have the Wang subdivision wells included 
in the Decision if pumping water from the Wang property would impact the Seaside Basin.  There was 
much discussion on this topic.  Mr. Jaques commented this would be technical information that the 
Board would presumably want to be aware of when it considers this matter at a future Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice noted that if the wells for the Wang subdivision do draw from the Seaside Basin then this 
could affect the quantities of the 3,000 acre feet per year of Natural Safe Yield water that would be 
available to each of the Producers under the Decision. 
 
Mr. Johnson reported that in the past MCWRA had asked for a pump test to be run on the Wang 
subdivision wells in order to determine whether it was drawing from the Seaside Basin, but said he was 
not aware whether such testing had been performed. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice invited the members of the public to provide their input on this topic. 
 
Mr. Sommer reported that he is the water rights attorney for the Wang subdivision proponent.  He said 
pump testing has been done, but that the report made the on the primary and secondary wells for the 
Wang project by a consultant hired by the County to assist with a Draft EIR in 2006  made an 
assumption that the wells on the Wang property could draw from the Laguna Seca subarea of the 
Seaside Basin.  However, this assumption was made without any supporting data, and water elevations 
on the north and south sides of the Chupines fault were not checked or considered.  Thus, the effect of 
the Chupines fault as a barrier was not addressed.   Mr. Sommer went on to say that after being hired in 
at the beginning of 2012, the Wang project proponent retained David Abbott of D.B. Stephens & 
Associates to do a hydrogeologic study of the wells on the Wang property, as well as onsite recharge, 
and to address the question of effect, if any, on the Seaside Basin of pumping of the Wang wells. The 
results were summarized in the Abbott report dated May 14, 2012 that was included in the TAC agenda 
packet. The report summarizes additional data that was not considered in 2006 and concludes that the 
primary and secondary wells on the Wang property do not appear to be directly and hydraulically 
connected to the Seaside Basin, based on significant groundwater elevation differences between the 
planned subdivision and the Laguna Seca subarea wells, and other data summarized in the Abbott 
report.  
 
Mr. Sommer reported that he and Dale Ellis had met recently with County Planning and other County 
agencies, including Tom Moss of MCWRA, and discussed the matter of defects in the 2006 report, and 
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that the County had decided to replace the 2006 report with a new report from David Abbott that would 
include the data on the Chupines fault, and that Mr. Abbott’s report would be reviewed by MCWRA.  
 
Concerning this question of tests to determine if pumping from the Wang subdivision wells could be 
detected in wells on the north side of the Chupines fault, Mr. Sommer stated that in order to estimate 
water level drawdown in wells in the Laguna Seca subarea from pumping of the Wang subdivision 
wells, it would be necessary to project drawdown impacts at a distance of several thousands of feet 
away from these wells.  He expressed the view that making projections over such a long distance in the 
absence of appreciable hydrogeologic data for this area would a speculative. He noted that pump testing 
is expensive and questioned what benefit might be obtained from conducting further pump testing.   
 
Mr. Sommer said that Tom Moss of MCWRA and the County had agreed with that conclusion, and 
agreed to dispense with any such requirement. He referred to the data in the Abbott report dated May 
14, 2012 that the Wang subdivision wells have much different water levels in them (from 50 feet to 70 
feet lower) than water levels in the nearby portion of the Laguna Seca subarea of the Seaside Basin.  He 
added that in some other water rights litigation such differences in water levels have been deemed to 
represent a barrier, i.e. that the wells are not drawing from the same aquifer. 
 
Mr. Sommer reported that the Wang subdivision is currently in the process of going through the County 
planning process and this will likely lead to questions as to whether the Watermaster has any concerns 
about the use of these wells.  He reported that well 02-072 has a higher water level than water levels in 
the Laguna Seca subarea, but the Wang subdivision does not plan to use well 02-072 for water supply 
purposes and that County Planning had stated that it was not necessary to include further information on 
02-072.  He noted that on-site recharge within the Wang subdivision will be significant, and that the 
Abbott report had estimated the net use to only be about 12.5 acre feet per year.   
 
Mr. Sommer cited section I.A of the Adjudication Decision with regard to the issue of where the 
Chupines fault is located.  He reported that he has been discussing this matter with Russ McGlothlin 
and that he and Tony Lombardo had spoken with Don Freeman and Russ McLaughlin. He said that 
because of the overlying landowner water rights issues on the Wang property, the Abbott report data of 
differing water levels in the Wang wells as compared to wells in the Laguna Seca Subarea as evidence 
of a barrier, and the significant on-site recharge, that they were supportive of the request, although they 
did not have the technical reports available to them to review at that time.   
 
Mr. Jaques asked Mr. Sommers for clarification with regard to whether or not pump testing as requested 
by MCWRA had been done.  At this point Mr. Ellis addressed the Committee.  He reported that the 
subdivision proposal from the Wangs dates back to 2003 and that source capacity tests had been 
required by the County Department of Environmental Health.  He went on to say that three of the wells 
met these requirements, while the fourth well (02-72) did not produce enough water and was dropped 
from consideration for use as a water supply well for the Wang subdivision. 
 
Mr. Ellis reported that "PES" (a hydrogeologic consulting firm) estimated it would cost approximately 
$120,000 to do pump testing to better determine if the Wang subdivision wells are pumping from the 
Seaside Basin, and that this information is in the EIR for the subdivision.  He said that the available data 
indicates that if any connectivity exists between the aquifer(s) from which the Wang subdivision wells 
draw, and the wells in the Laguna Seca subarea of the Seaside Basin, it is very minor. 
 
