
 
 SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER 

REGULAR BOARD MEETING AGENDA 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 6, 2015 - 2:00 P.M. 

MEETING LOCATION 
MONTEREY REGIONAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 

BOARD ROOM, 5 HARRIS COURT, BUILDING “D” 
“RYAN RANCH” 

MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 
 

WATERMASTER BOARD  
Coastal Subarea Landowner – Director Paul Bruno, Chair 
City of Seaside – Mayor Ralph Rubio, Vice Chair 
California American Water – Director Eric Sabolsice 
City of Sand City – Mayor David Pendergrass 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District – Director Bob Brower 
Laguna Seca Subarea Landowner – Director Bob Costa 
City of Monterey – Councilmember Libby Downey  
City of Del Rey Oaks – Mayor Jerry Edelen  
Monterey County/Monterey County Water Resources Agency – Supervisor Dave Potter, District 5 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER           Page # 
  
II.        ROLL CALL  
   
III.      MINUTES 
 The minutes of the Regular Board meeting of December 3, 2014 are attached to this agenda.  The Board 

is requested to consider approving the minutes. ............................................................................................... 4 
 
IV.       REVIEW OF AGENDA 

 If there are any items that arose after the 72-hour posting deadline, a vote may be taken to add the item 
to the agenda pursuant to the requirements of Government Code Section 54954.2(b).  (A 2/3-majority 
vote is required). 
 

V.        PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
Oral communications is on each meeting agenda in order to provide members of the public an 
opportunity to address the Watermaster on matters within its jurisdiction.  Matters not appearing on the 
agenda will not receive action at this meeting but may be referred to the Watermaster Administrator or 
may be set for a future meeting.  Presentations will be limited to three minutes or as otherwise 
established by the Watermaster.  In order that the speaker may be identified in the minutes of the 
meeting, it is helpful if speakers would use the microphone and state their names.  Oral communications 
are now open. 
 

VI. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 A.  Consider Approval of Summary for Payments made during the months of December, 2014  
  through April, 2015 totaling $108,550.22.  ............................................................................................. 8 
 B.  Consider Approving Fiscal Year 2014 Financial Reports through December 31, 2014 and Fiscal 

Year 2015 through April 30, 2015.  ....................................................................................................... 12 
            C.  Consider Approving the Recommendation from the Technical Advisory Committee that No Further 

Work pertaining to Calibration of Production Well Meters be Performed at this time and that the 
$10,000 allocated for this work in Task 1.2a.2 of the Fiscal Year Management and Monitoring 
Program Budget be transferred to the Contingency Line Item in that Budget so it will be available 
for any unbudgeted work the Board may decide to undertake during the FY 
2015………………………. ..................................................................................................................... 17 

 



 
 

 

 D.  Consider Approving the Updated Declaration of NO Replenishment Water Available for 
WY2015… ................................................................................................................................................ 20 

 E.  Consider Approving the Recommendation of the Joint Meeting of the Watermaster Budget & 
Finance and Administrative Committees to set the Operating Yield Overproduction (OYO) 
Assessment Amount at 25% of the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) overproduction unit cost per AF, and 
approve the recalculation of the Replenishment Fund Assessments Retroactively since Watermaster 
Inception……………………………………………………………………………………………… .... 28 

 
VII.    ORAL PRESENTATION 
  None Scheduled 
 
VIII.   OLD BUSINESS 
  None 
   
IX.     NEW BUSINESS 
 
           A.  COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
                 1.  TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 
  
 a).  Peer Review of Groundwater Model and Laguna Seca Modeling Results ...................... 35 

  
 X.      INFORMATIONAL REPORTS (No Action Required)  
 

A.  Timeline Schedule of Milestone Dates (Critical date monitoring)  ..................................................... 74 
  B.  Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) minutes from February 11th, March 11th, and April 15th,    
                   2015 
meetings……………………………………………………………………………………… ................................... 75 
 C.  Reported Quarterly and Annual Water Production from the Seaside Groundwater Basin……….. ......... 91 
            
XI. DIRECTOR’S REPORTS 
 
XII. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMENTS 
 
XIII. NEXT BOARD MEETING DATE—June 3, 2015 (MRWPCA-Board Room) 2:00 PM.                 
 

  XIV.    ADJOURNMENT 
 
This agenda was forwarded via e-mail to the City Clerks of Seaside, Monterey, Sand City and Del Rey Oaks; the Clerk of the Monterey Board of Supervisors, the 
Clerk to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District; the Clerk at the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, Monterey Regional Water Pollution 
Control Agency and the California American Water Company for posting on May 1, 2015 per the Ralph M. Brown Act, Government Code Section 54954.2(a). 



 
 

ITEM NO. III. 
 

MINUTES 
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REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (Watermaster) 

December 3, 2014 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER – Chair Bruno called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
Coastal Subarea Landowner – Director Paul Bruno, Chair  
California American Water (CAW) – Director Eric Sabolsice 
City of Seaside – Mayor Ralph Rubio 
City of Monterey – Director Libbey Downey (Alternate) 
Laguna Seca Subarea Landowner – Director Bob Costa 
City of Sand City – Mayor David Pendergrass 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District – Director Robert Brower 
 
Absent:  City of Del Rey Oaks – Mayor Jerry Edelen  
Monterey County/Monterey County Water Resources Agency – Supervisor Dave Potter 

 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
It was moved by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Director Sabolsice, and carried to approve the 
minutes of the Watermaster Regular and Special Meetings held October 1, 2014 with 
corrections to the Special Meeting minutes as noted. Director Downey abstained having not 
attended the meeting. 

 
IV. REVIEW OF AGENDA 

There were no requested changes to the agenda. 
 

V. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   
George Riley, Public Water Now, stated his organization is informing the public of the arrangement 
between the County and CAW for payment of $3.4 million in debt the County incurred for the defunct 
Regional Water Project.    

 
VI. CONSENT CALENDAR  

A. Consider Approval of Summary for Payments made from October 1 through November 30, 2014 
totaling $25,645.00  

B. Consider Approving Fiscal Year 2014 Financial Reports through November 30, 2014 
     

Moved by Director Brower, seconded by Mayor Rubio, and unanimously carried, to approve 
the consent calendar as presented. 

 
VII. ORAL PRESENTATION - None 

 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS  

A. The board reviewed the proposed cost of $20,000 - $25,000 for Mr. Russ McGlothin of the law 
firm Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, and Schreck to file a tri-part motion to update the Court on: 
community needs and management of collective resources with respect to Monterey Peninsula 
water supply matters; seeking relief from the triennial reduction effective October 1, 2014; and the 
results of the initial report on Laguna Seca Subarea modeling. The Budget and Finance Committee 
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met on November 6th

 

 and recommended that, if the board chooses to pursue retaining legal 
counsel, an adjustment be made to the Administrative Fund budget and an additional assessment 
be levied on appropriate parties to cover the cost. Moreover, the Committee had informal 
discussion regarding whether Replenishment Assessment penalties have been correctly calculated 
and suggested Watermaster not approach the Court for a stay of triennial reduction in pumping 
effective October 1, 2014 until it is determined to what degree penalties are incurred, if at all, 
using the current or an alternative method of calculation.  Staff estimated approximately a month 
was needed to arrange meetings to assess calculation protocols. Lori Girard, legal counsel for 
CAW suggested the board consider approving the Administrative Fund budget adjustment at 
today’s meeting and plan for legal counsel to file a motion updating the Court next year. 

Moved by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Mayor Pendergrass, and unanimously carried to 
approve an Administrative Fund budget adjustment for the retention of legal services by 
Watermaster at a cost of $25,000 with an assessment levied on CAW, City of Seaside, and 
City of Sand City at 83%, 14.4% and 2.6% respectively, to fund the increase. 
 

IX. NEW BUSINESS  
A.  COMMITTEE REPORTS 

1.  TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 
a.  The Executive Summary of the 2014 Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report (SIAR) is 

included in the Board agenda packet. The complete SIAR is posted on the Watermaster 
website at http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org. Georgina King of Hydrometrics 
Water Resources, Inc. joined the meeting by teleconference and gave an overview of the 
proposed SIAR with Technical Project Manager Robert Jaques presenting slides in 
conjunction for the board.  

 
Moved by Director Sabolsice, seconded by Director Costa, and unanimously carried 
to approve the 2014 Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report as presented. 

 
b.  Technical Project Manager, Robert Jaques highlighted the proposed amendment 

adding $1,000 to the MPWMD RFS No. 2015-01 for performance of additional 
water quality monitoring of a well with high chloride level readings. The transfer 
of $1,000 from the Monitoring and Management Contingency line item to 
MPWMD RFS No. 2015-01 would fund the amendment.  

 
Moved by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Director Sabolsice, and unanimously carried 
to approve an amendment to the MPWMD RFS No. 2015-01 allocating $1,000 from 
the 2015 Monitoring and Management Contingency Fund for performance of 
additional water quality monitoring. 

 
c.  Technical Project Manager, Robert Jaques presented the Professional Services 

Agreement (PSA) and Request for Services No. 2014-01 with Todd Groundwater 
to perform a peer review of groundwater modeling work performed by 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. with a cost not to exceed $25,420.00. Mr. 
Gus Yates of Todd Groundwater joined the meeting by teleconference and gave 
an overview of the proposed peer review scope with Technical Project Manager 
Robert Jaques presenting slides in conjunction for the board. Director Bruno 
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requested and Mr. Yates consented, to strive to perform the peer review in 
approximately 10 weeks instead of the noted 15 weeks.  

