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MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the September 14, 2016 Meeting
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

Draft Minutes from this meeting was emailed to all TAC members. Any changes requested by TAC
members have been included in the attached version.

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting
RECOMMENDED Approve the minutes
ACTION:




D-R-A-F-T
MINUTES

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
September 14, 2016

Attendees: TAC Members
City of Seaside — Rick Riedl (via telephone)
California American Water — Eric Sabolsice
City of Monterey — Laurie Williamson (via telephone)
Laguna Seca Property Owners — No Representative
MPWMD - Jon Lear
MCWRA - Howard Franklin
City of Del Rey Oaks — No Representative
City of Sand City — Leon Gomez (via telephone)
Coastal Subarea Landowners — No Representative

Watermaster
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques

Consultants
None

Others
MCWD - Keith Van Der Maaten, General Manager
Todd Groundwater — Phyllis Stanin (via telephone)

The meeting was convened at 1:34 p.m. after a quorum had been established.

1. Public Comments
There were no public comments.

2. Administrative Matters:
A. Approve Minutes from the August 10, 2016 Meeting
On a motion by Mr. Lear, seconded by Mr. Franklin, the minutes from this meeting were
unanimously approved as presented.

B. Election of New Vice Chairperson
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. Mr. Lear said he would be
willing to serve as Vice Chair. Mr. Franklin nominated Mr. Lear to fill the position of Vice
Chair and Mr. Sabolsice seconded that nomination. Mr. Sabolsice asked if there were any other
nominations. Hearing no other nominations Mr. Sabolsice closed the nomination process. On a
unanimous vote the TAC elected Mr. Lear to serve as Vice Chair.

C. Report on MRWPCA’s Public Hearing for its Title 22 Engineering Report for the Pure
Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.
The question was asked about what the next steps will be in this process. Mr. Jaques said it was
his understanding that the State Department of Drinking Water would review the comments and
MRWPCA'’s responses to them, and determine if the Final version of the Title 22 Engineering
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Report was acceptable. If it is acceptable, DDW would approve the Title 22 Engineering Report.
Thereafter, the RWQCB would prepare a permit for the Project, incorporating any requirements
proposed by DDW.

Ms. Stanin (who is serving as a consultant to MRWPCA on the Pure Water Monterey Project)
responded that comments were received up until the comment deadline of September 2, 2016,
and that no comments after that date would be considered. MRWPCA is in the process of
preparing responses to comments, in a prioritized sequence, responding to the more critical
comments first. Responses will be posted to the Pure Water Monterey Project’s website. Mr.
Jaques asked if commenters would be notified by MRWPCA when the response to their
comments had been posted. Ms. Stanin said she would see that the Watermaster and the City of
Seaside were notified when the responses to their comments had been posted.

Mr. Riedl asked if MRWPCA was still accepting comments. Ms. Stanin (who is serving as a
consultant to MRWPCA on the Pure Water Monterey Project) responded that comments were
received up until the comment deadline of September 2, 2016, and that no comments after that
date would be considered. MRWPCA is in the process of preparing responses to comments, in a
prioritized sequence, responding first to the comments that relate directly to the Engineering
Report including comments by the Seaside Basin Watermaster and the City of Seaside.
Responses to all comments will be posted to the Pure Water Monterey Project’s website. Mr.
Jaques asked if commenters would be notified by MRWPCA when the response to their
comments had been posted. Ms. Stanin said she would see that the Watermaster and the City of
Seaside were notified when the responses to their comments had been posted.

Mr. Riedl asked about the land use restrictions described in the Title 22 Engineering Report, and
what area was included in those restrictions. Mr. Jaques responded that Title 22 requires that a
zone of controlled well construction (control zone) be delineated around the Project injection
wells based on the Response Retention Time travel time. The RRT is specified in the Title 22
Engineering Report. Mr. Stanin went on to describe the BLM Buffer Zone.

D. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. There were no questions or
discussion of the item.

3. Discussion of Marina Coast Water District’s Plans to Form a Groundwater Sustainability
Agency

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item, and Mr. Van Der Maaten elaborated

on Mr. Jaques comments.

Mr. Sabolsice asked Mr. Van Der Maaten if MCWD’s proposed GAS boundary included any of
California Water Service’s service area. Mr. Van Der Maaten responded that the proposed boundary is
only within MCWD’s service area. He added that MCWD will continue to participate in the County’s
Collaborative Work Group that is working on developing the GSA for the other portions of the Salinas
Valley Basin. He went on to say that MCWD plans to submit its GSA request to DWR this week, and
that DWR has 90 days to respond to the request. If there are no objections, it is expected that DWR
would then approve the request.

Mr. Sabolsice asked Mr. Jaques how coordination between the Watermaster and the GSAC(s) of the
subbasins adjoining the Adjudicated Seaside Basin boundary would be accomplished. Mr. Jaques
responded that DWR does not lay out any requirements or guidelines on that matter, but he said he
envisioned the Watermaster and the GSA(s) would meet to discuss issues of mutual interest and/or
concern and try to come to agreement on the actions that these parties could take to address those issues.
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In any event SGMA does require that the GSAs develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans that will
ensure that the subbasins that are covered by those GSAs are managed in a sustainable manner.

4. Revise Sampling Frequency for Sand City Public Works Well
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.

Mr. Lear asked Mr. Jaques how the Court would be notified of the revised sampling frequency. Mr.
Jaques responded that the topic would be included in the Watermaster’s 2016 Annual Report.

Mr. Riedl asked how the conclusion was drawn regarding seawater intrusion in the Public Works Well.
Mr. Lear provided an explanation, since he had been involved in preparing MPWMD’s report on this
topic. He explained that unlike most other wells in this part of the Seaside Basin, the Public Works Well
is perforated in a shallow dune formation that contains brackish water. The brackish water has shown
variations in water quality that are different from the variations in seawater itself, thus indicating that
the variations are not due to seawater intrusion.

On a motion by Mr. Sabolsice, seconded by Mr. Lear, the proposal to reduce the water quality
monitoring frequency for the Public Works Well from quarterly to annually was unanimously approved.
Mr. Lear added that MPWMD takes monthly conductivity readings at this well when it is there to get
water level measurements, and is thereby monitoring the salinity of the well on a regular basis.

5. Approve Work Plan for FY 2017 Management and Monitoring Program (M&MP) and FY
2017 and 2018 M&MP Operations and Capital Budgets
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.

Mr. Riedl asked if the Watermaster’s Budget and Finance Committee would be considering these
documents at its September 16 meeting and Mr. Jaques said yes.

On a motion by Mr. Riedl, seconded by Mr. Sabolsice, the Work Plan for the FY 2017 Management and
Monitoring Program (M&MP) and the FY 2017 and 2018 M&MP Operations and Capital Budgets were
unanimously approved.

6. Schedule

Mr. Jaques highlighted that there will not be a need for the TAC to meet in October, and that the next
TAC meeting would be in November, probably on November 16 which is the 3, not the 2™,
Wednesday in November. However, an email will be sent out in early November confirming the
meeting date.

7. Other Business
There was no other business to discuss.

8. Set Next Meeting Date

There will be no TAC meeting in October. The next regular meeting date will be in November,
tentatively set for November 16. However, the date will be confirmed via email to TAC members in
early November. The meeting will be held on a Wednesday at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board Room

The meeting adjourned at 2:16 p.m.
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MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016
AGENDA ITEM: 2.B
. Update on MRWPCA’s Title 22 Engineering Report for the Pure Water
AGENDA TITLE: Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: The Watermaster, along with a number of other entities and individuals, submitted comments to
MRWPCA regarding the Draft version of the Title 22 Engineering Report for the Pure Water Monterey
Groundwater Replenishment Project.

Attached is a copy of the comments the Watermaster submitted, and MRWPCA'’s responses to these
comments. Also attached are excerpts from the pertinent sections of the Draft and Final versions of the Title
22 Engineering Report, showing the revisions that MRWPCA made in response to the Watermaster’s
comments.

MRWPCA'’s letter to the Division of Drinking Water (DDW) is also attached, in which they provide some
amplifying information and request approval by DDW as quickly as possible. MRWPCA has indicated they
are hopeful of receiving DDW’s approval by the end of October 2016.

Also attached are emails to/from MRWPCA and the Watermaster, as well as comments provided to us by the
City of Seaside.

Our comments on Topics #7 and #9 both pertain to the amount of time MRWPCA estimates it will take to
respond if water that has been produced by MRWPCA'’s Advanced Water Treatment (AWT) facilities is found
to not meet the quality required by their DDW permit. I found their responses to these two Topics to be
inadequate in that they simply stated that they consider the response times they are proposing are realistic.
However, they did not elaborate on or explain how they arrived at those times. Rather, they pointed to some
other replenishment projects that have shorter response times provided in them in order to justify the response
times they are proposing.

The email response provided by Todd Groundwater (see Attachment 5) does elaborate beyond what is
contained in the formal response document on the Pure Water Monterey website.

However, based on my experience in working with State regulatory agencies, I continue to believe it would be
highly unlikely that those agencies (DDW and the RWQCB) and MRWPCA could reach agreement on, and for
MRWPCA to then implement within the very short response times they are proposing, the appropriate
response action(s) to be taken in the event inadequate water quality is being produced by the AWT facility.