Mr. Bruno asked Mr. Abbott to describe the Chupines fault.  Mr. Abbott responded that there is limited 
data available with regard to the fault in the Wang subdivision area.  He said that he had the Lahaina 
Water Company make groundwater level measurements in the Wang subdivision wells, and it was 
found that the eastern well water levels are all about 50 feet lower than the water levels in the Laguna 
Seca subarea.  The westerly well, however, has a higher water level elevation than the Laguna Seca 
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subarea.  He said there is not sufficient data to precisely map the fault location in the vicinity of the 
Wang subdivision.  He went on to say that the water level differences indicate the existence of a barrier 
between the Wang wells and the Laguna Seca subarea wells.  He reported that the area south of the fault 
has been uplifted, and still has some of the Santa Margarita formation in it, but this does not mean that 
the Santa Margarita formation to the south of the fault is connected to the Santa Margarita formation to 
the north of the fault (in the Laguna Seca subarea), because of this uplifting. 
 
Mr. Oliver reported that cross sections could be prepared and could be used to visually depict the 
complexities of the fault in this area.  He said that the PES report, of which he has a copy, shows 
the Wang well water levels to be about 50 feet higher than those listed in Mr. Abbott's report, and he 
asked if there was any apparent explanation for this.  Mr. Abbott responded that he felt there had been 
errors in the naming of wells in the PES report and that this may contribute to this discrepancy.  
Mr. Oliver concurred noting that he found errors himself.  However, Mr. Oliver said he would like the 
water levels to be verified, since they differ from the prior PES report. 
 
Mr. Abbott said that pumping tests had been done on the Wang subdivision wells, and that these 
indicated a very low level of transmissivity. Therefore, he reported, it would take considerable pumping 
in order to lower groundwater levels a long distance away from the wells themselves.  Consequently, 
using monitoring wells several thousand feet away (in the Laguna Seca subarea) would require 
extensive pumping to produce enough drawdown to provide any indication of whether pumping from 
the Wang subdivision wells would have any effect on groundwater levels in the Laguna Seca subarea. 
 
Mr. Williams commented that because of the significant water level differences in the Wang 
subdivision wells compared to water levels in the nearby Laguna Seca subarea, he felt the Wang 
subdivision wells were likely located in an area that is separated, at least to some extent, by the 
Chupines fault, and would thus have little impact on groundwater levels within the Laguna Seca 
subarea.  He did say, however, that he would like to see cross sections and more data provided to better 
understand the geology in this area and whether the area south of the fault is separated from the area to 
the north.  Also, he was interested in learning why the water levels are so low in the Wang subdivision 
wells, and wondered if water was draining away from that area. 
 
Mr. Bruno questioned how far the Chupines fault should be "chased" i.e. should the applicant be 
expected to produce data to determine the fault's precise location. 
 
Mr. Abbott said that not enough well data was available to prepare good cross-sections.  He said there is 
little data just to the north of the fault for this purpose.  Mr. Oliver said that MPWMD may be able to 
provide some data to help with this, as additional well data is now available beyond what is in the 
Watermaster's database.  Mr. Sabolsice said that MPWMD would provide to Mr. Abbott whenever 
information they have that would be helpful for this purpose. 
 
Mr. Sommer said that generating cross-sections can be very time-consuming and costly, if sufficient 
data is not currently available from which cross-sections can be prepared.  Mr. Sabolsice said the TAC 
was only asking for what can reasonably be prepared with available or reasonably available data.  
Providing more information will help the TAC make a better-informed technical recommendation on 
this topic. 
 
Mr. Abbott said that well information and geophysical logs are what he needs to be able to prepare 
useful cross-sections.  Mr. Sommer said he will see what they can do utilizing available data to provide 
the information that is being requested by the TAC, but that the Wang project had overlying landowner 
water rights to the water underneath the Wang property, and could not be reasonably expected to install 
wells and conduct expensive tests at considerable distances. 
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There was discussion about considering evaluating whether the "de minimis" limitation in the Decision 
applies to the Wang subdivision. 
 
Mr. Jaques asked Mr. Abbott if he could provide some further information for consideration by the 
TAC at its September 12 meeting.  The agenda deadline for that meeting is September 5th.  Mr. Abbott 
said he felt he could provide more information assuming that MPWMD could provide him additional 
well information prior to that time. 

 

6. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was brief discussion regarding 
getting a report from HydroMetrics on the Groundwater Modeling at the September 2012 TAC meeting, 
with a complete written report on this work to come from shortly after that time. 
 

7. Other Business 

Mr. Sabolsice noted that for approximately three years he has been attending TAC meetings, and during 
that time he has not seen Ms. Ingersoll attend a TAC meeting.  He felt it would be appropriate to select 
a chair of the TAC that regularly attends the meetings, rather than always having to have the Vice Chair 
run the meanings in the absence of the Chair.  Mr. Sabolsice requested that consideration be given to 
rotating the Chair position responsibilities among the TAC members.  He also recommended electing 
officers for 2013 at the next TAC meeting.   
 
Mr. Johnson requested that Mr. Jaques provide background information with regard to the original 
selection of the Chair of the TAC and any matters pertaining to the procedures to be used to periodically 
select a new Chair in conjunction with presenting material on this topic for action by the TAC at its next 
meeting. 
 