 
Moved by Director Brower, seconded by Mayor Rubio, and unanimously 
carried to approve the Professional Services Agreement and RFS No. 2014-01 
with Todd Groundwater for a cost not to exceed $25,420, expended from the 
2014 Contingency Fund. 

 
B. Availability of Artificial Replenishment Water (Water Year 2015 Allocations included)  
 

Moved by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Director Brower, and unanimously carried to 
approve the Declaration of No Artificial Replenishment Water Available for Water 
Year 2015. 

 
C.  Technical Project Manager, Robert Jaques presented the proposed body of the Watermaster 

Annual Report for Water Year 2014 reflecting input from the TAC. The complete draft version is 
posted on the Watermaster website at http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org. Lori Girard, 
CAW legal counsel, addressed the board highlighting edits submitted by CAW that were 
approved by City of Seaside Attorney Russ McGlothlin. The section C. edit altered by 
Watermaster staff was not reflective of what CAW had intended and was not what had been 
approved by Mr. McGlothlin; Director Bruno suggested wording “552.38 acre-feet was delivered 
to City of Seaside by Marina Coast Water District, 540 acre-feet of which City of Seaside was 
given credit as in-lieu replenishment under the In-lieu Replenishment Program.”  

 
Moved by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Director Costa, and unanimously carried to 
approve the Annual Report to Court for Water Year 2014 with the edits presented 
and the rewording of Section C as noted by Director Bruno. 

 
X. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS (No Action Required) 

A. Timeline Schedule of Milestone Dates (Critical date monitoring) 
B. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting minutes from November 12, 2014 meeting. 

 
XI. DIRECTORS’ REPORTS – None 

 
XII. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMENTS – Next TAC meeting will be held January 14, 2015. 

 
XIII. NEXT MEETING DATE – The next meeting of the Watermaster board will be held January 

7, 2015 at the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) Board meeting 
room at 5 Harris Court, Building "D" on Ryan Ranch in Monterey at 2:00 p.m.  
 

XIV. There being no further business, Chair Bruno adjourned the meeting at 3:12 p.m.          
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ITEM VI.A. 
                                      5-6-2015     

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO:           Board of Directors 

 
FROM:        Dewey D Evans, CEO 

 
DATE:         May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT:  Summary of Payments Authorized to be paid during the months of December 1, 2014 
through April 30, 2015 
 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To advise the Board of payments authorized to be paid during the months of December 1, 2014 
through April 30, 2015 totaling $108,550.22. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Consider approving the payment of bills submitted and authorized to be paid during the months of 
December 1, 2014 through April 30, 2015.  
 
COMMENTS and FISCAL IMPACT: 
 

DECEMBER, 2014 
 

DDEvans Consulting (Professional Services Agreement—CEO)— November 24, 2014 through 
December 26, 2014 worked on Watermaster business a total of 59.0 hours at $100.00 per hour or 
$5,900.00.  Responded to telephone inquiries, e-mail, and other correspondence as needed regarding 
the Seaside Basin.  Received and reviewed water production and water level reports. Worked on 
December 3, 2014 Board meeting agenda and agenda packet; sent out posting notice for Board 
meeting; sent out December 3rd  packet to Board and others as appropriate.  Attended and participated 
in December 3, 2014 Board meeting and did follow-up action after meeting.  Prepared billings for 
delivery to City of Seaside for payment; worked on Annual Report to the Court that must be submitted 
to the Court on or before December 15, 2014.  Discussed Replenishment Assessment with Paul Bruno  
and the need to have a joint meeting of the Budget and Finance Committee and the Administrative 
Committee; Canceled the January 7, 2015 Board meeting.  Sent out production report notices to all 
producers.  
 
Robert “Bob” Jaques (Technical Program Manager)—November 23, 2014 through December 30, 
2014 worked on Watermaster business a total of 15.0 hours at $100.00 per hour or $1,500.00.  
Responded to email, telephone inquiries and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster issues.  
Prepared Board meeting agenda items and delivered same to Watermaster office; attended Board 
meeting and made follow-up actions as necessary.  Worked on Annual Report for delivery to the Court 
on or before December 15, 2014;  Signed and deliver to Watermaster Office the RFS’s for Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District; Worked on consultant contracts; signed and delivered to 
Watermaster Office the Todd Groundwater PSA and RFS for Peer Review. 

8



 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc.—Two invoices were submitted for payment totaling 
$13,413.67  The first invoice of $11,832.50 was for 80.5 hours of work on the 2014 SIAR .  The 
second invoice of $1,581.17 was for 7.25 hours of work preparing for and attending the August 6, 
2014 Board meeting and the follow-up from the meeting, plus expenses for travel 
 
Paxton Imaging--Hosting Watermaster website for months of November and December, 2014--
$400.00. 
 

Total for December, 2014                                            $21,213.67 
 
                                                      

JANUARY, 2015 
 

DDEvans Consulting (Professional Services Agreement—(CEO)—December 29, 2014 through 
January 26, 2015 worked on Watermaster business a total of 40.0 hours at $100.00 per hour or 
$4,000.00.  Responded to telephone inquiries, email, and other correspondence as needed regarding 
the Seaside Basin.  Received and reviewed water production and water level reports.  Scheduled and 
prepared January 7, 2015 combined administrative and budget and finance committees meeting 
agenda.  Sent out Board meeting January 7, 2015 cancellation notice; sent out documents for joint 
meeting of committees.  Attended and participated in joint committee meeting on January 7, 2015.  
Took checks received from California American Water to City of Seaside; received Cal Am Storage 
and Recovery Agreement for TAC and Board meeting agenda.  Sent out Board cancellation notice for 
February 4th meeting. 
 
Robert “Bob” Jaques (Technical Program Manager)—December 31, 2014 through January 28, 2015 
worked on Watermaster business a total of 23.5 hours at $100.00 or $2,350.00.  Responded to email, 
telephone inquiries and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster issues.  Prepared for and 
attended joint committees meeting at Seaside City Hall.  Worked on TAC agenda packet;  Prepared for 
and participated in Peer review meeting with consultants via telephone conference line; site visit with 
MPWMD and CalAm to Pasadera and York School wells. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc.—One invoice was received totaling $873.77; The invoice was 
for 4.5 hours working on WY 2014 SIAR report and to cover the reimbursable expenses of sending 10 
copies of the WY 2014 SIAR to Bob Jaques. 
 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD)—Two invoices were submitted for 
payment totaling $37,506.33.  The first invoice number RFS 2014-01.02 for $35,190.33 covered 
performing certain tasks contained within the Watermaster’s Monitoring and Management Plan for 
2014.  Labor costs amounting to $15,243.00 covering 165 hours of time spent on M&MP for 2014.  
Direct costs for water quality smpling equipment, lab work, induction logging, retrofit, etc. amounting 
to $19,947.33.  The second invoice for $2,316.00 was for approximately 18.0 hours of work 
performing water level and water quality data collection and laboratory analysis. 
 

     Total for January, 2015                                    $43,880.10 
 

FEBRUARY, 2015 
 

DDEvans Consulting (Professional Services Agreement—CEO)—January 27, 2015 through February 
28, 2015 worked on Watermaster business a total of 47.0 hours at $100.00 per hour or $4,700.00.  
Responded to telephone inquiries, email and other correspondence as needed regarding  the Seaside 
Basin.  Received and reviewed water production and water level reports.  Reviewed and discussed 
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CalAm request for amendment to storage and recovery agreement.  Received and reviewed TAC 
meeting agenda items; discussed with Russ McGlothlin court hearing agreement.  Sent message to 
Laura Dadiw, Bob Jaques and Libby Downey regarding orientation meeting; sent out revised 
documents regarding telephone meeting with Russ McGlothlin; had telephone conference call with 
Russ McGlothlin, Lori Girard, Bob J. and Laura D..  Tried to set up a orientation meeting with Todd 
Bodem at City of Sand City; meeting later cancelled for lack of meeting space; sent out Board 
cancellation notice for March 4th meeting.  Sent email to Russ McGlothlin regarding documents that 
must be signed and returned to Russ ASAP.  
 
Robert “Bob” Jaques (Technical Program Manager)—January 29, 2015 through March 1, 2015 
worked on Watermaster business a total of 31.5 hours at $100.00 per hour or 3,150.00.  Responded to 
email, telephone inquiries and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster issues.  Worked on 
TAC agenda packet, prepared for and attended TAC meeting on February 11, 2015; attended post-
TAC meeting with H. Franklin of MCWRA met with CEO at Watermaster office on TAC related 
issues.  Met at Watermaster office with Laura D. and Dewey E. and had conference call with Russ 
McGlothlin on contract agreement issues; delivered Todd Groundwater invoice to Watermaster office 
for processing for payment; had a conversation with D. Williams of HydroMetrics regarding Laguna 
Seca modeling issues. 
 
TODD Groundwater—An invoice was received for $4,048.37 that covered 8.25 hours of 
professional services in connection with groundwater modeling peer review and covered outside 
consultants charges totaling $2,526.25. 
 
Paxton Imaging—Two months of hosting Unix Server for the months of January and February, 2015 
at $200.00 a month for a total of $400.00. 
 