I felt that MRWPCA'’s responses to our other comments were satisfactory and clarified their plans to address
them.
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AGENDA ITEM: 2.B (Continued)

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Comments submitted by the Watermaster

2. MRWPCA'’s responses to the Watermaster’s comments

3. Revisions made to the Title 22 Engineering Report in response to

comments received by MRWPCA

4. MRWPCA'’s transmittal letter to DDW

5. Emails between the Watermaster and MRWPCA’s groundwater
consultant (Todd Groundwater) regarding the Watermaster’s comments

6. Comments from City of Seaside

RECOMMENDED None required
ACTION:




ATTACHMENT 1: COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE WATERMASTER

Letter D

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
PO Box 51502
Pacific Grove, CA 93950

August 22, 2016

Yohana Vargas

Contracts Administrator

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
5 Harris Court, Building D

Monterey. CA 93940

Subject: Pure Water Monterey Project Title 22 Engincering Report
The Seaside Basin Watermaster submits the following comments on this document:
The proposed RRT plan may be overoptimistic in terms of the time that will be required to (1)

assess results with DDW and RWQCB (only 1 week is provided for this process), and (2}
procure a safe interim drinking water supply (only 1 week is provided for this process).

e The Report states that the time required for MRWPACA. DDW. and RWQCB to assess
the sample results and make decisions regarding the appropriate response(s) is estimated

to be 1 week. It scems unlikely that those two regulatory agencies could meet with
project staff. review the findings. and reach agreement on decisions to address the
findings in such a short time.

e The Report states that the time required for MRWPCA to collaborate and coordinate with
regulatory agencies and stakeholders to suspend replenishment operations and. if
necessary, to provide reliel measures or an alternative water supply is estimated to be one
week. The Report describes the steps that would be carried out in this process as:

o Notify Well Owner and Coordinate Appropriate Actions

o Confirmation Sampling in Monitoring Wells Adjacent to Injection Well Field

o Initiate Accelerated Groundwater Quality Sampling in Downgradient Monitoring
Wells and Water Supply Wells: Anticipate Downgradient Water Supply Wells

that may be Impacted

o Suspend Operation of the Drinking Water Well if Impacted

o Consider Blending Options

o Shifi Production from Impacted Well 1o other Exisling Wells

o Initiate Wellhead Treatment Planning and Secure Wellhead Treatment as
Appropriate

o Continue Well Suspension. Provide Bottled Water. and/or Consider Additional
Wells

It is difficult to believe that all of these steps could be carried out in a one week period. In
particular. initiating and procuring wellhead treatment systems and putting them into




operation, installing additional wells, and blending water sources. The Report uses the term
*...replace the potable water supply in some other manner...” but does not identify what
those might be. This suggests that no other manner(s) could be identified by the authors of
the Report.

1t would be good for the Project sponsor to reexamine these issues and to revise its RRT
analysis accordingly to reflect more realistic timelines for certain of the actions.

The Report notes that routine groundwater monitoring reports and other types of Project reports
will be submitted to the State. It would be good to have the Seaside Basin Watermaster included
in this distribution so the Watermaster can stay abreast of impacts and actions associated with the
Project and its compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.

Thank you for your attention to these comments. [ you have any questions please contact me at

(831) 3750517 or by email at bobj83(a/comeast.net.

Sincerely,

Robert Jaques. PE
Technical Program ager
Seaside Basin Watermaster




Additional Comments: Bob Jaques

| just found in my notes from the Watermaster TAC's recent meeting at which the TAC received Mr,
Holden's presentation and discussed the Engineering Report, that two additional comments had been
raised.

1. The California American Water representative commented that use of "bottled water” as a
response action in the event of groundwater quality problems being discovered was not a realistic
or viable response action.

The City of Seaside representative commented that asking well owners to discontinue use of their
well as a response action in the event of groundwater quality problems being discovered was not

a viable action in situations where there is no other source of water that could be used to supply
the demand. That is the case in the City of Seaside’s Municipal Water System,

Can you please include these comments along with those in the letter | sent you?

Thanks,

Bob Jaques

Technical Program Manager
Seaside Basin Watermaster
83 Via Encanto

Monterey, CA 93940

Office: (831) 375=0517

Cell: (831)402-7673
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ATTACHMENT 2: MRWPCA’S RESPONSES TO WATERMASTER’S COMMENTS

Comment (Letter D Topic #7): The proposed Response Retention Time (RRT) is overly optimistic.
MRWPCA should re-examine the issues and revise the RRT to reflect more realistic timelines.
MRWPCA Response: The proposed RRT for the Pure Monterey Project (5.25 months) is more
conservative than plans approved for other groundwater replenishment projects. For example, the
Alamitos Barrier Recycled Water Project (5 months), Dominguez Gap Barrier Recycled Water Project (5
months), the Orange County Water District Groundwater Replenishment System (3 months), and
Montebello Forebay Groundwater Recharge Project (3.75 months) have shorter RRTs.

Engineering Report Location: The Response Retention Time is described in Section 6. The
components are summarized in Table 6-5. No revisions are needed.

Comment (Letter D Topic #8): The time identified for MRWPCA to work with the Regional Water
Board and Division of Drinking Water to assess sample results and make decisions on appropriate
responses is too short.
MRWPCA Response: The 1-week timeframe is intended to mean the time necessary after all data are
available from the confirmation sampling. The Division of Drinking Water and Regional Water Board
will actually be involved from the onset of implementing the RRT plan and throughout its duration. As a
comparison, timing for sampling/analyses and regulatory consultation for the Alamitos Barrier Recycled
Water Project (4 to 6 weeks) and Orange County Water District Groundwater Replenishment System
(1.3 weeks) is less than the 11.3 weeks provided for the Pure Water Monterey Project RRT.

Engineering Report Location: The RRT is described in Section 6. The time to assess sample results
and make decisions is discussed in Section 6.1.3. Revisions made to Sections 6.1.1 and 6.1.3.

Comment (Letter D Topic #9): The time identified for MRWPCA to collaborate and coordinate with
regulatory agencies and stakeholders to suspend operations and provide relief measures is too short.
MRWPCA Response: The 1-week time period discussed in Section 6.1.4 is considered sufficient and
refers only to the timeframe for regulatory/stakeholder notification and regulatory approval in
implementing initial steps of the Plan. This short response time commits MRWPCA to address any water
quality problem immediately. Regulatory approval of the Engineering Report and the Plan commits the
regulators to work proactively with MRWPCA in Plan implementation. By comparison, the timeframe
allotted to relief measures for this project is conservative. For example, both the Alamitos Barrier
Recycled Water Project and Orange County Water District Groundwater Replenishment System Project
allot only 1 to 2 days. As documented in Section 6.1.4 of the Engineering report, MRWPCA has
prepared an eight-step action plan for procuring a safe interim drinking water supply (“Plan”) in the
unlikely event that a water quality problem bypasses the multiple fail-safe measures associated with the
AWT and injection facilities. The eight steps of the Plan provide a systematic and comprehensive
approach for addressing a water quality issue in the Seaside Basin on both a short-term and long-term
basis. Portions of the Plan text in Section 6.1.4 of the Engineering report have been revised to clarify the
notification process and initial steps for coordinating with well owners, Project Partners, stakeholders,
and regulators. Please see responses to Topics #10, #11, and #21 for more information regarding the
Plan.

Engineering Report Location: The Plan for procuring a safe interim drinking water supply is
described in Section 6.1.4. Revisions made to Section 6.1.4.

Comment (Letter D Topic #9): Providing bottled water to the public in the event of groundwater quality
problems is not a realistic or viable response action.

MRWPCA Response: The provision of bottled water is one action in a multi-faceted plan for procuring a
safe interim drinking water supply (Plan). The Plan includes eight steps to ensure aggressive action by
MRWPCA if a water quality problem develops despite the numerous fail-safe measures already
incorporated into the AWT Facility. In addition, once the problem is identified the AWT Facility would
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be shut down until the issue could be remedied. MRWPCA included the bottled water option in the last
step of the Plan to demonstrate its commitment to a comprehensive response Plan that considers all
possibilities to provide a backup water supply. This option is not presented as a stand-alone permanent
measure, but rather as one potential option among many to consider in addressing a localized issue on a
short-term or emergency basis. As presented in the Plan, long-term potential actions associated with Step
8 (a combination of installing additional wells, securing bottled water, and/or replacing water supply in
some other manner) would only be considered after sampling, containment, blending, treatment, and use
of alternative production wells have all been considered and/or implemented. The multiple steps in this
Plan, including the obligation to supplement water supply with bottled water, demonstrates MRWPCA’s
commitment to ensuring a long-term safe drinking water supply from the Project. For context, the Plan is
developed as a back-up to many of the water quality measures already incorporated into the Project. The
AWT Facility is being designed to standards developed by the Division of Drinking Water based on
experience with GRRPs over the last 50 plus years. In its design of the AWT Facility, MRWPCA is
going above and beyond the already conservative requirements for indirect potable reuse GRRPs by also
including ozonation in addition to reverse osmosis, advanced oxidation, and membrane filtration. In
addition, the Division of Drinking Water’s recycled water regulations require an Operational
Optimization Plan (OOP) be developed prior to operation, which will detail alarms, setpoints, and other
operating conditions and procedures for ensuring a water protective of public health is produced. Should
the numerous continuous monitoring programs identify a water quality problem, the AWT Facility can
be immediately shut-down, with product water being re-routed as necessary.