Mr. Oliver reported that another ASR well is in the process of being installed, and some temporary 
facilities are visible along General Jim Moore Boulevard as part of this work. 
 

8. Set Next Meeting Date  

The next meeting date was set for Wednesday September 12, 2012 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board 
Room 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:42 p.m.   
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B 

AGENDA TITLE: Election of Officers for 2013 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

At the August 8, 2012 TAC meeting Mr. Sabolsice requested that an item be placed on the September 12, 
2012 TAC meeting agenda for Election of Officers for the TAC.  In conjunction with preparing the 
Agenda packet materials for this item, I was asked to provide the TAC with background information on 
how TAC officer positions are to be filled.  Since I was not affiliated with the TAC when it was first 
created, I was not personally aware of any specific direction the Board may have taken on this matter 
when it created the TAC, so I contacted persons that were present and involved with the Board at that 
time and asked for their input.   Here is what  I learned: 
 

1. In the Board adopted Rules and Regulations Under Section 3.3 -Advisory Committees, the second 
sentence states “The Watermaster Board shall appoint the Chairperson of any such committee or 
subcommittee.”   

2. The Board named Diana Ingersoll as the initial Chair of the TAC, and has never named a 
successor Chair since her initial appointment. 

 
While the Board must make the actual appointment of the Chair of the TAC, I believe the Board would 
appreciate the TAC’s recommendation of the person to fill this position.  I believe the TAC could develop 
its recommendation using any manner it feels is appropriate.  In other governing bodies and committees 
with which I am familiar, election of officers is generally done by having the acting Chair call for 
nominations from the members of the body at a regularly scheduled meeting, and then holding an election 
of officers by oral vote at that meeting.  This is the approach that I recommend the TAC follow at today’s 
meeting. 
  
Currently we have as officers three positions:  Chair, 1st Vice Chair, and 2nd Vice Chair.  We found it 
necessary to have a 2nd Vice Chair, because the Chair (Diana Ingersoll) has not normally attended the 
TAC meetings, and sometimes the Vice Chair was also unable to attend, leaving no designated TAC 
member to Chair the meetings. 
  
If a new Chair is elected from the ranks of the members that regularly attend the TAC meetings, then we 
can probably do away with having a 2nd Vice Chair, so I recommend having as TAC officers just the two 
positions of Chair and Vice-Chair.   
 
In some cases the body establishes term durations, and/or term limits, for its officers, but not in all cases.  
At the August TAC meeting there was a brief discussion about rotating the Chairmanship duties among 
the TAC members, so there would be no inference of preferentiality toward any member or the entity 
he/she represents.  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B (Continued) 

I believe there is a benefit to having a person serve in an office position for at least a moderate length of 
time, rather than rotating the position among the members on a frequent basis.  Having some longevity, I 
believe, will improve the efficiency of conducting the meetings, and will aid in my coordination with the 
Chair on agenda and other TAC issues.  Therefore, I recommend that the Chair and Vice Chair positions 
be held for a minimum period of at least 6 months, and preferably for one year.  A one year term for 
officers is the norm in most other bodies with which I have worked.  
 
Once the TAC has completed the election process, I will use that information to prepare an Agenda 
Transmittal to the Board recommending that the Board approve the person elected by the TAC to be the 
new Chair.  In that same Agenda Transmittal I will also: 

• Inform the Board that the TAC has also created the position of Vice Chair and that the TAC has 
elected a TAC member to fill that position. 

• Inform the Board what the TAC recommends the terms of office to be. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Elect a Chair and a Vice Chair 

 



 

 

11 

 

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.C 

AGENDA TITLE: Board Meeting Agenda Planning 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The following Board meeting agenda plans are provided for the TAC’s information: 
 

• The regular Board meeting of October 3rd will include:  
� The cross-aquifer contamination report prepared by Jon Lear of MPWMD. 
� The Wang subdivision request. 
� The Hydrometrics groundwater modeling results. 
� The FY 2013 Watermaster budgets, including the 2013 M&MP Work Plan and the 2013 and 2014 

M&MP Operations and Capital Budgets.  
� The proposed Unit Cost for WY 2012/13 Over Production Replenishment Assessment amount.  It 

is likely that the Budget and Finance Committee will again recommend that the Board approve the $2,780 
per acre-foot figure that the Board has adopted for the past several years.  TAC involvement in developing 
the Unit Cost is not currently anticipated, unless requested by the Budget and Finance Committee. 
 

• The Board will probably be asked to cancel their regularly scheduled November 7th meeting and 
replace it with a Special meeting later in the month, potentially November 28th, to approve the Annual 
Report.  This revised scheduling of the Board meeting is intended to allow time for the TAC to meet on 
our regular November 14th date to review and approve the Draft Annual Report, so it can go to the Board 
with the TAC’s recommendation for approval at the Board’s revised November meeting date. This should 
provide enough time to make whatever corrections/changes may be recommended by the Board and still 
meet the December 15th deadline for filing the Annual Report with the Court.  
 
Also, on the November 2012 Special Meeting the Board will be asked to make the annual Declaration 
regarding the Unavailability of Artificial Replenishment Water, if applicable, and to approve the 
Professional Services Agreements for FY 2013 for MPWMD and HydroMetrics. 
 