     Total for February, 2015    $13,148.37 
 

 
MARCH, 2015 

 
DDEvans Consulting (Professional Services Agreement –CEO)—March 1, 2015 through March 27, 
2015 worked on Watermaster business a total of 41.5 hours at $100.00 per hour or $4,150.00.  
Responded to telephone inquiries, email and other correspondence as needed regarding the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin.  Received and reviewed water production and water level reports. Cancelled 
Special Orientation Meeting with Libby Downey and staff;  had discussions with Russ McGlothlin and  
Dave Sweigert.  Prepared bills and received a check from CalAm for $58,100.00 and delivered bills to 
be paid and check from CalAm to the City of Seaside.  Worked on Board meeting packet; discussed 
3/11/2015 TAC meeting with Bob Jaques.  Sent out water production and water level notice to 
producers; sent out notice for agenda items to Board and other interested parties.  Discussions with 
Paul Bruno and Bob Jaques regarding TAC meeting agenda.  Discussed cancelling April 1, 2015 
Board meeting with Paul Bruno and sending out newsletter to all parties; Prepared and sent out 
newsletter to Board and other interested parties. 
 
Robert “Bob” Jaques  (Technical Program Manager)—March 2, 2015 through March 31, 2015 
worked on Watermaster business a total of 29.0 hours at $100.00 per hour or $2,900.00.    Responded 
to email, telephone inquiries and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster issues.  Worked on 
TAC agenda packet, prepared and attended TAC meeting on March 11, 2015; worked on preparing 
TAC meeting minutes. Had teleconference meeting with Gus Yates and D. Williams regarding Peer 
Review report; Review/Approved Todd Groundwater invoice and delivered to Watermaster office. 
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TODD Groundwater—An invoice was received for $3,915.00 that covered 13.75 hours of 
professional services in connection with groundwater modeling peer review and covered outside 
consultants charges totaling $1,395.00. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc.—One invoice was received totaling $676.25; The invoice was 
for 3.25 hours working on 2015 general consulting working on questions raised regarding the Laguna 
Seca Subarea Basin and Eric Robinson’s letter regarding the safe yield estimates in the Yates report of 
(2002); and participating in a telephone call with Derrik Williams, Bob Jaques and Eric Robinson’s 
letter. 
 
     Total for March, 2015    $11,641.25
   
 

APRIL, 2015 
 

DDEvans Consulting  (Professional Services Agreement—CEO—March 30, 2015 through April 25, 
2015 worked on Watermaster business a total of 36.5 hours at $100.00 or $3,650.00.  Responded to 
telephone inquiries, email, and other correspondence as needed regarding the Seaside Basin.  Received 
and reviewed water production and water level reports.  Prepared time log and invoices; Prepared bills 
for payment and delivered bills and requests for payment to City of Seaside.  Reviewed TAC agenda 
packet and discussed same with Bob Jaques.  Worked on May 6, 2015 Board agenda packet; prepared 
agenda transmittals for Board agenda.  Sent out request for agenda items for May 6, 2015 Board 
meeting. 
 
Robert “Bob” Jaques (Technical Program Manager)—April 1, 2015 through April 25, 2015 worked 
on Watermaster business a total of 29.0 hours at $100. 00 per hour or $2,900.00.  Responded to email, 
telephone inquiries and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster issues.  Worked on TAC 
agenda transmittals; and Board agenda items.  Prepared and attended TAC meeting on April 15th; 
prepared and distributed TAC meeting minutes; delivered Todd Groundwater invoice to WM office . 
 
TODD Groundwater—Two invoices were received totaling $11,794.33; The first invoice which was 
dated January 8, 2015 for $3,749.33 was misplaced and not processed until now was for 20.0 hours of 
professional services in connection with groundwater modeling peer review.  The second invoice 
totaling $8,045.00 was for 50 hours of professional services in connection with the groundwater 
modeling peer review; 11 hours of drafting, GIS and Support services, administrative secretarial 
support and some $2,667.50 for outside consultants. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc.—One invoice was received totaling $322.50;  The invoice was 
for 1.5 hours of work attending the March 11, 2015 TAC meeting by telephone. 
 
       Total for April, 2015    $18,666.83 
 
  Grand Total for December 1, 2014 Through April 30, 2015             $108,550.22
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VI.B.
5/6/2015

2014 Adopted 
Budget

Contract 
Amount

Year to Date 
Revenue / 
Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Dedicated Reserve 19,000.00        19,000.00    
FY (Rollover) -                   -               
Admin Assessments 66,000.00        66,000.00    

Available 85,000.00        85,000.00    

Expenses
Contract Staff 60,000.00        60,000.00         58,100.00    
Legal Advisor -                   -                    -               

Total Expenses 60,000.00        60,000.00         58,100.00    

Total Available 25,000.00        

Dedicated Reserve 25,000.00        

Net Available -                   

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
 Budget vs. Actual Administrative Fund

 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2014)
Balance through December 31, 2014
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VI.B.
5/6/2015

2014 Adopted 
Budget

Contract 
Encumbrance

Year to Date 
Revenue/Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Operations Fund Assessment -$                          -$                           -$                          
FY 2013 Rollover 356,385.00               -                             359,133.53               

Total Available 356,385.00$             -$                           359,133.53$             

Appropriations & Expenses
GENERAL

Technical Project Manager 60,000.00$               60,000.00$                33,871.42$               
Contingency @ 20% (not including TPM ) 38,120.00                  25,420.00$                25,420.00                 

Total General 98,120.00$               85,420.00$                59,291.42$               

CONSULTANTS (Hydrometrics; Web Site Database)
Program Administration 10,100.00$               
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 3,900.00                    
Basin Management Action Plan 80,000.00                  
Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 27,750.00                  25,750.00                  17,877.52                 

Total Consultants 121,750.00$             39,350.00$                45,427.26$               

MPWMD
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 66,186.00$               62,238.00                  59,900.33                 
Basin Management -                             3,948.00                    -                            
Seawater Intrusion 2,664.00                    2,664.00                    1,776.00                   
Direct Costs -                             -                             -                            

Total MPWMD 68,850.00$               68,850.00$                61,676.33$               

Reserve -                            
Transfer Out to Capital Fund -                            

Total Appropriations & Expenses 288,720.00$             193,620.00$              166,395.01$             

Total Available 67,665.00                  192,738.52               

Footnote 1: The $5,154 contract with MPWMD for data collection services consists of pass through expenditures paid by 
producers and is not budgeted. For 2014 $3,099 has been collected from producers, and MPWMD has invoiced $3,621 for 
services rendered through June 2014.

                                                Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
                           Budget vs. Actual Monitoring & Management - Operations Fund

 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2014)
Balance through December 31, 2014

13,600.00$                27,549.74$               
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VI.B
5/6/2015

2015 Adopted 
Budget

Contract 
Amount

Year to Date 
Revenue / 
Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Dedicated Reserve 12,000.00        12,000.00    
FY (Rollover) -                   -               
Admin Assessments 95,000.00        95,000.00    

Available 107,000.00      107,000.00  

Expenses
Contract Staff 60,000.00        60,000.00         15,637.50    
Legal Advisor 25,000.00        -                    -               

Total Expenses 85,000.00        60,000.00         15,637.50    

Total Available 22,000.00        

Dedicated Reserve 22,000.00        

Net Available -                   

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
 Budget vs. Actual Administrative Fund

 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2015)
Balance through April 30, 2015
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VI.B.
5/6/2015

2015 Adopted 
Budget

Contract 
Encumbrance

Year to Date 
Revenue/Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Operations Fund Assessment 233,454.00$             -$                           233,454.00$             
FY 2014 Rollover 207,000.00               -                             207,000.00               

Total Available 440,454.00$             -$                           440,454.00$             

Appropriations & Expenses
GENERAL

Technical Project Manager 60,000.00$               60,000.00$                12,150.00$               
Contingency @ 20% (not including TPM ) 42,242.00                  -$                           -                            

Total General 102,242.00$             60,000.00$                12,150.00$               

CONSULTANTS (Hydrometrics; Web Site Database)
Program Administration 10,100.00$               
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 3,900.00                    
Basin Management Action Plan 85,000.00                  
Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 25,750.00                  25,750.00                  -                            

Total Consultants 124,750.00$             37,350.00$                2,261.25$                 

MPWMD
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 83,534.00$               77,462.00                  -                            
Basin Management -                             -                            
Seawater Intrusion 2,928.00                    2,928.00                    -                            
Direct Costs -                             -                             -                            

Total MPWMD 86,462.00$               80,390.00$                -$                          

Reserve -                            
Transfer Out to Capital Fund -                            

Total Appropriations & Expenses 313,454.00$             177,740.00$              14,411.25$               

Total Available 127,000.00               426,042.75               

Footnote 1: The $4,788 contract with MPWMD for data collection services consists of pass through expenditures paid by 
producers and is not budgeted. For 2015 -- $0.00 -- has been collected from producers, and MPWMD has not yet invoiced 
for services rendered in 2015.