Engineering Report Location: The Plan for procuring a safe interim drinking water supply is
described in Section 6.1.4. Revisions made to Section 6.1.4.

Comment (Letter D Topic #10): Asking well owners to discontinue use of their wells in the event of
groundwater quality problems is not viable in situations where there is no other source of water
available.
MRWPCA Response: This comment was also submitted by the City of Seaside in Letter H. See response
to Topic #21, which provides more specific information regarding actions to ensure a safe continued
drinking water supply to the City of Seaside.

Engineering Report Location: The Plan for procuring a Safe Interim drinking water supply is
described in Section 6.1.4. Revisions made to Section 6.1.4.

Comment (Letter H Topic #21): How will City of Seaside (City) consumers be supplied water if the
groundwater replenishment project forces shutdown of a City well?

MRWPCA Response: The AWT Facility is being designed to standards developed by the California
Division of Drinking Water based on experience with GRRPs over the last 50 plus years. In its design of
the AWT Facility, MRWPCA is going above and beyond the already conservative requirements for
indirect potable reuse GRRPs by also including ozonation in addition to reverse osmosis, advanced
oxidation, and membrane filtration. In addition, the Division of Drinking Water’s recycled water
regulations require an Operational Optimization Plan (OOP) be developed prior to operation, which
details alarms, setpoints, continuous monitoring programs, and other operating conditions and
procedures for ensuring a water protective of public health is produced. In addition, the AWT Facility
operators will have the ability to re-route the product water away from the injection wellfield at several
locations, if necessary. Notwithstanding safety features at the AWT Facility, regulations also require a
rigorous backup plan to ensure that drinking water supply is protected from any water quality issue that
may arise. Therefore, an additional response plan for procuring a safe interim drinking water supply has
been prepared that builds on the other multiple, fail-safe measures. This Plan is presented in Section
6.1.4 of the Engineering Report. The Plan includes eight steps to be taken by MRWPCA, in coordination
with well owners, to protect drinking water wells. The Plan focuses on potential impacts to downgradient
wells with the fastest travel times from the injection wells (i.e., ASR-1 and ASR-2). However, the Plan
also notes that these steps will be taken for any downgradient well that could be impacted by a water
quality problem. Although the City of Seaside Well No. 4 was not mentioned directly, that well would
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also be subject to all actions in the Plan including notification, confirmation sampling, and possible
suspension of the well, if necessary. If the City’s well production is impacted, various steps are included
in the Plan for provision of drinking water. In particular, step number 6 provides assistance for shifting
production from any impacted well to other existing wells. This step includes the potential use of an
intertie between the City of Seaside water system and the CalAm water system. This intertie, located
near the intersection of LaSalle Avenue and Lincoln Street in Seaside, could be used by the City to
access the CalAm water system and un-impacted wells, if needed. MRWPCA has discussed this matter
with CalAm and determined that this is a feasible option. The intertie has been used in the recent past
when the City needed to take wells offline for maintenance. The Engineering Report is being revised to
specifically include the City of Seaside wells and information regarding the intertie in the Plan. The
coordination required between MRWPCA, MPWMD, CalAm, and the City is also acknowledged in the
revised text. See also the response to Topics #9, #10 and #11.

Engineering Report Location: The Plan for procuring a safe interim drinking water supply is
described in Section 6.1.4. Revisions made to Section 6.1.4.
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ATTACHMENT 3: REVISIONS MADE TO THE TITLE 22 ENGINEERING REPORT FOR
THE PURE WATER MONTEREY PROJECT IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED BY
MRWPCA

(Note: In the Section numbers below from the Title 22 Engineering Report, the language contained in
the Draft Version, which was circulated for public comment during the summer of 2016, is shown first,
and the revised language in the Final Version, which was released in September 2016, in response to
comments received by MRWPCA is shown second.

6.1.3. Time to Assess Water Quality Results with DDW and RWOQCB
Draft Version Language: The time required for MRWPACA, DDW, and RWQCB to assess the sample
results and make decisions regarding the appropriate response(s) is estimated to be 1 week.

Final Version Language: MRWPCA will inform DDW and RWQCB if RRT response is initiated and
will keep the regulators abreast of the findings. After the last set of results are available, the time
required for MRWPACA, DDW, and RWQCB to assess the sample results and make decisions
regarding the appropriate response(s) is estimated to be 1 week.

6.1.4. Time to Procure Safe Interim Drinking Water Supply

Draft Version Language: The time required for MRWPCA to collaborate and coordinate with regulatory
agencies and stakeholders to suspend replenishment operations and, if necessary, to provide relief
measures or an alternative water supply is estimated to be one week. MRWPCA has a response plan with
remedial actions for plant operators if the product water cannot meet reuse or discharge standards,
including immediate shutdown of recycled water deliveries. MRWPCA also has contingency plans for
disposal of “off-specification” recycled water via the ocean outfall (this water will meet NPDES permit
effluent limitations). In addition to actions at the AWT Facility, MRWPCA will immediately implement
appropriate steps in the proposed action plan (plan) outlined below to mitigate any potential impacts to
the drinking water supply. Explanation and assumptions for each step of the plan are also provided.

Examples given in the plan focus on potential impacts to the closest downgradient drinking water wells,
ASR-1 and ASR-237, both of which are located about 1,000 feet from the injection wellfield. However,
the plan also applies to other potentially impacted downgradient wells. For other downgradient wells, the
actions associated with the plan remain the same, but additional time would be available to mitigate
impacts (given the longer travel times to other wells). Although the plan provides protection for both
aquifers receiving injectate, actions target the Santa Margarita Aquifer first due to faster travel times,
closer drinking water wells, and higher reliance on the deeper aquifer for water supply. Because the
AWT Facility will be shut down if the water quality problem cannot be immediately remedied, any
potential impacts to the groundwater supply are anticipated to be of relatively short duration. However,
the plan also covers the potential for long-term impacts through wellhead treatment and other actions
(Steps 7 and 8).

1. Notify Well Owner and Coordinate Appropriate Actions Once a water quality issue is
identified, downgradient well owners will be notified immediately. The closest downgradient drinking
water wells, ASR-1 and ASR-2, are operated by MPWMD for injection on behalf of CalAm. Both of
these entities are also involved in the Project as Project Participants (see Table 2-1). Because the most
likely affected well owners and operators are Project partners, selection and implementation of effective
actions will be more easily coordinated. It is noted that ASR-1 is operated by CalAm for production of
drinking water into their distribution system. Well ASR-2 is not yet permitted for drinking water
production, but when that occurs, it will also be operated by CalAm through their water system permit.
In the event that a problem is identified that could impact the quality of produced water from ASR-1 or
ASR-2, MRWPCA will notify CalAm as soon as possible.
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2. Confirmation Sampling in Monitoring Wells Adjacent to Injection Well Field Monitoring
wells adjacent to impacted Project injection wells will be sampled for the constituent(s) of concern.
Recognizing that these monitoring wells are located within about a one-month travel time from injection,
these wells function as sentry wells, allowing early detection of water quality problems. They provide a
lead-time of about one year before injected product water would reasonably be assumed to arrive
downgradient at a Santa Margarita Aquifer drinking water well (with even longer travel times for the
Paso Robles Aquifer). This underground travel time will provide time for planning the necessary actions
to prevent impacted groundwater from entering the drinking water supply.

3. Initiate Accelerated Groundwater Quality Sampling in Downgradient Monitoring Wells and
Water Supply Wells; Anticipate Downgradient Water Supply Wells that may be Impacted Additional
downgradient monitoring wells, along with the closest water supply wells, will also be analyzed for the
constituent(s) of concern. Depending on the circumstances associated with the impact, wells will be
monitored at an appropriate frequency — weekly to monthly — until impacts are fully addressed.
Detections at these monitoring wells would be expected to occur within about five months of the sentry
wells and approximately six months prior to the anticipated arrival of impacted water at ASR-1 or ASR-
2. Again, travel times will be much longer for other downgradient drinking water wells, especially those
in the Paso Robles Aquifer. Also, any recent injection at the ASR wells will likely increase this lead
time. Depending on the constituent and concentrations, this lead time would be sufficient for potential
remedies such as taking preparatory actions to shut down a well, arrange for blending options, or secure
wellhead treatment. Analyses for these constituents will also be conducted at other nearby monitoring
wells, as appropriate (e.g., ASR-MW-1).

4. Suspend Operation of the Drinking Water Well if Impacted Well production will be suspended
if constituents of concern are detected in the drinking water well or adjacent monitoring well at
concentrations deemed by DDW to make the well unsuitable as a drinking water source as a result of the
Project. The drinking water well will be taken offline and sampled periodically (likely weekly,
depending on concentrations) to examine changes over time and to determine if concentrations are
returning to acceptable levels. For impacts to ASR wells, the well will be pumped to the adjacent
backflushing basin, which has been shown to readily accommodate several hours of pumping (as is
conducted periodically for backflushing the ASR well). The backflushing basin at the ASR-1 well site
holds about 245,000 gallons of water and infiltrates at rates of more than 0.5 feet per hour. In addition,
there are plans to expand the basin to more than 700,000 gallons. This capacity is more than sufficient
for ongoing weekly sampling of the well as needed. While these actions are occurring, production will be
shifted among other wells as described in Step 6.