The Board in the past has been able to cancel its regular December meeting by completing all essential 
business of the year during November. 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

No action required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Continued Discussion Regarding Request for Watermaster’s 
Approval of Installation of Wells to Serve Proposed New Housing 
Development Along Highway 68 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

At the TAC’s August 8, 2012 meeting there was considerable discussion regarding correspondence 
from the law firm representing the Wang family’s proposed subdivision located in the Hidden Hills 
area of Monterey County.  These discussions are summarized in the Meeting Minutes included in 
Agenda Item No. 2.A of today’s agenda packet. A considerable amount of documentation regarding 
this matter was included in the August 8th meeting Agenda packet, and is therefore not included in 
today’s packet. 
 
Discussion of this topic was continued from the August 8th meeting to today’s meeting, in order for 
the Wang subdivision proponents to provide further information in response to questions raised at the 
August 8th meeting.  Attached is the additional information that has been provided.  It consists of a 
letter David Abbott prepared describing the conclusions formed from the review of the DWR Well 
Completion Reports that were provided by MPWMD.  His letter also describes three cross sections 
that were prepared by Clark Geological in 2009, and the Clark Geological report is also included.  
  
Mr. Abbott’s letter appears to conclude that the documents provided to him by MPWMD do not 
materially improve the understanding of whether the Wang wells are connected, or disconnected, 
from the aquifers in the Laguna Seca Subarea of the Seaside Basin. It does, however, point out and 
describe what Mr. Abbott considers to be a number of inaccuracies in the Clark Geological report 
 
As noted at the August 8th TAC meeting, there appear to be two choices the Watermaster could take 
in determining what its response to the Wang attorney’s request will be: 
 
1.  Simply compare the locations of the Wang subdivision wells with the map used by the Decision to 
establish the Seaside Basin boundaries, and determine whether or not they are outside of the Basin 
boundary.  If they are outside of the boundary, conclude that they are not subject to the Watermaster’s 
jurisdiction. 
 

or 
 
 2.  Determine whether or not the main well for the Wang subdivision draws from one of the principle 
aquifers of the Seaside Basin (the Santa Margarita).  If it is determined that the well is hydraulically 
connected to the Basin, conclude that production from that well would impact the Basin and should 
therefore be under the purview of the Watermaster in its Decision-assigned role of managing the 
Basin.  If it is determined that the well is hydraulically disconnected from the principle aquifer(s) of 
the Seaside Basin, conclude that production from that well would have little if any impact on the 
Basin and therefore need not be under the purview of the Watermaster.   
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 (Continued) 

Taking the first choice would be consistent with the “letter” of the Decision which limits the authority 
of the Watermaster to those the lands (and wells) which are within the Decision-defined boundaries of 
the Basin.  Based on current hydrogeologic knowledge of the Basin, taking the second choice would 
be consistent with the “spirit” of the Decision which mandates the Watermaster to manage the 
groundwater resources of the Basin.   
 
Depending on the conclusions reached by taking the second choice could lead to drawing a new 
boundary map of the Basin, based on current hydrogeologic knowledge.  A new boundary might 
impact property owners that were not part of the original adjudication process.  This could lead to 
further court action to enable those property owners to participate in the process of redefining the 
Basin boundaries.  It might also result in a change in the allocations of production rights within the 
Basin, if more wells are determined to be drawing from the Basin. 
 
The TAC is requested to develop its technical recommendations on this matter, so these can be 
provided to the Board when it considers the request that the Watermaster provide a letter stating it has 
no objections to the proposed Wang subdivision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: September 5, 2012 letter from David Abbott of Daniel Stephens & 
Associates and well location maps prepared by Mr. Abbott 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 
Prepare technical recommendations to the Board for their 
consideration in responding to the Wang family’s request 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: 
Approve Scope of Work for FY 2013 Management and Monitoring 
Program (M&MP) and FY 2013 and 2014 M&MP Operations and 
Capital Budgets 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The Schedule calls for the TAC to approve the proposed Management and Monitoring Program 
(M&MP) Work Plan and Budgets at its September 2012 meeting.  Attached are the proposed M&MP 
2013 Work Plan, and the proposed M&MP Operations and Capital Budgets for 2013 and 2014.  The 
Board has asked that two-year budgets be developed to alert the Board to any appreciable changes in 
scope and/or cost that the TAC anticipates in future years.   
 
The M&MP 2013 Work Plan which is attached reflects revisions recommended by the TAC when it 
reviewed the Draft M&MP 2012 Work Plan at its August 8, 2012 meeting, as well as the following 
revisions that resulted from subsequent discussions with MPWMD and HydroMetrics representatives: 
 

• Installation of additional dataloggers on certain wells under Task I.2.b.2 

• Completing well retrofits and providing ongoing maintenance funding for the sample 
collection equipment under Task I.2.b.3 

• Incorporating into the Watermaster’s Database data from wells that were newly identified by 
the work performed in 2012 under Task I.3.d 

• Compiling historical and current water quality data in the coastal area to provide more in-
depth evaluation of conditions in the shallow Dune Sand/Aromas Sand aquifer in the vicinity 
of the Sand City Public Works well, where unique water quality conditions and variability 
have recently been observed as discussed at TAC meetings.  This work is under Task I.4.b. 

 
As shown in the attachments, the proposed 2013 M&MP Operations Budget is $1,560 higher than the 
2012 Budget.  This is in part due to the additional work added to the scope of the Work Plan this year, 
as described above, and to increases in hourly rates by both MPWMD and HydroMetrics. 
 