                                                Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
                           Budget vs. Actual Monitoring & Management - Operations Fund

 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2015)
Balance through April 30, 2015

11,600.00$                2,261.25$                 

15



ITEM VI.B.
5/6/2015

Replenishment Fund 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Estimated 
Totals WY 2006 
Through 2014

Proposed 
Budget         

WY 2015 

Projected 
Totals Through 

WY 2015
Assessments: WY 05/06 WY 06/07 WY 07/08 WY 08/09 WY 09/10 WY 10/11 WY 11/12 WY 12/13 WY 13/14 WY 14/15
Unit Cost: $1,132 $1,132 $2,485 $3,040 $2,780 $2,780 $2,780 $2,780 $2,702 $2,702 

-$                  1,641,004$    4,206,475$       (2,900,435)$   (2,868,685)$   (3,850,964)$   (6,088,909)$   (8,919,379)$      (6,538,537)$     (3,747,999)$     
Cal-Am Water Production 3710.0 AF 4059.9 AF 3862.9 AF 2966.0 AF 3713.5 AF 3416.0 AF 3070.9 AF 3076.6 AF 3232.1 AF

Exceeding Natural Safe Yield 
Considering Alternative Producers       2,106,652       2,484,533          5,164,969        3,773,464        4,112,933        3,187,854        1,661,090          1,656,612          1,666,493  $      25,814,601          1,700,000 27,514,601$      
Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment -                               80,938               34,045                      -                      -                      -           619,853             724,229          1,124,046            2,583,112             700,000 3,283,112          

 $   2,106,652  $   2,565,471  $      5,199,014  $    3,773,464  $    4,112,933  $    3,187,854  $    2,280,943  $       2,380,842  $      2,790,539  $      28,397,713  $      2,400,000  $     30,797,713 

CAW Credit Against Assessment (465,648)       (12,305,924)     (3,741,714)$   (5,095,213)     (5,425,799)     (5,111,413)     -                       -                       (32,145,711)       (5,000,000)       (37,145,711)       

CAW Unpaid Balance 1,641,004$   4,206,475$   (2,900,435)       (2,868,685)$   (3,850,964)$   (6,088,909)$   (8,919,379)$   (6,538,537)$     (3,747,999)$     (3,747,999)$       (6,347,999)$     (6,347,999)$      

City of Seaside Balance Forward -$                  230,671$       413,454$          1,106,116$     1,737,569$     988,414$        (13,109)$        (678,596)$         (1,507,666)$     (2,824,337)$     
City of Seaside Municipal Production 332.0 AF 387.7 AF 294.3 AF 293.4 AF 282.9 AF 240.7 AF 233.7 AF 257.7 AF 223.6 AF

Exceeding Natural Safe Yield 
Considering Alternative Producers          169,200          173,739             385,642           399,211           231,961           141,335           156,752             128,755             129,523  $        1,916,119             150,000 2,066,119$        
Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment            50,487                 340               16,898             66,090             82,761                      -               6,757             108,026               12,886               344,245                        - 344,245             

Total Municipal          219,687          174,079             402,540           465,300           314,721           141,335           163,509             236,782             142,410            2,260,363             150,000           2,410,363 

City of Seaside - Golf Courses
Exceeding Natural Safe Yield - 
Alternative Producer                     -                     -             131,705             69,701                      -                      -                      -                         -                        -               201,406                        - 201,406             
Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment                     -                     -             131,705             69,701                      -                      -                      -                         -                        -               201,406                        - 201,406             

Total Golf Courses                     -                     -             263,410           139,402                      -                      -                      -                         -                        -               402,812                        -              402,812 

Total City of Seaside*  $      219,687  $      174,079  $         665,950  $       604,702  $       314,721  $       141,335  $       163,509  $         236,782  $         142,410  $        2,663,175  $         150,000  $       2,813,175 
City of Seaside Late Payment 5%            10,984              8,704               26,712             26,750             15,737                 88,887                88,887 

In-lieu Credit Against Assessment -                    -                       -$                   (1,079,613)     (1,142,858)     (828,996)        (1,065,852)        (1,459,080)                 (5,576,399) (1,000,000)       (6,576,399)         
City of Seaside Unpaid Balance 230,671$      413,454$      1,106,116$      1,737,569$    988,414$       (13,109)$        (678,596)$      (1,507,666)$     (2,824,337)$      $      (2,824,337) (3,674,337)$     (3,674,337)$      

Total Replenishment Fund Balance 1,871,675$    4,619,929$    (1,794,319)$     (1,131,116)$   (2,862,551)$   (6,102,019)$   (9,597,976)$   (8,046,204)$      (6,572,335)$     (6,572,335)$       (10,022,335)$   (10,022,335)$     

Replenishment Fund Balance Forward                     - 1,871,675$    4,619,929$       (1,794,319)$   (1,131,116)$   (2,862,551)$   (6,102,019)$   (9,597,976)$      (8,046,204)$     (6,572,335)$     
Total Replenishment Assessments       2,337,323       2,748,254          5,891,676        4,404,917        4,443,391        3,329,189        2,444,452          2,617,624          2,932,949          31,149,775          2,550,000 33,699,775        
Total Paid and/or Credited        (465,648)                     -       (12,305,924)       (3,741,714)       (6,174,826)       (6,568,657)       (5,940,409)         (1,065,852)        (1,459,080)         (37,722,110)        (6,000,000) (43,722,110)       
Grand Total Fund Balance 1,871,675$    4,619,929$    (1,794,319)$     (1,131,116)$   (2,862,551)$   (6,102,019)$   (9,597,976)$   (8,046,204)$      (6,572,335)$               (6,572,335) (10,022,335)$   (10,022,335)$     

Total California American 

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
Replenishment Fund

Water Year 2015 (October 1 - September 30) / Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2015)
Balance through March 31, 2015

Cal-Am Water Balance Forward
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ITEM NO. VI.C. 
5/6/15 

 
SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

WATERMASTER 
 
 
 

TO:  Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: Dewey D Evans, CEO 
 
DATE:  May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Calibration of Water Meters  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
It is recommended that no further work pertaining to calibration of production well meters be 
performed at this time.   
 
It is also recommended that the $10,000 allocated for this work in Task I.2.a.2 of the FY 2015 
Management and Monitoring Program Budget be transferred to the Contingency line item in that 
Budget so it will be available for any unbudgeted work the Board may wish to undertake during 
2015. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
When the FY 2015 Management and Monitoring Program (M&MP) was developed it included Task 
I.2.a.2 - Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters in order to ensure that water production data is 
accurate.  The well meters of the major producers had been verified for accuracy during 2009, but it 
was felt that a periodic reevaluation of the larger producers would be desirable to determine if any 
pump testing or meter calibration work needed to be performed.  $10,000 was budgeted for this 
Task to be used, if necessary, to hire a contractor to perform pump testing or meter calibration. 
 
DISCUSSION 
With the assistance of personnel from MPWMD and Cal Am, site inspections of production wells 
were conducted to see if anything appeared not to be working properly such that it would affect the 
accuracy of metered production data on any of these wells, and to determine if any follow-up action 
should be taken.     
 
Attached is a summary spreadsheet of the inspection data from these well meter inspections. 
 
The data indicates that most meters passed the minimum installation standards. Of those that did 
not, there was one meter that had a non-conventional vertical installation but passed the field flow 
test (Sand City Public Works), and two meters had installations that did not technically conform to 
the recommended five-pipe-diameters upstream straight distance (Tioga and Paddock).  These are 
highlighted with shading in the Attachment to this Agenda Item. 
 
When metering accuracy was evaluated by the Watermaster in 2009 it was concluded that there 
would be little benefit to requiring that pumping tests be performed on wells that have historically 
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produced very small quantities of water, since even large errors in meter readings from these pumps 
would have little or no impact on Basin management decisions.  For this reason because of the very 
small amount of flow that has historically been pumped from the Tioga well the TAC concluded 
that it would not be worthwhile to conduct a pumping test on this well.   
 
The Paddock well installation is only marginally less than the recommended installation 
configuration, and therefore it is unlikely that the meter would be appreciably inaccurate.   
 
At the February 11, 2015 TAC meeting the TAC discussed this information and unanimously 
agreed that no further action needs to be taken at this time with regard to meter calibration issues.  
Should future well production or other data indicate that metering accuracy is in question, this 
matter could be revisited. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS 
The $10,000 allocated for this work in Task I.2.a.2 of the FY 2015 M&MP Budget will not need to 
be used to address meter calibration issues.  These funds could be transferred to the Contingency 
line item in that Budget to make it available for any unbudgeted work the Board may wish to 
undertake during 2015. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Summary Spreadsheet of Production Well Site Inspection Data  
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WELL REFERENCE DATA WATER METER DATA PUMP DATA REMARKS
Producer Name Well Common Name Water Meter Type Water Meter 

Installation 
within Accepted 

Standards?

Water Meter 
Last 

Calibrated (if 
known)

Operational 
Status

Pump Efficiency 
Test (PET) Last 

Performed (if 
known)

Approximate AF of 
Water Pumped in 

WY 2014

Remarks

Cal-Am_Main Luzern #2 magnetic yes 2013 active 7/15/2014 90.6
Cal-Am_Main Paralta magnetic yes active 9/13/2013 185.5 No calibration 
Cal-Am_Main Ord Grove #2 magnetic yes active 9/13/2013 2001.2 No calibration 
Cal-Am_Main Playa #3 magnetic yes active 7/14/2014 207.1 No calibration 
Cal-Am_Main ASR-1 magnetic yes 4/12/2011 active 9/3/2003 0.0
Seaside Muni Muni No. 3 well retired, pump & motor removed retired 0.0 Well used for WL monitoring only
Seaside Muni Muni No. 4 impeller yes 11/6/2013 active 223.6
Seaside Golf Coe Avenue propeller yes inactive  4/4/1979 (?) 0.0 Well inactive during interim while using 

MCWD for irrig.
Seaside Golf Reservoir propeller yes inactive 0.0 Well inactive during interim while using 

MCWD for irrig.
DBO Target well inactive, no water meter inactive 0.0
Graniterock NA well destroyed, no water meter destroyed 0.0
Sand City Public Works propeller no 1/22/2015 active 0.8 Installation not to min standard but passed 

field flow test.
Sand City Design Center well inactive, no pump & motor or water meter inactive 0.0

SNG PCA well inactive, water meter inoperable inactive 0.0
Cypress Pacific Tioga propeller no active 0.1 Installation marginal not to min standard 

upstream distance.
Mission Memorial PRTIW propeller yes active 0.2
Cal-Am Plumas #4 magnetic yes 2013 active 7/14/2014 179.4
Cal-Am_Ryan Ranch RR #7 magnetic 2013 active 7/14/2015 53.4
Cal-Am_Ryan Ranch RR #8 propeller yes active 2/2/2015 0.0
Cal-Am_Ryan Ranch RR #11 magnetic yes 2013 active 9/13/2013 1.0
Cal-Am_Bishop Bishop #1 magnetic yes 2012 active 9/13/2013 54.6
Cal-Am_Bishop Bishop #2 well destroyed , no water meter retired 0.0
Cal-Am_Bishop Bishop #3 magnetic yes active 9/13/2013 103.9
Cal-Am_Hidden Hills Bay Ridge magnetic yes active 7/14/2014 110.0
Cal-Am_Hidden Hills Toro #3 propeller yes active 2/2/2015 0.0
Nicklaus Club Monterey Main Gate well inactive, used for backup only, same meter as 

Paddock well
inactive 0.0

Nicklaus Club Monterey Paddock propeller no active 207.3 Installation marginal not to min standard 
upstream distance.