5. Consider Blending Options Depending on concentrations, blending is a potentially viable
option that would allow the water supply to be quickly restored. This approach has been used throughout
the state as a solution to dealing with groundwater contamination. Water quality sampling of the
impacted well, in addition to previous and ongoing groundwater quality analyses at upgradient
monitoring wells, will provide data to assess whether concentrations have been sufficiently diluted in the
groundwater system. Data will also be used to determine when concentrations are reasonably expected to
rise or dissipate and to determine if the blending (and the blending ratio) would allow for a well to be
used for drinking water. Sampling will occur at a frequency selected in consultation with DDW in any
well selected for blending to ensure that impacts are not seen in the blending well. For example, if ASR-
1 (the closest drinking water supply well) is impacted, concentrations may be sufficiently low at nearby
ASR-2 to consider blending to meet water quality goals. ASR-2 well could be pumped for blending
without significantly spreading the impacted groundwater. By capturing the impacted groundwater
locally at the ASR-1/ASR-2 well site, problematic constituents could be contained in a manner that
prevents additional downgradient wells from being impacted, while meeting drinking water standards in
the CalAm distribution system.

6. Shift Production from Impacted Well to other Existing Wells A review of existing well
capacities in the vicinity of the Project indicates that some excess capacity is likely available at any
given time to shift production to a non-impacted well. This was the result of an analysis conducted in
support of the Project EIR. That analysis considered specific capacities of existing wells along with
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reasonable assumptions for CalAm demand requirements from the Seaside Basin. The analysis also
considered times when existing ASR wells would be required for ASR injection or recovery. Results of
the analysis indicated that existing wells provide excess capacity under almost all of the recharge and
recovery scenarios over a 32-year simulation period. Data provided by CalAm to support the EIR
analysis indicated that a total minimum capacity of 3,653 gpm is available from the five existing CalAm
wells in coastal subareas: Luzern #2, Ord Grove #2, Paralta, Playa #3, and Plumas #4 (not including
capacities of two low-capacity wells planned for abandonment by CalAm). Additional capacity is
available from four existing ASR wells drilled at two well sites: ASR-1 and ASR-2 at the Santa
Margarita well site; and ASR-3 and ASR-4 at the Seaside Middle School well site. It is recognized that
only one ASR well (ASR-1) is permitted currently for drinking water supply, but additional permitting is
anticipated to occur prior to Project operation. ASR wells are capable of pumping up to about 3,000 gpm
each for backflushing purposes. However, both wells at each well site would not be pumped
simultaneously due to hydraulic interference associated with the relatively close well spacing. Further,
well capacities decrease with ongoing injection. As a conservative assumption, an ASR capacity of 1,750
gpm is assumed for each ASR well site (total 3,500 gpm for the two sites). Even with these reduced
rates, existing CalAm basin wells and ASR wells are capable of more than 7,153 gpm, a rate more than
sufficient to meet anticipated future CalAm demand in the Seaside Basin of approximately 9,100 AFY
(about 5,642 gpm). Further, it is noted that ASR wells are not operated full time. For example, the ASR
wells were not operated in 2014 for either injection or recovery. If the closest downgradient wells (ASR-
1 and ASR-2) were impacted during these time periods, no additional capacity within the system would
be required until ASR injection and recovery began again. This would provide additional time for
planning and remediation if such an impact occurred in the future. In addition, several wells in the
Seaside Basin are capable of providing potable water if permitted and recommissioned to do so. These
wells represent a potential backup water supply to accommodate demand if a drinking water well is
offline temporarily. Several of these wells include the Reservoir Well, the MMP well, and the PRTIW
well (among others). Most of these wells are screened in the Paso Robles Aquifer, where travel times
from injection wells to drinking water wells are orders of magnitude longer (more than 8 years as
indicated by groundwater modeling (see Table 5-3) and represent much lower amounts of Product water
injectate. Although the capacity of these wells is relatively low, collectively, they could combine with
other steps in the plan to shift production away from an impacted well while not exacerbating
groundwater quality conditions.

7. Initiate Wellhead Treatment Planning and Secure Wellhead Treatment as Appropriate Ongoing
remedial actions by the U.S. Army in the former Fort Ord area demonstrate the ability for granular
activated carbon or air stripping to remediate volatile organic chemicals (VOC) contamination. Such
treatment facilities are commonplace and can be secured within several weeks on an emergency basis if
needed. Permitting and re-routing of lines can be accomplished within a few months at the affected well
site. lon exchange and other technologies such as RO are also available within similar time frames. The
type of treatment needed will be known approximately one year in advance, providing sufficient time for
planning and implementation.

8. Continue Well Suspension, Provide Bottled Water, and/or Consider Additional Wells It is
unlikely that a water quality failure could not be remediated in a relatively short time frame (within
months of detection) using the steps described above. Nonetheless, in the event that the options
described above cannot be sufficiently implemented in the desired time frame, MRWPCA will work
with project partners to secure bottled water, install additional wells, and/or replace the potable water
supply in some other manner to ensure that drinking water demands can be met.

Final Version Language: As discussed in previous sections, MRWPCA has a response plan with
remedial actions for plant operators if the product water cannot meet reuse or discharge standards,
including immediate shutdown of recycled water deliveries. MRWPCA also has contingency plans for
disposal of “off-specification” recycled water via the ocean outfall (this water will meet NPDES permit
effluent limitations). In this section, MRWPCA presents an additional response plan for procuring a safe
interim drinking water supply (plan) in the unlikely event that a water quality problem by-passes the
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multiple fail-safe measures associated with the AWT and injection facilities. The eight steps of the plan,
discussed in this section, provide a systematic and comprehensive approach for addressing a water
quality issue in the Seaside Basin on both a short-term and long-term basis. The time required for
MRWPCA to notify and coordinate with regulatory agencies and stakeholders on a water quality
problem and initiate steps of this plan is estimated to take one week.

In addition to actions at the AWT Facility, MRWPCA will immediately implement appropriate steps in
the plan outlined below to mitigate any potential impacts to the drinking water supply. Explanation and
assumptions for each step of the plan are also provided. The plan focuses on potential impacts to the
downgradient drinking water wells associated with the fastest subsurface arrival time of Project water;
these two wells, ASR-1 and ASR-237, are located about 1,000 feet from the injection wellfield.
However, the plan also applies to other potentially impacted downgradient wells, including the City of
Seaside Well No. 4, located southwest of the injection wellfield. Although this well is also located about
1,000 feet from the wellfield, it is not directly downgradient and is associated with much longer travel
times from the injection wells. For all other downgradient wells, the actions associated with the plan
remain the same, but even more time would be available to mitigate impacts (given the longer travel
times to other wells). Although the plan provides protection for both aquifers receiving injectate, actions
target the Santa Margarita Aquifer first due to faster travel times, closer drinking water wells, and higher
reliance on the deeper aquifer for water supply. Injection can also be transferred from one aquifer to the
other, if appropriate. Because the AWT Facility will be shut down if the water quality problem cannot be
immediately remedied, any potential impacts to the groundwater supply are anticipated to be of
relatively short duration. However, the plan also covers the potential for long-term impacts through
wellhead treatment and other actions (Steps 7 and 8).

1. Notify Well Owners and Key Stakeholders, and Coordinate Appropriate Actions Once a water
quality issue is identified, downgradient well owners will be notified immediately. The downgradient
drinking water wells with the fastest travel times, ASR-1 and ASR-2, are operated by MPWMD for
injection on behalf of CalAm. Both of these entities are also involved in the Project as Project
Participants (see Table 2-1). Because the most likely affected well owners and operators are Project
partners, selection and implementation of effective actions will be more easily coordinated. In addition,
the City of Seaside will be included in all notifications and planning steps; the City operates a
downgradient drinking water supply well and has been cooperating with MRWPCA on Project
development and implementation for several years. Finally, the Seaside Basin Watermaster will also be
included in the notification process and subsequent response actions. Although the Watermaster is not a
well owner, it has groundwater basin management responsibilities and the Watermaster Technical
Advisory Committee has closely tracked and supported the Project. It is noted that ASR-1 is operated by
CalAm for production of drinking water into their distribution system. Well ASR-2 is not yet permitted
for drinking water production, but when that occurs, it will also be operated by CalAm through their
water system permit. In the event that a problem is identified that could impact the quality of produced
water from ASR-1 or ASR-2, MRWPCA will notify CalAm as soon as possible.

2. Confirmation Sampling in Monitoring Wells Adjacent to Injection Well Field Monitoring
wells adjacent to impacted Project injection wells will be sampled for the constituent(s) of concern.
Recognizing that these monitoring wells are located within about a one-month travel time from injection,
these wells function as sentry wells, allowing early detection of water quality problems. They provide a
lead-time of about one year before injected product water would reasonably be assumed to arrive
downgradient at a Santa Margarita Aquifer drinking water well (with even longer travel times for the
Paso Robles Aquifer). This underground travel time will provide time for planning the necessary actions
to prevent impacted groundwater from entering the drinking water supply.