MPWMD’s hourly rates (with very minor exception) have not changed since 2007.  MPWMD’s new 
CFO has been updating rates for all MPWMD staff labor and revisions are being incorporated into 
MPWMD’s updated Rules & Regulations, so MPWMD must apply those updated rates in all of its 
contract work.  Even with the adjusted rates, they are well below the rates charged by consulting firms 
doing equivalent work in this area.   
 
In my negotiations with MPWMD on their contracts for 2013, we were able to largely compensate for 
the increased hourly rates and the additional scope items by reducing, where possible, the time spent 
on various tasks compared to previous years’ contracts with MPWMD.   
 

The proposed 2013 budget also includes only modest cost increases for the work HydroMetrics 
performs. 
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AGENDA ITEM: 4 (Continued) 

I am not recommending that any new monitoring wells be installed in either 2013 or 2014.  
Consequently, it is proposed that no monies be budgeted in the M&MP Capital Budgets for either 
2013 or 2014. 
 
Following TAC approval of the Work Plan and Budgets, they will be forwarded to the Board for their 
approval at the Board’s October 2012 meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
• Proposed 2013 M&MP Work Plan 

• Proposed 2013 and 2014 M&MP Operations Budgets 

• Proposed M&MP Capital Budgets for 2013 and 2014 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve, or make changes to, the attached Work Plan and Budgets, 
and recommend that the Board approve the 2013 Work Plan and 
2013 Operations and Capital Budgets 
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MPWMD Private 

Consultants

Contractors

Technical Project Manager $0 $60,000 $0 $60,000 $60,000 

M.1.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

M.1.c & 

M.1.d
Preparation for and Attendance at Meetings

(8) $0 $5,500 $0 $5,500 $5,150 

M.1.e Peer Review of Documents and Reports
(8) $0 $3,100 $0 $3,100 $3,100 

M.1.f QA/QC $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. a. Database Management

I. 2. a. 1. Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database 

Maintenance/Enhancement

$9,324 $2,400 $0 $11,724 $12,300 

I. 2. a. 2. Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. Data Collection Program 

I. 2. b. 1. Site Representation and Selection
(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 2. Collect Monthly Water Levels
(6) $7,076 $0 $0 $7,076 $3,450 

I. 2. b. 3. Collect Quarterly Water Quality 

Samples
(1)(5)(6)

$33,238 $0 $15,500 $48,738 $55,520 

I. 2. b. 4. Update Program Schedule and Standard 

Operating Procedures.  

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 5. Monitor Well Construction
(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 6. Reports $3,948 $1,500 $0 $5,448 $6,900 

I. 3. a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater Model

I. 3. a. 1 Update the Existing Model $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. a. 2 Develop Protective Water Levels 
(11) $0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 

I. 3. a. 3 Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and 

Develop Answers to Basin Management 

Questions
(11)

$0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 

I. 3. b. Complete Preparation of Basin Management 

Action Plan

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. c. Refine and/or Update the Basin Management 

Action Plan 
(11)

$0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 

I. 3. d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer 

Contamination Potential

$4,700 $0 $0 $4,700 $5,000 

I. 4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection and 

Tracking

$2,664 $2,000 $0 $4,664 $5,750 

I. 4. b. Provide focused area hydrogeologic 

investigation for Sand City Public Works 

Well

$7,520 $0 $0 $7,520 $0 

I. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis $0 $25,750 $0 $25,750 $25,750 

I. 4. d. Complete Preparation of Seawater Intrusion 

Response Plan
(2)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater Intrusion 

Response Plan
(2) (9)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. f. If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be 

Occurring, Implement Contingency Response 

Plan
(2)

$68,470 $175,250 $15,500 

$199,220 $197,920 

$39,844 $39,584 

$60,000 $60,000 

$299,064 $297,504 

I.3  Basin Management

Management and Monitoring Plan Operations Budget 

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2013

Task Subtask Sub-

Subtask

I.2  Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring

Technical Program Manager =

Cost Description
CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS

(3)

Labor

M.1  Program Administration

Total

I.1  Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed in 

Phase 1)

Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 20%
(4)

=

I.4  Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan

(Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)

TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS

SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager =

TOTAL=

Comparative 

Costs from 

2012 Budget

(No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will 

Likely Not be Necessary During 2013.  If it Does Become 

Necessary, Use of Contingency Funds or a Budget 

Modification Will Likely be Necessary)
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Footnotes:

Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.

(10)  Does not include funds for Database enhancement, as it is assumed that all desired enhancements have already been made.

(11)  If necessary to reflect knowledge gained from modeling work or other data sources.  Provides funds for work originally budgeted in prior years,  

but which has been rescheduled to 2013.

(9) If work under this Task is found to be necessary, it will be funded through the Contingency line item in this Budget.

(5)  Includes $1,500 in well site retrofitting costs to make some of these wells available for use as monitoring wells, as well as $500 to maintain 

equipment previously installed for this purpose.  Also includes  lab costs to analyze for barium and iodide ions in certain of these wells as was 

done in 2012.

(8) For HydroMetrics to provide hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other 

(7)  No additional monitoring well is expected to be constructed in 2013.

(1)  An outside contractor would be used to perform the induction logging, and potentially to also collect some water quality samples in 

conjunction with doing the induction logging.  MPWMD is expected to perform portions of the work of this Subtask, and will be the party that 

subcontracts with the Contractor to perform the induction logging and sample collection work on certain of the wells.