Laguna Seca Golf Resort LSGR #12 propeller yes active 299.9
Laguna Seca Golf Resort LSGR-Race Track well inactive, currently inoperable inactive 0.0
York School York propeller yes active 21.9
Laguna Seca County Park LSRA #1 propeller yes active 29.0
Laguna Seca County Park LSRA #2 propeller yes active 0.0  
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ITEM VI. C. 
5/6/2015 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Laura Dadiw, Assistant to the CEO 
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: Dewey D Evans, CEO 
 
DATE:   May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT:  Watermaster Updated Declaration of NO Replenishment Water Available for 2015 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To notify all Seaside Groundwater Basin producers that Cypress Pacific Investors LLC 
(known as Calabrese in the Adjudication Decision) has opted to convert 8 acre-feet (AF) of 
its 14 AF Alternative Production Allocation to Standard Production Allocation. It is additionally 
purposed to notify all producers that, due to the conversion of the 8AF to Standard 
Production, that the limits on production for each producer for Water Year 2015 contained in 
the Watermaster declaration of NO Artificial Replenishment Water available have been 
revised accordingly. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Consider approving the Updated 2015 Declaration of No Artificial Replenishment Water 
Available. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At its December 3, 2014 board meeting, the Watermaster declared that there is no 
foreseeable replenishment water available for Water Year 2015, and setting certain limits on 
production. Adding Cypress Pacific Investors LLC (“CPI”) 8 AF to the Standard Production 
Allocation necessitates recalculating 2015 allocations for all Standard Producers, as well as 
recalculating the reduced total 2015 Alternative Production Allocation with CPI now having 6 
AF. See the attached “Updated Declaration of Unavailability of Replenishment Water for 
Water Year 2015 and limits on production.” 
 
The calculation for Standard Production Allocations is not straightforward. If there are 
questions regarding the calculation method, Watermaster staff is available to meet and 
provide a detailed explanation of formulas used in the calculation worksheet attached 
entitled “Watermaster Producer Allocations Water Year 2015 In Acre-Feet (AF).” 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1) Original Declaration of Unavailability of Replenishment Water for Water Year 2015 

and limits on production from 12/3/14 board meeting. 
2) Updated Declaration of Unavailability of Replenishment Water for Water Year 2015 

and limits on production. 
3) Updated Watermaster Producer Allocations Water Year 2015 including a third 

triennial 10% Reduction for the entire Water Year. 
4) Declaration and Notice to the Parties Pursuant to Amended Decision (Notice to the 

Court by CPI re: conversion of 8 AF to Standard Production Allocation). 
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ITEM VI.C. 
5/6/2015 

 
(ITEM IX.C.) 

(12/3/2014) 

NOTICE TO ALL SEASIDE 

GROUNDWATER PRODUCERS: 

 
 

Case No. M66343 Amended Decision Section III.B.2. 
 
Commencing with the fourth Water Year, and triennially thereafter, the Operating Yield for both 
Subareas will be decreased by ten percent (10%) until Operating Yield is the equivalent of the Natural 
Safe Yield unless: 

a. The Watermaster has secured and is adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water to the 
Basin on an annual basis; or 

b. The Watermaster has secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount and has contracted 
with one or more of the Producers to utilize said water in lieu of their Production Allocation, 
with the Producer agreeing to forego their right to claim a Stored Water Credit for such 
forbearance; or 

c. Any combination of a and b above which results in the decrease in Production of Native Water 
required by this Decision; or 

d. The Watermaster has determined that Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and 
Paso Robles aquifers are at sufficient levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent 
seawater intrusion. 

 
The Watermaster has determined that the conditions necessary to avoid the ten percent Operating 
Yield reduction have not been met as follows: 

1.  Watermaster has not secured water for adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water to 
the Basin on an annual basis. The Watermaster and the City of Seaside have, however, entered 
into a Memorandum of Understanding for Seaside’s In-lieu Replenishment Program which 
may, in future water years, provide sufficient water to avoid an Operating Yield reduction.  

2.  The Watermaster has not secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount. 
3.  The Watermaster has not secured Non-Native water or reclaimed water which results in the 

decrease in Production of Native Water required by the Decision. 
4.  The firm contracted by Watermaster for technical analyses continued to report in 2013 that 

Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and Paso Robles aquifers are not at sufficient 
levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent seawater intrusion, so the requirement 
for this item continues to not be met.  

 
Section III.L.3.j.iii: Watermaster declares that for Water Year 2015 Artificial Replenishment Water is 
not available to offset Operating Yield Over-Production and producers are limited in production to the 
following quantities of water: 

Coastal Subarea Alternative Producers: 
 Seaside (Golf)  .............................  540.00 acre-feet 
 SNG  ............................................  149.00 acre-feet 

 Cypress (Calabrese) .....................  14.00 acre-feet 

21



 Mission Memorial (Alderwood)     31.00 acre-feet 

 

 Sand City  .....................................  9.00 acre-feet 

Laguna Seca Subarea Alternative Producers: 
 Nicklaus Club Monterey  .............  251.00 acre-feet 
 Bishop  .........................................  320.00 acre-feet 
 York School  ................................  32.00 acre-feet 
 Laguna Seca County Park  ...........  41.00 acre-feet 

Coastal Subarea Standard Producers: 

 Seaside (Municipal)  ...................   184.61 acre-feet** 

 California American Water .......... 2,251.14acre-feet* 

 Granite Rock  ...............................    217.81 acre-feet*** 

 D.B.O. Development 30  .............    422.96 acre-feet**** 

 California American Water ..........  48.30 acre-feet 
Laguna Seca Subarea Standard Producers: 

 
 

 
 

* Total is the 2015 base allocation of 2,251.14 acre-feet. 
 California American Water has a negative balance of 349.17 acre-feet of stored water credit 

in WY 2015 from Basin extractions exceeding injections in 2014 under the CAW/MPWMD 
ASR Program, formalized through a Storage Agreement in 2012. 

** Total is the 2015 base allocation of 184.61 acre-feet. 
*** Total includes 121.57 acre-feet of “free” carryover and 78.85 acre-feet of “not-free” 

carryover credit from previous water years, plus the 2015 base allocation of 17.39 acre-feet. 
**** Total includes 238.88 acre-feet of “free” carryover and 152.52 acre-feet of “not-free” 

carryover credit from previous water years, plus the 2015 base allocation of 31.56 acre-feet. 
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ITEM VI.D. 
5/6/2015 

UPDATED NOTICE TO ALL SEASIDE 

GROUNDWATER PRODUCERS: 

 
 

Case No. M66343 Amended Decision Section III.B.2. 
 
Commencing with the fourth Water Year, and triennially thereafter, the Operating Yield for both 
Subareas will be decreased by ten percent (10%) until Operating Yield is the equivalent of the Natural 
Safe Yield unless: 

a. The Watermaster has secured and is adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water to the 
Basin on an annual basis; or 

b. The Watermaster has secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount and has contracted 
with one or more of the Producers to utilize said water in lieu of their Production Allocation, 
with the Producer agreeing to forego their right to claim a Stored Water Credit for such 
forbearance; or 

c. Any combination of a and b above which results in the decrease in Production of Native Water 
required by this Decision; or 

d. The Watermaster has determined that Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and 
Paso Robles aquifers are at sufficient levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent 
seawater intrusion. 

 
The Watermaster has determined that the conditions necessary to avoid the ten percent Operating 
Yield reduction have not been met as follows: 

1.  Watermaster has not secured water for adding an equivalent amount of Non-Native water to 
the Basin on an annual basis. The Watermaster and the City of Seaside have, however, entered 
into a Memorandum of Understanding for Seaside’s In-lieu Replenishment Program which 
may, in future water years, provide sufficient water to avoid an Operating Yield reduction.  

2.  The Watermaster has not secured reclaimed water in an equivalent amount. 
3.  The Watermaster has not secured Non-Native water or reclaimed water which results in the 

decrease in Production of Native Water required by the Decision. 
4.  The firm contracted by Watermaster for technical analyses continued to report in 2013 that 

Groundwater levels within the Santa Margarita and Paso Robles aquifers are not at sufficient 
levels to ensure a positive offshore gradient to prevent seawater intrusion, so the requirement 
for this item continues to not be met.  