3. Initiate Accelerated Groundwater Quality Sampling in Downgradient Monitoring Wells and
Water Supply Wells; Anticipate Downgradient Water Supply Wells that may be Impacted Additional
downgradient monitoring wells, along with the closest water supply wells, will also be analyzed for the
constituent(s) of concern. Depending on the circumstances associated with the impact, wells will be
monitored at an appropriate frequency — weekly to monthly — until impacts are fully addressed.
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Detections at these monitoring wells would be expected to occur within about five months of the sentry
wells and approximately six months prior to the anticipated arrival of impacted water at ASR-1 or ASR-
2. Again, travel times will be much longer for other downgradient drinking water wells, especially those
in the Paso Robles Aquifer. Also, any recent injection at the ASR wells will likely increase this lead
time. Depending on the constituent and concentrations, this lead time would be sufficient for potential
remedies such as taking preparatory actions to shut down a well, arrange for blending options, or secure
wellhead treatment. Analyses for these constituents will also be conducted at other nearby monitoring
wells, as appropriate (e.g., ASR-MW-1).

4. Suspend Operation of the Drinking Water Well if Impacted Well production will be suspended
if constituents of concern are detected in the drinking water well or adjacent monitoring well at
concentrations deemed by DDW to make the well unsuitable as a drinking water source as a result of the
Project. The drinking water well will be taken offline and sampled periodically (likely weekly,
depending on concentrations) to examine changes over time and to determine if concentrations are
returning to acceptable levels. For impacts to ASR wells, the well will be pumped to the adjacent
backflushing basin, which has been shown to readily accommodate several hours of pumping (as is
conducted periodically for backflushing the ASR well). The backflushing basin at the ASR-1 well site
holds about 245,000 gallons of water and infiltrates at rates of more than 0.5 feet per hour. In addition,
there are plans to expand the basin to more than 700,000 gallons. This capacity is more than sufficient
for ongoing weekly sampling of the well as needed. While these actions are occurring, production will be
shifted among other wells as described in Step 6.

5. Consider Blending Options Depending on concentrations, blending is a potentially viable
option that would allow the water supply to be quickly restored. This approach has been used throughout
the state as a solution to dealing with groundwater contamination. Water quality sampling of the
impacted well, in addition to previous and ongoing groundwater quality analyses at upgradient
monitoring wells, will provide data to assess whether concentrations have been sufficiently diluted in the
groundwater system. Data will also be used to determine when concentrations are reasonably expected to
rise or dissipate and to determine if the blending (and the blending ratio) would allow for a well to be
used for drinking water. Sampling will occur at a frequency selected in consultation with DDW in any
well selected for blending to ensure that impacts are not seen in the blending well. For example, if ASR-
1 (the closest drinking water supply well) is impacted, concentrations may be sufficiently low at nearby
ASR-2 to consider blending to meet water quality goals. ASR-2 well could be pumped for blending
without significantly spreading the impacted groundwater. By capturing the impacted groundwater
locally at the ASR-1/ASR-2 well site, problematic constituents could be contained in a manner that
prevents additional downgradient wells from being impacted, while meeting drinking water standards in
the CalAm distribution system.

6. Shift Production from Impacted Well to other Existing Wells A review of existing well
capacities in the vicinity of the Project indicates that some excess capacity is likely available at any
given time to shift production to a non-impacted well. This was the result of an analysis conducted in
support of the Project EIR. That analysis considered specific capacities of existing wells along with
reasonable assumptions for CalAm demand requirements from the Seaside Basin. The analysis also
considered times when existing ASR wells would be required for ASR injection or recovery. Results of
the analysis indicated that existing wells provide excess capacity under almost all of the recharge and
recovery scenarios over a 32-year simulation period. Data provided by CalAm to support the EIR
analysis indicated that a total minimum capacity of 3,653 gpm is available from the five existing CalAm
wells in coastal subareas: Luzern #2, Ord Grove #2, Paralta, Playa #3, and Plumas #4 (not including
capacities of two low-capacity wells planned for abandonment by CalAm). Additional capacity is
available from four existing ASR wells drilled at two well sites: ASR-1 and ASR-2 at the Santa
Margarita well site; and ASR-3 and ASR-4 at the Seaside Middle School well site. It is recognized that
only one ASR well (ASR-1) is permitted currently for drinking water supply, but additional permitting is
anticipated to occur prior to Project operation. ASR wells are capable of pumping up to about 3,000 gpm
each for backflushing purposes. However, both wells at each well site would not be pumped
simultaneously due to hydraulic interference associated with the relatively close well spacing. Further,
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well capacities decrease with ongoing injection. As a conservative assumption, an ASR capacity of 1,750
gpm is assumed for each ASR well site (total 3,500 gpm for the two sites). Even with these reduced
rates, existing CalAm basin wells and ASR wells are capable of more than 7,153 gpm, a rate more than
sufficient to meet anticipated future CalAm demand in the Seaside Basin of approximately 9,100 AFY
(about 5,642 gpm). Further, it is noted that ASR wells are not operated full time. For example, the ASR
wells were not operated in 2014 for either injection or recovery. If the closest downgradient wells (ASR-
1 and ASR-2) were impacted during these time periods, no additional capacity within the system would
be required until ASR injection and recovery began again. This would provide additional time for
planning and remediation if such an impact occurred in the future. Potential use of an existing intertie
between the CalAm system and the City of Seaside water system is also incorporated into this step. The
intertie provides additional flexibility for the plan, allowing the ability to suspend production from an
impacted City well and provide access to the CalAm system. This intertie, located near the intersection
of LaSalle Avenue and Lincoln Street in Seaside, has been used recently while a City well was offline
for maintenance. MRWPCA will coordinate plan implementation steps with the City, CalAm, and
MPWMD so that all parties are informed of any water quality issue in advance of potential impacts to
any drinking water well. Finally, several additional wells in the Seaside Basin are capable of providing
potable water if permitted and re-commissioned to do so. These wells represent a potential emergency
backup water supply to accommodate demand if a drinking water well is offline temporarily. Several of
these wells include the Reservoir Well, the MMP well, and the PRTIW well (among others). Most of
these wells are screened in the Paso Robles Aquifer, where travel times from injection wells to drinking
water wells are orders of magnitude longer (more than 8 years as indicated by groundwater modeling
(see Table 5-3) and represent much lower amounts of Product water injectate. Although the capacity of
these wells is relatively low, collectively, they could combine with other steps in the plan to shift
production away from an impacted well while not exacerbating groundwater quality conditions.

7. Initiate Wellhead Treatment Planning and Secure Wellhead Treatment as Appropriate Ongoing
remedial actions by the U.S. Army in the former Fort Ord area demonstrate the ability for granular
activated carbon or air stripping to remediate volatile organic chemicals (VOC) contamination. Such
treatment facilities are commonplace and can be secured within several weeks on an emergency basis if
needed. Permitting and re-routing of lines can be accomplished within a few months at the affected well
site. Ion exchange and other technologies such as RO are also available within similar time frames. The
type of treatment needed will be known approximately one year in advance, providing sufficient time for
planning and implementation.

8. Continue Well Suspension, Provide Bottled Water, and/or Consider Additional Wells It is
unlikely that a water quality failure could not be remediated in a relatively short time frame (within
months of detection) using the steps described above. Nonetheless, in the event that the options
described above cannot be sufficiently implemented in the desired time frame, MRWPCA will work
with project partners to secure bottled water, install additional wells, and/or replace the potable water
supply in some other manner to ensure that drinking water demands can be met.
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ATTACHMENT 4: MRWPCA’S TRANSMITTAL LETTER TO DDW

4. Monterey Regional Water
Pollution Control Agency

“Dedicated to meeting the wastewater and reclamation needs
of our member agencies, while protecting the environment.”

Administration Office:

5 Harris Court, Bldg. D, Monterey, CA 93940-5756
(831) 372-3367 or 422-1001, FAX: (831) 372-6178
Website: www.mnwpca.org

September 16, 2016

Sherly Rosilela, P.E.

Water Resource Control Engincer
Recycled Water Unit

Division of Drinking Water

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 13" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

By Email: sherly.rosilela@waterboards.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project Public
Hearing — Comments Received and Planned Engineering Report
Revisions

Dear Sherly,

Thank you for your guidance and help preparing for the August 22, 2016 Pure Water
Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project Public Hearing. We appreciated the
presence of Division of Drinking Water (DDW) staff during the demonstration facility tour
and involvement at the public hearing. Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency’s (MRWPCA) extensive efforts at public outreach and noticing for the hearing
were evident based on the hearing attendance, participation, and comments received on the
Pure Water Monterey Project (Project). The feedback assists us in identifying issues of
concern within the community and providing suitable public outreach and technical
responses to address those concerns.

There were approximately 75 attendees at the hearing. During the hearing, 15 attendees
provided oral comments and 10 submitted comment cards. After the hearing, MRWPCA
received 8 letters during the designated public comment period. MRWPCA assigned a
designation letter to each person that provided comments whether they submitted a single
written comment or both a comment card and a letter. MRWPCA identified 22
topics/questions (Letters A-H) related to the “Revised Draft Engineering Report: Pure
Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project (July 1, 2016).” The topics are
addressed in Attachment 1 along with MRWPCA’s response, location of relevant
information in the Engineering Report, and references to MRWPCA’s revisions (if needed)

Joint Powers Authority Member Entities:
Boronda County Sanitation District, Castroville Community Services District, County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, Fort Ord, Matina Coast Water District, Monterey, Moss
Landing County Sanitation District, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Sand City, and Seaside

20



Ms. Sherly Rosilela, P.E.
September 16, 2016
Page 2 of 2

to the Engineering Report. For brevity, comments were paraphrased and similar comments
were combined. All written comments received during the public comment period are
provided in Attachment 2 (Letters A-O). Letters A-H include topics related to the
Engineering Report. MRWPCA is preparing responses to the remaining public hearing
comments (Letters 1-O) that will be posted along with the Engineering Report comments
(Letters A-H) on the agency’s website (www.mrwpca.org) by September 30, 2016.