(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.

(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 Tasks listed above at the time of preparation of this Budget, e.g. Tasks I.3.a,  

I.3.c, and I.3.d, it is recommended that a 20% Contingency be included in the Budget.
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MPWMD Private 

Consultants

Contractors

Technical Project Manager $0 $60,000 $0 $60,000 

M.1.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 

M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 

M.1.c & 

M.1.d

Preparation for and Attendance of at 

Meetings
(8)

$0 $5,665 $0 $5,665 

M.1.e Peer Review of Documents and Reports
(8) $0 $3,193 $0 $3,193 

M.1.f QA/QC $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. a. Database Management

I. 2. a. 1. Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database 

Maintenance/Enhancement

$9,604 $2,472 $0 $12,076 

I. 2. a. 2. Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. Data Collection Program 

I. 2. b. 1. Site Representation and Selection
(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 2. Collect Monthly Water Levels
(6) $7,288 $0 $0 $7,288 

I. 2. b. 3. Collect Quarterly Water Quality 

Samples
(1)(5)(6)

$32,690 $0 $15,965 $48,655 

I. 2. b. 4. Update Program Schedule and Standard 

Operating Procedures.  

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 5. Monitor Well Construction
(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 6. Reports $4,066 $1,545 $0 $5,611 

I. 3. a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater Model

I. 3. a. 1 Update the Existing Model $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. a. 2 Develop Protective Water Levels
(13) $0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 

I. 3. a. 3 Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and 

Develop Answers to Basin Management 

Questions
(13)

$0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 

I. 3. b. Complete Preparation of Basin Management 

Action Plan

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. c. Refine and/or Update the Basin Management 

Action Plan 
(11)(13)

$0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 

I. 3. d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer 

Contamination Potential
(14)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection and 

Tracking

$2,744 $2,060 $0 $4,804 

I. 4. b. Analyze and Map Water Quality from Coastal 

Monitoring Wells

I. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis $0 $26,523 $0 $26,523 

I. 4. d. Complete Preparation of Seawater Intrusion 

Response Plan
(2)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater Intrusion 

Response Plan
(2) (9)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. f. If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be 

Occurring, Implement Contingency Response 

Plan
(2)

$56,393 $176,458 $15,965 

$188,815 

$37,763 

$60,000 

$286,578 

(No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will Likely Not be 

Necessary During 2014.  If it Does Become Necessary, Use of 

Contingency Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely be Necessary)

TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS

SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager =

TOTAL=

I.1  Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed in 

Phase 1)

Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 20%
(4)

=

Technical Program Manager

I.4  Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan

(Costs Included Under I.4.a)

(Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)

CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS(3)

Labor

M.1  Program Administration

Total

I.3  Basin Management

Management and Monitoring Plan Operations Budget 

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2014
(12)

Task Subtask Sub-

Subtask

I.2  Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring

Cost Description
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Footnotes:

        Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.

(10)  Does not include funds for Database enhancement, as it is assumed that all desired enhancements have already been made.

(11)  If necessary to reflect knowledge gained from modeling work or other data sources.  

(12)  Includes a 3% inflation factor on most 2013 Budget costs, except the Technical Program Manager cost which has no inflation factor applied to it.

(14) No further work on this Task is anticipated in 2014.

(13) Costs included for these Tasks would only be incurred if the Board determined to defer this work from 2013 to 2014, or determined to perform 

additional work beyond that performed in 2013.

(8) For HydroMetrics to provide hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other specified 

(7)  No additional monitoring well is expected to be constructed in 2014.

(1)  An outside contractor would be used to perform the induction logging, and potentially to also collect some water quality samples in conjunction with 

doing the induction logging.  MPWMD is expected to perform portions of the work of this Subtask, and will be the party that subcontracts with the 

Contractor to perform the induction logging and sample collection work on certain of the wells.

(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.

(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 Tasks listed above at the time of preparation of this Budget, e.g. Tasks I.3.a,  I.3.c, and 

I.3.d, it is recommended that a 20% Contingency be included in the Budget.

(5)  A portion of this cost is for maintaining sampling equipment that was installed in prior years.

(9) If work under this Task is found to be necessary, it will be funded through the Contingency line item in this Budget.
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Management and Monitoring Plan Capital Budget

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2014

No Capital projects are anticipated to be undertaken in 2014, so this budget is 

$0.

 Management and Monitoring Plan Capital Budget 

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2013

No Capital projects are anticipated to be undertaken in 2013, so this budget is 

$0.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Presentation of Findings from Groundwater Modeling by 

HydroMetrics  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

Derrik Williams and Georgina King of HydroMetrics have recently completed performing the 
groundwater modeling requested by the Watermaster.  The results of this modeling work are intended 
for the use of the Board in determining whether or not to request the Court to allow a temporary 
suspension of the 10% triennial pumping reductions required under the Adjudication Decision. 
 
Because of the tight schedule imposed on HydroMetrics for the performance of this work, Mr. 
Williams will be making only an oral presentation, supported with PowerPoint slides, on the findings 
of the work at today’s TAC meeting.  Attached is Mr. Williams’ preliminary report on the results of 
the modeling.  He will have more graphics and more information available at today’s meeting. 
 
The TAC is encouraged to raise any questions it would like Mr. Williams to answer at today’s 
meeting, so that those issues can be addressed in the Final Report. 
 