 
Section III.L.3.j.iii: Watermaster declares that for Water Year 2015 Artificial Replenishment Water is 
not available to offset Operating Yield Over-Production and producers are limited in production to the 
following quantities of water: 

Coastal Subarea Alternative Producers: 
 Seaside (Golf)  .............................  540.00 acre-feet 
 SNG  ............................................  149.00 acre-feet 

 Cypress (Calabrese) .....................  6.00 acre-feet 
 Mission Memorial (Alderwood)     31.00 acre-feet 
 Sand City  .....................................  9.00 acre-feet 
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Laguna Seca Subarea Alternative Producers: 
 Nicklaus Club Monterey  .............    251.00 acre-feet 
 Bishop  .........................................  320.00 acre-feet 
 York School  ................................  32.00 acre-feet 
 Laguna Seca County Park  ...........  41.00 acre-feet 

Coastal Subarea Standard Producers: 

 Seaside (Municipal)  ...................      184.96 acre-feet** 

 California American Water .......... 2,254.40 acre-feet* 

 Granite Rock  ...............................      217.87 acre-feet*** 

 D.B.O. Development 30  .............      423.06 acre-feet**** 

 Cypress (Calabrese)  ....................          4.24 acre-feet***** 

 California American Water ..........  48.30 acre-feet 
Laguna Seca Subarea Standard Producers: 

 
 

 
 

* Total is the 2015 base allocation of 2,254.40 acre-feet. 
 California American Water has a negative balance of 349.17 acre-feet of stored water credit 

in WY 2015 from Basin extractions exceeding injections in 2014 under the CAW/MPWMD 
ASR Program, formalized through a Storage Agreement in 2012. 

** Total is the 2015 base allocation of 184.96 acre-feet. 
*** Total includes 121.57 acre-feet of “free” carryover and 78.85 acre-feet of “not-free” 

carryover credit from previous water years, plus the 2015 base allocation of 17.45 acre-feet. 
**** Total includes 238.88 acre-feet of “free” carryover and 152.52 acre-feet of “not-free” 

carryover credit from previous water years, plus the 2015 base allocation of 31.66 acre-feet. 
***** Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Investors LLC) opted to convert 8AF of its 14AF Alternative 

Production Allocation to Standard Production Allocation on January 22, 2015 (notice filed 
by Cypress with Superior Court). The 8 acre-feet converted to Standard Production 
calculates to 4.24 AF of base water right available to this producer in Water Year 2015. 
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Initial Basin-Wide Operating Yield(1) 3920.00 Coastal Operating Yield(1) 3227.70
Natural Safe Yield (NSY)(2) 3000.00 Laguna Seca Operating Yield(1) 692.30

ALTERNATIVE PRODUCER ALLOCATIONS ALTERNATIVE PRODUCER AMOUNT PUMPED WY 2015
Coastal Subarea(3) AF AF AF AF

Seaside (Golf) 540.00 251.00 0.00 0.00
SNG 149.00 320.00 0.00 0.00

Calabrese 6.00 32.00 0.00 0.00
Mission Memorial (Alderwood) 31.00 41.00 0.00 0.00

Sand City 9.00 0.00
Total(1) 735.00 Total(1) 644.00 0.00 Total(1) 0.00

STANDARD PRODUCER ALLOCATIONS

2492.70 48.30

Base Water Right 
%(4) Weighted %(5) Base Water Right 

%(4) Weighted %(5)

California American Water (CAW) 77.55% 90.44% 2254.40 CAW 45.13% 100.00% 48.30
Seaside (Municipal) 6.36% 7.42% 184.96
Granite Rock 0.60% 0.70% 17.45
D.B.O. Development No. 30 1.09% 1.27% 31.66
Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Investors LLC) 0.15% 0.17% 4.24

Total 85.75% 100.0% 2492.70 Total 45.13% 100.0% 48.30

Allocation of Available Operating Yield 
Among Standard Producers

Base Water Right 
Available to this 
Producer (AF)

% NSY to SPA 
(Base Water Right 

./. Total Water 
Right) 

NSY Available to 
Producers (AF) Current 

Water Year 

Free Carryover 
Credits from Prior 

Water Year

Not-Free 
Carryover Credits 
from Prior Water 

Year

Water Rights 
Transferred / Sold

Total Producer 
NSY (AF) (NSY 

Available + Free 
Carryover 
Credits)

Total Authorized 
Production in 
Current Water 

Year (Base Water 
Right Plus All 
Carryover)(6)

Actual AF 
Pumped by 

Producer in WY 
2015

Free 
Carryover 

Credits to WY 
2016

Not-Free 
Carryover 

Credits to WY 
2016

Stored 
Water 

Credits to 
WY 2016

WY 2015 APA Pumped ?? AF

NSY 3000 - ?? AF = 2415.59
California American Water 2302.70 90.6% 2189.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 2189.04 2302.70 0.00 2189.04 113.65 349.17
Seaside (Municipal) 184.96 7.3% 175.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 175.83 184.96 0.00 175.83 9.13 0.00
Granite Rock 17.45 0.7% 16.59 121.57 78.85 0.00 138.16 217.87 0.00 138.16 79.71 0.00
D.B.O. Development No. 30 31.66 1.2% 30.10 238.88 152.52 0.00 268.98 423.06 0.00 268.98 154.08 0.00
Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Investors LLC) 4.24 0.2% 4.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.03 4.24 0.00 4.03 0.21 0.00

Total 2541.01 100.00% 2415.59 360.45 231.37 0.00 2776.04 3132.82 0.00 2776.04 356.78 349.17

Footnotes:
(1)  From page 17 of Exhibit A (Amended Decision)of Court Order filed February 9, 2007.
(2)  From page 14 of Exhibit A (Amended Decision)of Court Order filed February 9, 2007.
(3)  From page 21 of Exhibit A (Amended Decision)of Court Order filed February 9, 2007.
(4)  From Table 1 on page 19 of Exhibit A (Amended Decision) of Court Order filed February 9, 2007.
(5)  Calculated from the Base Water Right percentages in the adjacent column.
(6)  Base Water Right plus Free and Not Free Carryover Credit = 2015 Production Allocation (see 2015 Declaration from 12/3/2014 Watermaster board meeting)
Note: Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Investors LLC) opted to convert 8AF of its 14AF Alternative Production Allocation to Standard Production Allocation on January 22, 2015 (notice filed by Cypress with Superior Court).

Nicklaus Club Monterey Seaside (Golf) Nicklaus Club Monterey

WATERMASTER PRODUCER ALLOCATIONS WATER YEAR 2015 IN ACRE-FEET (AF)

INCLUDING A 10% TRIENNIEL REDUCTION FOR 100% OF THIS WATER YEAR

Laguna Seca Subarea(3) Coastal Subarea(3) Laguna Seca Subarea(3)

Total(1) 0.00

Bishop SNG Bishop
York School Calabrese York School

Total Alternative Producer 
WY 2015   Production 

Laguna Seca County Park Mission Memorial (Alderwood) Laguna Seca County Park
Sand City

AF Available to 
This Producer

Coastal Operating Yield Available to Standard Producers (AF) Laguna Seca Operating Yield Available to Standard 
Producers (AF)

Coastal Subarea

Standard Producer Allocations
 AF Available to This 

Producer
Laguna Seca 
Subarea

Standard Producer Allocations
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ITEM VI.E. 
5/6/2015 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
 

TO:  Watermaster Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Laura Dadiw 
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: Dewey D. Evans, CEO 
 
DATE:  May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Discussion on the method of calculation of Replenishment Assessments (RA) and Operating Yield 
Overproduction assessment unit cost per acre-foot (AF) amount 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
It is recommended that the Board approve the recommendation of the joint meeting of the Watermaster Budget & 
Finance and Administrative Committee to set the Operating Yield Overproduction (OYO) assessment amount at 
25% of the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) overproduction unit cost per AF, and approve recalculation of the 
Replenishment Fund assessments retroactively since Watermaster inception.  
.  
BACKGROUND:  
Per the Court Amended Decision Section L.3j.iii, Watermaster shall levy a RA on Standard and Alternative 
Producers that exceed their NSY allocations. Additionally, the Watermaster shall levy a RA on Standard and 
Alternative Producers that exceed their Operating Safe Yield allocations. 
 
The Court Minute Order (attached) dated February 19, 2010 item 2) indicates that “The amount of the OYO 
assessment is to be determined by the Watermaster, and might be the same as or different from the base RA” 
(emphasis added). The Budget & Finance/Administrative Committee at its January 7, 2015 meeting evaluated 
the current RA assessment calculations, and considered what might be a logical and reasonable amount for the 
OYO assessment that differs from the NSY overproduction unit cost “base rate” currently used for OYO 
assessment. The Committee recommended revising the current method of calculation of the RA assessment to 
make it punitive for over-pumping allocations, and the OYO assessment was recommended to be levied at 
25% of the NSY overproduction base rate retroactively for each water year. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The recommended new calculation method for Replenishment Fund assessment and an OYO assessment set at 
25% of the base rate for each year (currently $2,702) would result in an increased CAW assessment of $645,777 
and an increased City of Seaside assessment of $64,988 over all years of Watermaster, and an increased 
Replenishment Fund balance from the current credit of $10,022,335 to a credit balance of $9,441,546. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A – Court Minute Order Response dated February 19, 2010, item 2) of note 
B – Current Replenishment Fund Financial Report 
C – Proposed Replenishment Fund Balances with recommended OYO assessment and recalculation 
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ITEM NO. IX.A.1.a). 
5/6/15 

 
SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

WATERMASTER 
 
 
 

TO:         Board of Directors 
 
FROM:      Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:  Dewey D Evans, CEO 
 
DATE:       May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Peer Review of Groundwater Model and Laguna Seca Subarea Modeling Results 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1.  Accept the Peer Review Technical Memorandum prepared by Todd Groundwater, including 
any revisions requested by the Board at today’s meeting. 
 