The Engineering Report revisions are shown as underline/strikethrough text in Attachment
3. In addition to these technical changes, MRWPCA will be revising the Engineering
Report to include the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for chromium (VI) in
accordance with DDW comments. The timeline for regulatory review and funding
approvals is critical to project success. Therefore, we respectively request your review of
these proposed revisions as quickly as possible. After receiving approval, MRWPCA will
finalize the Engineering Report for your records. The current project schedule is based on
adoption of the Water Recycling Requirements at the December 8, 2016 Central Coast
Regional Water Board Hearing to assist with timely project funding and meeting the

region’s needs for replacement water supplies in compliance with State Water Board
Orders.

Please contact Bob Holden at (831) 372-3367 or bobh@mrwpca.com if you have any

questions about the comments, MRWPCA’s responses, and the Engineering Report
revisions.

Sincerely,

St

Paul A. Sciuto
General Manager

Cc: Brian Bernados, DDW, brian.bernados(@waterboards.ca.gov
Randy Barnard, DDW, randy.barnard@waterboards.ca.gov
Jan Sweigert, DDW, jan.sweigert@waterboards.ca.gov
Stefan Cajina, DDW, stefan.cajina@waterboards.ca.gov
Jon Rokke, Central Coast RWQCB, jon.rokke@waterboards.ca.gov
Harvey Packard, Central Coast RWQCRB, harvey.packard@waterboards.ca.gov
Sheila Soderberg, Central Coast RWQCB, sheila.soderberg@waterboards.ca.gov

Attachments:

(1) MRWPCA Responses to August 22, 2016 Public Hearing Comments - Related to Pure
Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project Engineering Report

(2) August 22, 2016 Public Hearing Comment Cards and Letters Received (A to O)

(3) Excerpted Pages showing Revisions to the “Revised Draft Engineering Report: Pure
Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project (July 1, 2016)”
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ATTACHMENT 5: EMAILS BETWEEN THE WATERMASTER AND MRWPCA'’S
GROUNDWATER CONSULTANT TODD GROUNDWATER

Excerpt from Watermaster’s email to MRWPCA:

I didn’t feel that the response to our concern about some steps in the RRT time development were
realistic. The response basically only said that the RRT for the Pure Water Project was longer than for
several other reuse projects so therefore it was considered to be adequate. Getting agreement with
MRWPCA, DDW, and the RWQCB if there is a water quality problem will certainly take more than one
week. It is hard just to get them to return your call in a few days! Also, getting on onsite mobile
treatment unit to treat contaminated water so it can be fed into the Cal Am distribution system will
certainly take some time. They aren’t sitting around ready to go on a moment’s notice like things you’d
get from a U-Haul yard. And the capacity of the unit would need to be quite large as Cal Am pumps a
lot of water from the Basin.

Things like that are what give us concern that, if a WQ problem in the groundwater did actually occur,
the time to take steps to protect the contaminated wells would be realistic so the public is protected.

I think more discussion on that is appropriate in both the response to comments and in the revised T-22
Report. Similarly, it was the Cal Am rep on our TAC who provided the comment about bottled water
not being an acceptable response action. I think his point was that people can’t be expected to cook and
conduct personal hygiene activities using bottled water — it is only suitable for short term individual
consumption purposes.

Bob Jaques
Technical Program Manager
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

Todd Groundwater Response to email above:

Thank you for letting me know of these concerns Bob. I'm attaching responses to Topics 7, 8, 9, and 10
to make sure that you saw all detailed responses related to your concerns below — response to Topic #7
was the short response comparing our RRT to others that you mentioned in the email. But if you’ll
review the related responses for topics 8, 9, and 10, you’ll see that we truly did not dismiss a potential
problem as casually as you indicate. In addition, for some of these comments, we made significant
revisions and clarifications in the Final ER.

Specific to your concern below - note that the one-week time limit is only the time for alerting regulators
and stakeholders about a potential issue and getting an o.k. to proceed with next steps (which they have
already approved) — the one-week doesn’t suggest that the fix is in place (see topic #9, also #8).
Obviously, MRWPCA will shut down the plant if a water quality exceedance arises that can’t be
immediately remedied. There are so many “fail-safe” control measures that are embedded in the plant
and conveyance systems, including numerous locations where Project water can be held, diverted, and/or
be re-routed back to the plant to prevent injection into the groundwater. We took this issue very seriously
and the technical team conducted a systematic step-wise risk examination of the entire system from
source water to groundwater.

Regarding bottled water, we recognize your concern and would never have identified bottled water to be
the “fix” for a problem (see item #10 attached). But by including every possible interim and emergency
measure that could be identified (including bottled water), we effectively commit MRWPCA to doing
anything and everything to address a problem, even the provision of bottled water in the short term
(hours-days) to prevent exposure during some unlikely but catastrophic event. This only occurs while
MRWPCA is also working on both a replacement interim remedy and a long-term solution. Note that
there are a lot of actions in the plan prior to and during the bottled water emergency provision (see plan
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in Section 6.1.4 of the ER). We also worked with MPWMD and CalAm (Eric Sabolsice was kind enough
to assist us) on identifying capacity in other wells for short-term shifting of production, blending options
(depending on the issue), interties with other systems, etc. [ have to admit that it is hard to have multiple
redundancies for a backup water supply because there is a shortage of backup water supplies — evidence
that this project is urgently needed. But I really believe that we have a robust plan in place in the unlikely
event of a problem.

The regulations require so many numerous control measures to be in place for a water quality issue.
Again, any problem would likely be identified at the plant through numerous monitoring and warning
systems (and alarms), but we also wanted to provide a realistic approach to addressing any problem that
accidentally bypasses all of the control measures. If all of these controls fail together and a constituent
exceeds effluent limits at the monitoring well, we still have about one year (or more) to aggressively
address the problem before the constituent could potentially reach the closest water supply well (and
we’ll be tracking it with additional downgradient groundwater monitoring in the interim). If you have
downloaded the Final Engineering Report (yes, I know, it’s huge), the plan is outlined in Section 6.1.4.
The control measures and monitoring for the plant are included throughout the document, but monitoring
is summarized in Section 12.

I hope you will agree that we have sincerely attempted to address all of the concerns in the comment

letter. Let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks, Phyllis

Phyllis S. Stanin, Vice President and Principal Geologist, Todd Groundwater
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ATTACHMENT 6: COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SEASIDE

Below is an excerpt from an email from Rick Riedl of the City of Seaside regarding MRWPCA’s
responses to the City’s comments and questions about the Title 22 Engineering Report:

I am sending responses to comments made by Watermaster TAC members and others. I am concerned that the
responses given to date do not adequately address our concerns. Therefore, I have told MRWPCA that the City of
Seaside will not consider granting them access to the proposed Pure Water Monterey site in Seaside until all of our
concerns are addressed. If you have any additional concerns, please let me know if you would like me to add it to
the list, below. If necessary, MRWPCA should meet with us to adequately address our concerns.

1) Would the water injected into the aquifer be regulated by the surface water treatment rule? If so, would all
entities using the Seaside Basin be subject to this rule including reporting requirements? If so, please describe
potential additional monitoring, treatment, analytical, and/or reporting requirements. Also, who would be
responsible for any associated costs?

2) It was reported that a possible response action to an upset in the GWR process was to shut down the
production wells. The City of Seaside has a production well in the Seaside Basin that serves many consumers.
How will these consumers be supplied water if the GWR project forces a shut-down of the City of Seaside's sole
source of water?

3) Has it been demonstrated that there is not an aquitard or aquiclude between the vadose zone and the Santa
Margarita aquifer within the area being considered for the injection wells? If not, how would production wells
installed in the Santa Margarita formation, including the Cal Am well(s), benefit from water injected into the
vadose zone? What is the estimated transient time for water injected at the vadose wells to the Santa Margarita
aquifer?

4) Delivering bottled water in the event that the wells are shut down is not an adequate long term response

action. And the method and schedule of getting alternative water (e.g. a mobile treatment unit or alternative Cal
Am wells) to Seaside Muni is not adequately addressed.

Thank you
Rick
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Below are “Other General Public Comments and Responses’ posted on MRWPCA'’s Pure Water
Monterey website and provided by Mr. Riedl along with his email. Some of the responses pertain to the
City of Seaside’s comments on the report:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

* %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 2.C

AGENDA TITLE: Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

At the State level:

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has released the final 2016 modifications to
California’s groundwater basin boundaries. Of the 54 requests for changes to basin boundaries, DWR
approved 39, denied 12, and three were deemed incomplete. Most of the modifications were made to
basins in the Central Valley and included refinements reflecting waterways, county lines and geologic
information. The boundary modification request submitted by MPWMD to remove some areas near
Monterey from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, and to recognize the boundaries of the
Adjudicated Seaside Basin, was approved. These modifications are reflected in the basin boundary map
that is now posted on the DWR website.