HydroMetrics’ Final Report on the work is expected to be received by the Watermaster later in 
September, and will be emailed to all TAC members at that time. 
 
The Final Report, along with the TAC’s recommendations from today’s meeting, is expected to go to 
the Board for its consideration at its October 3, 2012 regular meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Preliminary Results from Modeling Temporary Pumping Rollback 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide the TAC’s recommendations on this matter to the Board 
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Preliminary Results from Modeling Temporary Pumping Rollback 
 
HydroMetrics WRI used the Seaside Groundwater Basin model to simulate both a revised baseline and a 
new project simulation.  The new project includes rolling back some pumping in the basin to Pre-2011 
levels between Water Year 2013 and Water Year 2017.  In discussions with TAC members, we realized 
various members of the TAC may still have differing opinions on the assumptions included in the 
baseline and project simulations.  Therefore, in an attempt to ensure that the TAC has the information it 
needs to provide the Board of Directors in a timely fashion, we have simulated two different baselines 
and two different project simulations.  We have named these two sets of simulations the TAC 
simulations and the Cal-Am simulations.  We will discuss the differences between the simulations at the 
September 12 TAC meeting. 
 
We have attached example hydrographs from key wells for both sets of simulations.  Each hydrograph 
shows simulated water levels for three simulations: the original 2009 baseline simulation; the new 2012 
baseline simulation; and the 2012 project simulation.  Although the two sets of simulations have 
different assumptions, the general water level pattern is similar in both simulation sets. 
 
Differences between the 2009 baseline and the 2012 baseline are due to a number of factors.  Although 
there are many factors that changed between the 2009 and 2012 baseline simulations, a few example 
factors include: 
 

• The first three years of the 2012 simulations include actual pumping, rather than the assumed 
maximum pumping that was incorporated into the 2009 baseline. 

• After 2012, there is more ASR injection in the 2012 simulations (1,500 acre-feet per year), than 
was in the 2009 simulations (960 acre-feet per year). 

• Golf courses pump less in the 2012 simulation due to assumed conservation practices. 

• Based on recent pumping practices, Cal-Am transfers more pumping to the Laguna Seca area in 
the 2012 simulations than in the 2009 baseline simulation. 

 
Differences between the 2012 baseline and 2012 project simulations are more informative.  In both sets 
of simulations, the baseline and project water levels diverge after 2012 due to the assumed rollback to 
pre-2011 pumping.  After 2017, the rollback ends, and 2012 project water levels slowly converge 
towards the 2012 baseline water levels.  At the end of both simulations, the water levels in the 2012 
baseline and project simulations are very similar: generally separated by a foot or less.  As expected, the 
most significant difference between the 2012 baseline simulation and the 2012 project simulation is 
observed at the end of Water Year 2017.  There appears to be little difference between the 2012 baseline 
simulations and the 2012 project simulations by 2031, although the difference can be measured. 
 
We will discuss these model results, as well as other model results regarding groundwater gradients, at 
the September 12 TAC meeting. 
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2012 TAC Baseline and Project Simulations
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2012 Cal-Am Baseline and Project Simulations
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of “Repayment” of Overpumped Groundwater 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The water supply quantities that the Regional Water Supply Project will provide for the purpose of 
reducing the production of water from the Seaside Basin, as shown in Table 2-2 of the Final EIR 
(FEIR), are described below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These figures indicate that while the Regional Water Supply Project is intended to reduce pumping 
from the Seaside Basin to sustainable levels, i.e. pumping at the Natural Safe Yield which is naturally 
replenished each year through rainfall, the Project does not include additional water to help bring 
groundwater levels back up to protective levels. 
 
The Project includes piping and appurtenant facilities for CAW’s use to facilitate CAW’s ability to 
reduce its pumping from the Basin.  However, it is not clear how the Project will supply water to the 
Non-CAW users in the Basin so that they, too, can reduce their pumping to NSY levels. 
 
There is a “Memorandum of Understanding Between Seaside Basin Watermaster and California 
American Water” pertaining to CAW’s Replenishment Assessments and Replenishment Assessment 
Credits.  Paragraph 2(a) of that MOU states that upon completion of “…a water supply augmentation 
project..” which presumably would include the Regional Project, CAW is to provide, at no cost 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 (Continued) 

to the Watermaster, either water for artificial replenishment or in-lieu replenishment of the 6,390.1 
AF of CAW’s overproduction from Water Years 2006, 2007, and 2008.  A copy of the MOU is 
attached. 
 
Paragraph 2(b) i of that MOU states that CAW will have a similar obligation for future Water Years 
beyond 2008, based on the amount of overproduction that CAW experiences in those years, if the 
Watermaster determines that no water for artificial replenishment is available in those years. 
 
To help clarify CAW’s intentions, Mr. Sabolsice will lead a discussion on such topics as: 
 

• CAW’s plans regarding the amount of pumping it will reduce from the Seaside Basin when 
the Regional Project comes on-line. 

• Whether CAW will reduce its pumping to the NSY level or whether it will continue to pump 
up to its Operating Yield after the Regional Project is on-line. 

• How the water necessary for non-CAW producers to lower their pumping levels to NSY will 
be delivered to them. 