2. Authorize an additional $2,500 to be provided though an amendment to Todd 
Groundwater’s contract for the out-of-scope TAC meeting presentations and basin 
management recommendations they provided at the Watermaster’s request. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
A contract was issued to Todd Groundwater in December 2014 to perform a Peer Review of the 
recent modeling work performed by HydroMetrics.  Specifically, the scope of the peer review was 
to investigate two areas where recent model results could directly affect basin management 
decisions: groundwater outflow from the Laguna Seca subarea to the El Toro subarea, and apparent 
errors in simulated water levels in the Northern Coastal subbasin. The work was to include 
reviewing reports and memoranda, meetings with HydroMetrics personnel, sensitivity testing of the 
Groundwater Model, and preparing a Peer Review Memorandum. The peer review was expected to 
shed additional light on trans-boundary pumping effects in the Laguna Seca subarea and uncertainty 
in simulation results in the northern Coastal Subbasin, both of which are issues important to current 
water management decisions.  
 
Over the course of two meetings the TAC reviewed and discussed a preliminary draft version of 
Todd Groundwater’s Peer Review document, and raised some questions and requested some 
clarifications to it.  These have been addressed in the version that is attached.  The TAC was 
unanimous in its approval of the of the Draft Peer Review document, and in forwarding it to the 
Board for its consideration.  The only remaining work is to present the document to the Board at 
today’s meeting.  At this point the document is titled “Draft” in order for the Board to raise any 
questions or concerns which it may wish to have addressed in the document before it is finalized.  
After the Board meeting, Todd Groundwater will make any final revisions and the document will 
then become the final version. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The attached Peer Review Technical Memorandum describes in detail the work performed by Todd 
Groundwater to evaluate the Groundwater Model, and to examine the recent modeling work that 
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had been done by HydroMetrics on the Laguna Seca Subarea of the Seaside Basin.  The conclusions 
and recommendations from this evaluation are presented on pages 10-12 of the document, and will 
be discussed at today’s meeting by Mr. Gus Yates of Todd Groundwater, who performed the peer 
review.   
 
One of the significant things that became clear during Todd Groundwater’s and HydroMetrics’ 
discussions with the TAC is that the accuracy of any groundwater model will depend on the amount 
of hard field data, i.e. hydrogeologic data, well location and construction data, well water 
production data, etc. that is input into the model.  When any of these types of data is limited, the 
modeler has to put in assumed values in order for the model to process the data and produce results.  
In portions of the Seaside Basin there are areas where little hydrogeologic data exists, for example 
in the Northern Inland Subarea, which is just to the north of the Laguna Seca Subarea and to the 
east of the Northern Inland Subarea.  There is also limited data in the eastern portion of the 
Northern Inland Subarea.  The Peer Review performed sensitivity analyses on certain of the 
hydrogeologic properties in these areas to see whether changing some of the assumed values there 
would appreciably affect the modeling results.  In nearly every case while there were some 
differences in results in the early years of the model runs, the results under either the original or the 
revised values tended to converge, thus indicating that the original model assumptions were 
reasonable.   
 
However, it was pointed out that a model can be “calibrated” in a variety of ways.  In this context 
“calibration” refers to the process of adjusting assumed values such that a model’s calculated 
groundwater elevations match field-measured water levels in the various production and monitoring 
wells.  Depending on how the calibration process is performed different models could produce 
different results in the areas between field-measured data points, and yet still appear to be properly 
calibrated.  This is why the following statement is made on page 11 of the Peer Review:  “The 
current model and the previous model (Yates and others, 2002) both simulated measured water 
levels reasonably well, but with substantially different aquifer parameters and water balances. 
Available data are insufficient to determine whether one model is more realistic or better than the 
other.”  For this reason the last of the recommendations made on page 12 of the Peer Review is that 
when the HydroMetrics model is run to assess future groundwater management measures that could 
be undertaken, additional model runs should be performed using different assumed hydrogeologic 
values to determine the sensitivity of the model to these assumptions.  The purpose of doing these 
sensitivity analyses would be to determine the level of confidence that could be placed in the 
modeling results of these potential groundwater management measures. 
 
In summary, while the peer review identified some aspects of the Groundwater Model that warrant 
further examination, perhaps the most significant finding by Todd Groundwater is that the 
HydroMetrics Model is deemed to be satisfactory for estimating the operational safe yield of the 
basin and its subareas, and for simulating the effects of groundwater management measures that 
might be considered in the future.  As discussed above, when using the Model to simulate the 
effects of such measures, sensitivity tests should be performed to assess the level of confidence that 
can be placed in the findings of the modeling work. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS 
The budget for Task 5 included an in-person presentation of the Draft Peer Review Technical 
Memorandum to either the TAC or the Board, but not both.  In order for the TAC to raise questions 
and seek clarification of various topics, Todd Groundwater made a presentation via conference call 
to the TAC at its February 2015 meeting.  The document was quite complex and very technical in 
nature, and the TAC requested that a number of edits be made to improve clarity and to address 
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questions raised during this presentation.  Consequently, a second presentation to respond to the 
TAC, again via conference call, was made at the TAC’s April 2015 meeting.  In addition the 
Watermaster asked for recommendations on what basin management actions might be taken to 
address the issues raised by the Laguna Seca modeling work.  The work under the contract is being 
performed on a Time-and-Expense basis, not as a lump sum contract. The costs for these 
presentations to the TAC, and to prepare recommendations regarding potential management actions 
the Watermaster could pursue, were not included in the original contract so additional compensation 
to Todd Groundwater is in order.    Todd Groundwater has requested an additional $2,500 to cover 
these costs, and the Watermaster staff finds this to be reasonable and therefore recommends that the 
Board authorize this additional amount to be funded from the Contingency line item in the 
Management and Monitoring Program FY 2015 Budget. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum 
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2490 Mariner Square Loop, Suite 215 | Alameda, CA 94501 | 510 747 6920 | 

toddgroundwater.com 

3 April 2015 

MEMOR AND UM 

To:  Bob Jaques, Seaside Basin Watermaster Technical Program Manager 

From:  Gus Yates, Senior Hydrologist, Todd Groundwater 

Re: Peer Review of Seaside Basin Groundwater Modeling Studies—TAC REVIEW 

DRAFT 

INTRODUCTION 

HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. (HMWRI) has completed several groundwater modeling 

studies of the Seaside Basin in recent years to support decision-making by the Seaside Basin 

Watermaster. These include the original model documentation report (HMWRI 2009), the 2014 

model update report (HMWRI 2014a) and a safe yield analysis of the Laguna Seca subarea 

(HMWRI 2014b). The last of these raised fundamental questions about basin boundaries and 

yield, which prompted the Watermaster to request a technical peer review of the groundwater 

model, simulation results and conclusions drawn from those results. I have completed the peer 

review, and this memorandum summarizes my findings. 

The review process was structured to include extraction of additional information from model 

simulations previously completed by HMWRI as well as additional testing of the model. These 

steps were beyond the typical scope of a peer review and added substantial value to the 

outcome. Instead of simply retroactively identifying weaknesses and speculating about their 

causes, I was able to investigate hypotheses and test potential model improvements. HMWRI 

staff facilitated these steps by running the model and its pre- and post-processing programs per 

my instructions. As a result of this hands-on approach, this memorandum presents more 

technical information—results not included in prior reports—than is commonly included in peer 

reviews. 

APPROACH 

The primary purpose of the groundwater model since its inception has been to address 

questions related to the yield of the basin and its subareas. The ability of the model to correctly 

represent existing and future water balances is central to its reliability for estimating yield. 

Water balances are linked to simulated water levels, and an error in one can be associated with 

an error in the other. The focus of the technical review consisted of applying this linkage to 

three potential model weaknesses to see whether they might result in incorrect yield estimates. 

One apparent weakness is the discrepancy between simulated and measured historical water 

levels evident for several wells in the Northern Coastal Subarea. A second potential weakness is 
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that the estimate of Laguna Seca Subarea safe yield is much lower than estimates in previous 

studies. The third potential weakness is a discrepancy between simulated and measured water 

levels that is not very large but that is centered on the Laguna Seca-El Toro boundary. These 

possible weaknesses are described below, followed by the results of three model sensitivity 

tests designed to investigate causes and implications of the weaknesses. 

The peer review also included obtaining additional clarification regarding details of the model 

input and output, in order to confirm that all aspects of the model are reasonable. These items 

were submitted as a list of questions to HMWRI, and the responses are potentially valuable for 

others involved in basin modeling and management. Accordingly, they are included in Appendix 

A. 

The adjudication judgment includes the term “natural safe yield”, which is a legal concept that 

conflicts with physical processes that actually occur in the Seaside Basin. Consequently, the term 

is of little practical value for basin management. A discussion of the limitations of the natural 

safe yield concept is presented in Appendix B. The “operational safe yield” calculated by HMWRI 

accounts for all components of the water balance, including human effects on those 

components. It is based on empirical relationships between pumping and water levels and is a 

more realistic and useful metric for water management purposes.  