The new basin boundaries will be included in the interim update of Bulletin 118, due out by January 1,
2017. Another basin boundary modification request period may be held in 2018 based on demand from
local agencies and/or GSAs. Other important near-term dates on the SGMA timeline include:
e December 31, 2016 -DWR will post a report on Water Available for Replenishment on its website.
® November 14-17, 2016 — DWR will conduct public meetings for input on its draft topic of Best
Management Practices (BMPs).
e January 1, 2017 — DWR will post BMPs on its website.
¢ June 30, 2017 — Date by which local agencies in high- and medium-priority basins must form GSAs
that cover the entire basin in order to avoid potential intervention by the State Water Resources
Control Board.

At the Monterey County level:

Meetings of Monterey County’s Collaborative Work Group and Stakeholders continue to be held.
Monterey County intends to establish one or more Groundwater Sustainability Agencies for the portion
of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin that does not lie within the Adjudicated Seaside Basin by the
June 2017 DWR deadline for the establishment of GSAs.

Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) has filed a Notification with DWR that it wishes to serve as the
GSA for the portion of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin that lies within their service area, and
which does not lie within the Adjudicated Seaside Basin. This topic was discussed at the TAC’s
September meeting, and by briefly the Board at its October meeting. Followup email information that
was sent to the Board on this topic is attached. The Board intends to agendize this topic for a more in-
depth discussion at its next meeting.

ATTACHMENTS: Email information provided to Board members
RECOMMENDED None required — information only
ACTION:
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Watermaster Board Members:

At your October 5, 2016 there was a brief discussion under Agenda Item X.I.e, pertaining to Marina
Coast Water District’s (MCWD’s) Notification to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to become
a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. |
indicated it was my expectation that the Department of Water Resources would accept comments on that
Notification before making its determination on it. I have since been informed by DWR that there
actually is no “comment period” for Notifications. Rather, if, within 90 days after a Notification to
become a GSA is filed, no other entity applies to be the GSA for that same basin (or portion thereof)
then DWR approves the Notification and the filing entity becomes the exclusive GSA for that basin (or
portion thereof).

It appears that there only two other entities that might logically apply to become the GSA for the two
portions of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin for which MCWD is seeking to become the GSA (the
area north of, and the area northeast of, the adjudicated Seaside Basin). Those other entities are the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) and Monterey County.

MPWMD has formally notified DWR that it is opting out of being the GSA for either of those areas.
Thus far Monterey County has not filed an application to become the GSA of either of those areas, but
has not notified DWR that it is opting out. Iinquired as to the County’s intentions in this regard, but
have not yet received a response.

So in summary, while the Watermaster Board can certainly agendize this topic for discussion at its next
meeting, there is no opportunity to submit comments to DWR on MCWD’s Notification. It appears that
at most the Watermaster could ask the County to submit a GSA Notification to DWR for either or both
of these same two areas, and that would apparently lead DWR to hold off on designating the GSAs until
the conflict between the two notifying entities is resolved.

In any event there is no immediate urgency in meeting to discuss this topic, since the 90-day period

before DWR will act on MCWD’s Notification will not run out until December 28, 2016. Therefore, this
topic can be placed on the Board’s agenda at either its November or its December meetings.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

* % * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 2.D

AGENDA TITLE: Progress Update on Salinas River Groundwater Basin Investigation Model
TAC

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

The Salinas River Groundwater Basin Investigation Model TAC held its most recent meeting on September 13,
2016. Below is a brief listing of issues which may be of interest to TAC members:

e The agricultural stakeholder meetings were held and more meetings are planned to get additional input and
data.

There was discussion about development of the hydrologic models that are being used and the data that
they have acquired to input into the models. The models are now 50% to 60% complete. Model testing is
ongoing. Calibration will begin in the near future - probably October or November. Much effort is being
put into getting accurate and reliable data, and this is proving to be time-consuming.

They will be running the Watermaster’s model for the Seaside Basin. The Seaside Basin is being excluded
from the water balance accounting and will not be included in the Salinas Valley Integrated Hydraulic
Model (SVIHM). It will use a general-head boundary approach based on measured water levels. It will
use our model’s findings to interface with the new SVIHM, so they will not be "remodeling" the
adjudicated Seaside Basin area that we have already modeled. The objective is to have the SVIHM and
the Watermaster’s model match as closely as possible along the boundary between the two models.

In the SVIHM model area about 90% of the pumping is agricultural and about 10% is
municipal/industrial.

The next Salinas River Groundwater Basin Investigation Model TAC meeting is scheduled for December

13, 2016.
ATTACHMENTS: None
RECOMMENDED None required — information only
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
* %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 3

AGENDA TITLE: Approve PSA for Martin Feeney and Initial RFSs for MPWMD,
HydroMetrics, and Martin Feeney for 2017

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: Attached are the proposed initial contracts for each of the Watermaster’s consultants that are
expected to work on M&MP activities during 2017. MPWMD and HydroMetrics are both currently working
under a master form of agreement with the Watermaster called a ‘“Professional Services Agreement” (PSA).
Mr. Feeney’s prior work for the Watermaster predated the use of the PSA, so a PSA for his 2016 (and potential
other future) work is attached to this agenda item. Actual work assignments are made through the issuance of
Requests for Service (RFS) under the umbrella language of the PSA. The attached RFSs constitute the
proposed initial 2017 work assignments for each of these consultants as follows:

e MPWMD REFS No. 2017-01 covering their anticipated 2017 M&MP tasks. The differences in the tasks
anticipated in 2017 compared to 2016 were discussed in a prior TAC meeting and were included in the
approved 2017 M&MP Work Plan. These tasks are similar to those in preceding years, and also include
performing work recommended in their WY 2016 Water Quality and Water Level Report (which is
contained in the Preliminary Draft 2016 Annual Report) and performing verification sampling of the
Ord Terrace Shallow Well as recommended in the 2016 SIAR.

e MPWMD RFS No. 2017-02 covering their obtaining water quality and water level data from private
producers who ask the Watermaster collect this data for them. The costs for this work are reimbursed by the
private producers, and there is no net cost to the Watermaster for work performed under this RFS.

e HydroMetrics RFS No. 2017-01 covering their providing general hydrogeologic consulting services and
for providing assistance in preparing documents that the Watermaster will need to submit to fulfill its
reporting requirements under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

¢ HydroMetrics RFS No. 2017-02 covering their preparing the 2017 STAR.

e Martin Feeney PSA and RFS No. 2017-01 covering his performing induction logging of certain of the
Watermaster’s monitoring wells and providing that data as well as water quality data to MPWMD for their
use in preparing the 2017 Water Quality and Water Level Report.

These consultants have reviewed the cost and scope details of these proposed contracts and their input has been
included in the attached versions of the contracts.

If requested by the TAC, I will develop additional RFSs for HydroMetrics during 2017 to perform further
groundwater modeling or other work.

These contracts are on today’s TAC meeting agenda to provide the TAC with the opportunity to raise questions
or make suggestions for changes to the scopes-of-work or costs, before they are presented to the Board for
approval at the Board’s December 7, 2016 meeting, to ensure the contacts can be in effect at the start of 2017.

ATTACHMENTS: 6 - Proposed Consultant Contracts for FY 2017 (2 RFSs — HydroMetrics, 2
RFSs - MPWMD, 1 PSA and 1 RFS — Martin Feeney)

RECOMMENDED Discuss and either modify or approve the proposed contracts

ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

* %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 4

AGENDA TITLE: Discuss and Provide Input on the 2016 Seawater Intrusion Analysis
Report (SIAR)

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

HydroMetrics has completed preparing the Draft Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report (SIAR) for Water
Year 2015-2016 and the Executive Summary, which contains conclusions and recommendations, is
attached. The complete Draft SIAR is lengthy, so rather than including it in this agenda packet it has
been posted on the Watermaster’s website so TAC members wishing to review the entire document can
do so.

The SIAR examines the “health” of the Basin with regard to whether or not there are any indications that
seawater intrusion is either occurring or is imminent. Previous SIARs have stated that depressed
groundwater levels, continued pumping in excess of recharge and fresh water inflows, and
ongoing seawater intrusion in the nearby Salinas Valley all suggest that seawater intrusion could
occur in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. In spite of these factors, the previous SIARs stated that
neither the Piper nor the Stiff Diagrams nor any of the other parameters indicated the presence of
seawater intrusion in the existing monitoring wells. However, this year for the first time HydroMetrics
has reported that the potential onset of seawater intrusion has been detected in some of the coastal
monitoring wells.

The Draft 2016 SIAR contains a number of recommendations pertaining to this finding, as well as other
recommendations pertaining to other basin management issues. These are contained in the attachment to
this agenda item. The first of the recommendations, to perform verification water quality sampling and
analysis for Sentinel Well SBWM-2, Sentinel Well SBWM-4, and the Ord Terrace Shallow Monitoring
Well, has been added to the scope of work and costs for the Martin Feeney and MPWMD RFSs for 2017.
Those RFSs were discussed under Agenda Item No. 3. From discussions with Mr. Feeney, who will be
the contractor that will obtain and analyze the verification samples from the two Sentinel Wells, the
verification sampling of those wells will be performed in early January 2017 in conjunction with the 2™
Quarter sampling and induction logging event. From discussions with Mr. Lear of MPWMD, who will
be the contractor that will obtain and analyze the verification sample from the Ord Terrace Wells, the
verification sampling of that well will be performed as soon as possible, probably before the end of 2016.