• The time schedule over which CAW will repay its prior overpumping in order to fulfill its 
obligations under its MOU with the Watermaster regarding Replenishment Assessment 
credits. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1.  Discussion paper describing Replenishment Assessments. 
2.  “Memorandum of Understanding Between Seaside Basin 
Watermaster and California American Water” pertaining to CAW’s 
Replenishment Assessments and Replenishment Assessment 
Credits. 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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Replenishment Assessments 
 
 
What is the Replenishment Assessment?   
The Amended Decision filed with the Court February 9, 2007 (the “Order”) contains the following 
statements and/or requirements pertaining to the Replenishment Assessment on pages 32 and 33:   
 

Each Water Year, the Watermaster will determine a Replenishment Assessment for Artificial 

Replenishment of the Seaside Basin necessary to offset the cumulative Basin Over-Production (as 

defined in Section III.A. 21), and levy a Replenishment Assessment.  Replenishment Assessments 

based on Over-Production and on Operating Yield Over-Production shall be assessed within 60 

days of the end of each Water Year on a per acre-foot basis on each acre-foot, or portion of an 

acre-foot, of Over-Production, and payment shall be due no later than January 15
th

 of the 

following year.  The per acre-foot amount of the Replenishment Assessments shall be determined 

and declared by Watermaster in October of each Water Year in order to provide Parties with 

advance knowledge of the cost of Over-Production in that Water Year. 

 

Section III.A.21 of the Order defines Over-Production to mean, with regard to all Production from the 
Seaside Basin, “…that quantity of Production which exceeds an initially assumed Natural Safe Yield of 

3,000 AFY.”  With regard to each Producer, Over-Production means “…that quantity of Water Produced 

in any Water Year in excess of that Producer’s Baser Water Right, as applied to an assumed Natural 

Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY.” 
 
Replenishment Assessments are collected from Standard Producers (and Alternative Producers but only 
if they exceed their allocations) in proportion to the amount that they have cumulatively pumped in 
excess of their allocation of the Basin Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY.  If a Standard Producer has not 
pumped in excess of their allocation, then they are not charged a Replenishment Assessment. 
 
The actual calculation of the Assessments gets complex and will therefore not be discussed or explained 
in this paper.  The purpose of this paper is to describe the Replenishment Assessments and the purpose 
for which the monies collected through these Assessments are intended to be used. 
 
 
What Are the Monies Collected Through the Replenishment Assessments to be Used for?   
On Page 34 of the Order it states that “…All proceeds of Replenishment Assessments shall be used to 

procure Non-Native water, including, if appropriate, substitute reclaimed water.” 

 

Although there is some variation in language between several sections of the Order, it is clear that the 
monies collected through the Replenishment Assessments are intended to be used to obtain water to 
recharge the Basin to the extent necessary to reduce the net water production taken from the Basin to a 
level at or below the Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY.  It could also be used to obtain water to bring 
groundwater levels in the Basin up to protective levels to prevent seawater intrusion from occurring.  
The recharge water could be such things as water imported from another water supply outside the Basin, 
recycled water used to reduce pumping for landscape irrigation, or recycled water used for recharge 
through direct injection or spreading. 
 
How is the Per Acre-Foot Cost of the Replenishment Assessments to be Determined? 

Per page 33 of the Order, “The per acre-foot amount of the Replenishment Assessments shall be 

determined and declared by Watermaster in October of each Water Year in order to provide Parties with 

advance knowledge of the cost of Over-Production in that Water Year.”  Thus, the per acre-foot amount 
declared by the Board in October of each year will be used to calculate Replenishment Assessments for 
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pumping that occurs during the Water Year which begins on October 1 of that year and ends on 
September 30 of the following year. 
 
On pages 9 and 10 (Section 6.5) of the Watermaster Rules and Regulations, there is a discussion of how 
the Replenishment Assessment per acre-foot costs are to be calculated.  It states that “The per acre- foot  

cost of Replenishment Assessments for Production in excess of Natural Safe Yield shall be based on the 

anticipated cost of Artificial Replenishment, including the cost to construct, operate, and maintain 

facilities necessary for replenishment of the Basin.  Replenishment Assessment may only be used for 

Artificial Replenishment.”  The Order defines Artificial Replenishment to mean the act of engaging in or 
contracting for Non-Native Water to be added to the Groundwater Basin through spreading or direct 
injection to offset the cumulative Over-Production from the Basin in any particular Water Year.  It can 
also include programs in which Producers agree to refrain from exercising their rights to pump their full 
Production Allocations where the intent is to cause the replenishment of the Basin through forbearance 
in lieu of the injection or spreading of Non-Native Water. 
 
So the per acre-foot cost used to determine the Replenishment Assessments should be the cost that would 
have to be paid, per acre-foot, to obtain water to recharge the Basin to the extent necessary to offset the 
cumulative over-production above the Natural Safe Yield, during a given Water Year.  The projected per 
acre-foot cost may change due to changes in projected costs of recharge water and in the timing of the 
projects which will provide that water.  Therefore, the per acre-foot cost may need to be periodically 
recalculated using updated cost projections and implementation schedules for these recharge projects.   
 
If recharge water is not available to be purchased in a given Water Year to offset the cumulative over-
production that occurred in that year, then the monies collected through the Replenishment Assessments 
in that Water Year may be accumulated for multiple Water Years until they can be used to purchase 
recharge water. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, I will provide the TAC with an updated Schedule of 
the activities being performed by the Watermaster, its consultants, and the public entity, MPWMD, 
which is performing certain portions of the work.   
 
Attached is the most recent update of the Work Schedule for FY 2012.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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: September 12, 2012 

AGENDA ITEM: 8 

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 

 