A representative from HydroMetrics will participate in today’s TAC meeting via telephone to provide an
oral summary of the report and to respond to questions by TAC members.

ATTACHMENTS: Executive Summary from the Draft 2016 SIAR
RECOMMENDED Discuss and either modify or approve the Draft SIAR and forward the
ACTION: document to the Board with the TAC’s recommendation for approval
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Executive Summary

This annual report addresses the potential for, and extent of, seawater intrusion in the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. Continued pumping in excess of recharge and fresh water inflows, coastal
groundwater levels well below sea level, and ongoing seawater intrusion in the nearby Salinas Valley all
suggest that seawater intrusion could occur in the Seaside Groundwater Basin.

Up until this water year, seawater intrusion has not been observed in existing monitoring and production
wells in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. However, this year for the first time two of the Watermaster’s
sentinel wells show indications that seawater intrusion may be starting to occur. From the most recent
samples taken in late July 2016 the following has been observed:

Water samples for sentinel wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) experienced a shift in
water chemistry that plots closer to seawater on Piper diagrams than historical samples.

Stiff diagrams for sentinel wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) show a chloride spike
somewhat similar to Stiff diagrams of seawater intruded wells in the Salinas Valley.

July 2016 chloride concentrations in sentinel wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) are
at 336 and 284 mg/L respectively. This is an increase of 270 mg/L for sentinel well SBWM-2
(1,470 ft) over the past year and 26 mg/L for sentinel well SBWM-4 (900 ft) from February to
July 2016.

The sodium/chloride molar ratios of both SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) have
dropped, and are below 0.86.

The deep aquifer maps of chloride concentrations in the basin show that higher chloride
concentrations are being observed in the sentinel wells along the coast.

Groundwater elevations in sentinel wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) are at
historical lows.

In addition to the above, the following groundwater level and production data suggest that conditions in
the basin continue to provide a potential for seawater intrusion:

Northern Coastal subarea groundwater levels in the deep aquifer remain below sea level (Error!
Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.). The 4™ quarter deep
aquifer groundwater levels along the coast are in some cases greater than 30 feet below sea level
and are at historical lows.

Groundwater levels remain below protective elevations in all deep target monitoring wells (MSC
deep, PCA-W, and sentinel well SBWM-3). Two of the three shallow wells’ groundwater levels
are above protective elevations: PCA-W shallow and CDM-MW4. The MSC shallow well
remains below protective elevations.

Groundwater production in the Seaside Groundwater Basin for Water Year 2016 was 2,913.5
acre-feet, which is 848.5 acre-feet less than Water Year 2015. This amount is less than the
Court-mandated operating yield of 3,920 acre-feet per year that is required between October 1,
2014 and September 30, 2017, and the current safe yield of 3,000 acre-feet. Although pumping
in Water Year 2016 was below the current safe yield, many groundwater elevations in deep
monitoring wells continue to decline. It seems likely that the long-term effects of pumping over
the safe yield and the dry climatic conditions of the past five years have a greater impact on
groundwater levels than one year of reduced pumping,

These analyses included in the SIAR do not show evidence of seawater intrusion:
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Maps of chloride concentrations for the shallow aquifer do not show chlorides increasing towards
the coast.

Induction logging data at the coastal sentinel wells do not indicate changes indicative of seawater
intrusion.

Other than the sentinel wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft) samples, no other
monitoring or production wells in the basin have water quality that is indicative of seawater
intrusion.

Groundwater levels in the Laguna Seca subarea are continuing to decline at the same rate since
2001 despite triennial reductions in allowable pumping. The shallow groundwater levels are
declining at a rate of approximately 0.6 feet per year, while the deep groundwater levels in the
eastern portion of the subarea are declining at a much faster rate of between two and three feet
per year. The cause of this decline is due in part to the safe yield of the subarea being incorrect
and in part due to the influence of wells to the east of the groundwater basin. The rate of decline
in groundwater levels in the western portion of the subarea is between one and two feet per year.

Based on the findings of this report, the following recommendations should be implemented to continue
to monitor and track potential seawater intrusion, and to verify recent results in sentinel wells SBWM-2
and SBWM-4.

1. Verification Water Quality Sampling and Analysis for Sentinel Well SBWM-2, Sentinel Well
SBWM-4, and the Ord Terrace Shallow Monitoring Well
Multiple lines of evidence indicate that incipient seawater intrusion may be occurring at sentinel
wells SBWM-2 (1,470 ft) and SBWM-4 (900 ft). Additionally, increasing chlorides have been
observed at the Ord Terrace Shallow well; although other geochemical evidence suggests this may
not be incipient seawater intrusion. In accordance with the Watermaster’s Seawater Intrusion
Response Plan (SIRP), these wells should be resampled immediately to verify the changes.
Rel Isampling should include the full suite of major cations and anions, which will allow all of the
indicators used in this SIAR to be verified. Laboratory analyses should be conducted with an
expedited turnaround time.

2. Potentially Analyze Additional Water Quality Constituents for Seawater Intrusion

As outlined at the end of Section 2 of this SIAR, other water quality constituents may indicate the
presence of seawater intrusion. Contingent on the results of the verification sampling, Watermaster
should regularly sample for and analyze these additional water quality constituents: iodide, bromide,
boron, and barium in wells that indicate incipient seawater intrusion.

3. Increase Water Quality Sampling and Analysis for Sentinel Well SBWM-2

Currently sentinel wells SBWM-1 and SBWM-4 are sampled twice a year, in the 2" and 4" quarters.
If verification sampling shows the sentinel well SBWM-2 has elevated chloride concentrations, at the
very least this well should be sampled twice a year, in the 2" and 4" quarters.

4. Potentially Increase Water Quality Sampling and Analysis for Sentinel Well SBWM-2 and
SBWM-4

Contingent on the results of verification sampling, it may be necessary to increase the sampling
frequency of SBWM-2 and SBWM-4 to more frequent than twice a year. If indeed the chloride
concentrations at these wells is increasing rapidly, monthly sampling may be needed.

5. Potentially Implement Follow up Actions Outlined in the Seawater Intrusion Response Plan
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If verification sampling confirms that incipient seawater intrusion is occurring along the coast,
additional actions that are outlined in the SIRP will need to be implemented. These actions need not
be implemented if verification sampling does not indicate incipient seawater intrusion.

6. Install a Data Logger in the monitoring well, PCA West Shallow
The PCA West Shallow well is a coastal monitoring well that is an important part of the monitoring
system for the basin and is one of the wells used to monitor protective groundwater elevations.
Because of limited access to this well site, groundwater levels were not measured this water year. A
dedicated logger, like that installed in PCA West Deep, at this well will continuously record
groundwater levels much more reliably.

7. Continue to Document Declining Groundwater Levels in the Laguna Seca Subarea
Although this recommendation is not one that is related to seawater intrusion because of the inland
location of the wells, it is important for the sustainability of the groundwater basin. The state of
groundwater levels in monitoring wells in the Laguna Seca subarea needs to be reported at least
annually to the Watermaster. The current rate of decline, particularly in the eastern portion of the
subarea, is not acceptable. For the sustainability of the subarea, the Watermaster should consider
options in the next water year to address the situation.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

# %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 5

AGENDA TITLE: Discuss and Provide Input on the Preliminary Draft Watermaster 2016
Annual Report

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

The Watermaster submits an Annual Report to the Court after the end of each Water Year to fulfill one of
its obligations under the Court Decision that created the Watermaster.

A Preliminary Draft Annual Report for 2016 is being presented to the TAC for its review and input, in as
complete a form as it can be as of today’s TAC meeting. Due to its large file size, a complete copy of the
Preliminary Draft 2016 Annual Report cannot be included with the agenda packet. However, a copy of
the body of the Preliminary Draft is attached. A copy of the complete Preliminary Draft Annual Report is
posted on the Watermaster’s website for anyone that would like to examine the entire document.

At today’s meeting I will review with the TAC the principle components of the Preliminary Draft and
provide an opportunity for the TAC to raise questions, provide input, and provide suggested edits to the
document. A few items highlighted in yellow will be completed after the Board’s December meeting.

ATTACHMENTS: Preliminary Draft 2016 Annual Report (Body only)
RECOMMENDED Provide input to the Technical Program Manager regarding any edits to
ACTION: the Preliminary Draft Annual Report that the TAC wishes to propose
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

# %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

AGENDA ITEM: 6

AGENDA TITLE: Set Next Meeting Date

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

There is no TAC meeting business that needs to be conducted in December, so there will be no need
for a December TAC meeting.

I recommend that the next TAC meeting be held on Wednesday January 11, 2017.

ATTACHMENTS: None
RECOMMENDED Approve skipping having a TAC meeting in December and holding
ACTION: the next TAC meeting on January 11, 2017
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

# %% AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

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 2016.

There are a few things to note in this update:

1. There will be no December 2016 TAC meeting as there will be no TAC business that needs to
be conducted at that time. The next TAC meeting will be the 2™ Wednesday in January,
January 11, 2017.

2. The Board will meet on its normal meeting date of December 7 (1* Wednesday in December)
to approve a number of things including the Annual Report and the Initial Consultant Contracts
for 2017.

Also attached is the proposed Work Schedule for FY 2017.

1. Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2016
ATTACHMENTS: 2. Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2017
Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any
RECOMMENDED Corrections or Additions to the Schedule
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

* % * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: November 16, 2016

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 None required — information only
ACTION:
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