Simulated Northern Coastal Water Levels and Water Balances 

The model was calibrated to observed groundwater conditions during 1987-2013. The Paralta 

Well at the eastern edge of the Northern Coastal Subarea commenced operation in 1995 and 

immediately became one of the two largest producers in that subarea. Total groundwater 

production also increased at that time as a result of State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) Decision 95-10, which forced the largest retail water supplier in the region (California 

American Water Company, or Cal-Am) to shift much of its production from wells in the Carmel 

Valley to wells in the Seaside Basin. Measured water levels at many Northern Coastal wells 

began steadily declining in response to the increase in pumping. However, simulated water 

levels at many of those wells do not exhibit a long-term declining trend. Figure 1 shows annual 

production from Northern Coastal Subarea wells during 1987-2013. The increase in total 

production of about 1,500 AFY at the onset of Paralta Well pumping in 1995 is clear. Figure 2 

shows hydrographs for four of the wells where the discrepancy between measured and 

simulated water-level trends can be seen. Other wells do not exhibit the discrepancy, such as 

the ones shown in Figure 3.  

The discrepancies as of the end of 2013 were plotted on a map, and they formed a pattern 

consistent with failure of the model to gradually develop a pumping trough during 1995-2013 in 

either the Santa Margarita aquifer (model layer 5) or the Paso Robles aquifer (model layers 1-4). 

A pumping trough is a depression in the regional groundwater surface caused by a local 

concentration of pumping. In this discussion, the term refers to a persistent feature that 

gradually developed over a period of years. Seasonal water-level fluctuations occur in addition 

to the long-term trend. The model produces reasonable amounts of seasonal drawdown at 

major production wells, but not the long-term trend. Some management issues might be related 
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to seasonal drawdown, but long-term trends are what influence yield, overdraft and seawater 

intrusion.  

The discrepancy is illustrated by the map of differences between simulated and measured water 

levels (“residuals”) in the two aquifers, as shown in Figure 4. The discrepancies are indicated by 

the numbers next to some of the wells, which equal the simulated water level minus the 

measured water level. In the Santa Margarita aquifer (pink well symbols and labels), the 

discrepancy is largest near the midpoint of the eastern edge of the subarea and decreases to the 

west. It is still greater than zero near the coast. In the Paso Robles aquifer (blue well symbols 

and labels), the largest discrepancy is closer to the center of the subarea but diminishes more 

rapidly with distance to the north, west and south. It decreases to zero near the coast.  

Unfortunately, the number of points in each aquifer is not sufficient to completely define the 

pumping troughs. Also shown for comparison are circles representing the recent distribution of 

pumping in the Santa Margarita aquifer. The areas of the circles are proportional to the average 

annual production from that well during 2009-2013. If the aquifer is homogeneous, the pumping 

trough would be centered over the area with the highest concentration of pumping.  

A possible explanation for the discrepancies between simulated and measured groundwater 

levels is that formation of a long-term pumping trough is prevented by too much simulated 

groundwater inflow. A pumping trough results when a localized area of relatively high 

groundwater pumping causes a local depletion of groundwater storage, which is indicated by 

the localized depression in water levels. However, pumping simultaneously pulls in water 

horizontally from surrounding areas. The rate of flow toward the area of concentrated pumping 

is proportional to the slope of the water-level surface toward the pumping depression. In 

technical terms, this is a “head-dependent” response to pumping (“head” = water level). When 

the effects of pumping reach the boundaries of a subarea, they can increase the amount of 

inflow across the boundary. If aquifer transmissivity in the model is high, pumping will tend to 

increase inflow across the subarea boundaries rather than accumulate a depletion of storage 

within the subarea.  

In the Santa Margarita aquifer in the Northern Coastal Subarea pumping can increase flow 

across five boundaries: the ocean, the Southern Coastal Subarea, the Northern Inland Subarea, 

the Salinas Valley basin to the north, and the overlying Paso Robles aquifer. Simulated annual 

net inflows across each boundary during 1987-2013 are shown in Figure 5. Each of those 

boundary flows will respond to a change in pumping. The sensitivity tests described below were 

designed to test the relative magnitudes of the boundary responses to determine whether one 

or more of them might be responsible for preventing the long-term development of a pumping 

trough.  

Simulated Laguna Seca Water Balances 

Yates and others (2002) estimated that average annual groundwater pumping in the Laguna 

Seca Subarea during 2000-2002 was approximately 1,000 AFY, and the safe yield was about 400 

AFY. The original (2009) HMWRI groundwater model included the same estimate of average 

annual production during 2003-2007. Shortly thereafter, groundwater withdrawals began to 

decrease as a result of basin adjudication. The adjudication proceedings assumed a safe yield of 
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608 AFY for the Laguna Seca subarea, although no derivation of that estimate was presented 

(HMWRI 2014b). In the 2014 Laguna Seca yield analysis, HMWRI applied the equation for 

natural safe yield to obtain a yield estimate of 240 AFY. Future baseline pumping was projected 

to be 524 AFY, which in spite of being only half as much as historical pumping was still more 

than double the estimated natural safe yield.  

Head-dependent flows in the Laguna Seca Subarea water balance are storage change, net inflow 

from the El Toro Subarea, net outflow to the Northern Inland Subarea and net outflow to the 

Southern Coastal Subarea. It is important to note that flow across these boundaries can be in 

either direction, can change over time or can be in different directions at different points along 

the boundary. “Net inflow” in this discussion equals inflow minus outflow summed for every 

model cell along the boundary and every model time interval in a year. In the case of the 

boundary between the Laguna Seca and El Toro Subareas, flow has been into Laguna Seca along 

the east-west boundary segment. The north-south boundary segment was historically a flow 

divide, which is the high point in the water-level profile midway between two pumping troughs. 

In this case, the pumping troughs are centered around the Laguna Seca golf courses and the 

Corral de Tierra wells. The position of the flow divide will change if pumping on either side 

increases or decreases. Consequently, the direction of flow at the fixed boundary line shown in 

the map and in the adjudication can change from net inflow to net outflow, or vice versa. Figure 

6 shows annual inflows and outflows for the Laguna Seca Subarea in the groundwater model 

during 1995-2013. Inflows from El Toro and outflows to El Toro are both fairly large in the 

groundwater model, and for clarity inflows and outflows are shown separately in the graph.  

Boundary flow is almost exclusively outflow at the Northern Inland and Southern Coastal 

Subarea boundaries. Recharge is also shown in the graph to put the magnitudes of the other 

inflows into context.  

The Laguna Seca water balance in the groundwater model differs substantially from the most 

recent previous estimates. Yates and others (2002 and 2005) estimated that the subarea 

receives an average of 810 AFY of internal recharge (from rainfall, irrigation return flow and 

septic system percolation) and 180 AFY of net inflow from the El Toro Subarea, which together 

total 990 AFY. Their estimate of safe yield was 400 AFY, or 40 percent of total inflow. The 

HMWRI groundwater model includes 1,050 AFY of internal recharge and 760 AFY of net inflow 

from El Toro, for a total of 1,810 AFY of inflow—almost double the prior estimate. However, the 

natural safe yield was estimated to be 240 AFY, which is only about half of the prior estimate 

and only 13 percent of total inflows. In other words, the model incorporates a large amount of 

groundwater flow through the Laguna Seca Subarea, a relatively small fraction of which can be 

extracted within the subarea without causing long-term water-level declines.  

The additional through-flow of groundwater is essentially northward, entering across the 

southern subarea boundary (from the area near the Bay Ridge and Robley wells) and exiting 

across the northern boundary (crossing the Laguna Seca Anticline and into the Northern Inland 

Subarea). Although HMWRI concluded that geologic evidence supports the possibility of 

northward flow across the Laguna Seca Anticline, overestimating that flow could result in 

underestimating groundwater yield within the subarea. Furthermore, excess outflow to the 

Northern Inland Subarea could conceivably supply excess flow from the Northern Inland to the 
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Northern Coastal Subarea. This means that the two possible weaknesses in the groundwater 

model could share a common cause. The inter-subarea flows were adjusted in the sensitivity 

simulations to explore this possibility.  

Simulated Water Levels at Laguna Seca-El Toro Boundary 

A third possible weakness in the groundwater model is smaller and more localized but could 

impact yield calculations because of its location. HMWRI found that even when Laguna Seca 

pumping was reduced to zero in the groundwater model, water levels in the eastern part of the 

subarea continued to decline as a result of pumping in the adjacent El Toro Subarea. On the one 

hand, this is physically plausible because the Laguna Seca-El Toro boundary is simply a flow 

divide, not a true barrier to groundwater flow. Pumping on one side of the boundary would be 

expected to affect water levels on the opposite side.  

On the other hand, part of the simulated decline in water levels might be due to a localized 

calibration error. In the model update simulation of 1987-2013 (HMWRI, July 2014), the model 

over-simulated the amount of historical water-level decline at three wells near the Laguna Seca-

El Toro boundary. Simulated and measured water-level hydrographs for those wells are shown 

in Figure 7. At the scale of the entire basin, this discrepancy is not particularly large, but it is 

centered on a controversial boundary segment. If whatever caused the discrepancy in the 

historical calibration simulation also applied to future simulations, it would tend to over-

simulate water level declines, which would reduce the estimate of operational safe yield in the 

Laguna Seca Subarea. 

MODEL SENSITIVITY TESTS AND RESULTS 

Three simulations of the 1987-2013 period were completed to explore the sensitivity of model 

results to changes in inputs that affect east-to-west flow between basin subareas. The objective 

of the tests was not to create fully-calibrated alternative models, but simply to test whether 

substantial changes in parameters that affect east-to-west flow could produce qualitatively 

different results. Specifically, results were examined to see whether alternative parameters 

resulted in a more pronounced pumping trough in the Northern Coastal Subarea or in a more 

gradual rate of water-level decline in the Laguna Seca Subarea. The three test simulations were: 

• Sensitivity Alternative 1a: Decreased hydraulic conductivity along Laguna Seca 

Anticline. The Laguna Seca Anticline is an upward fold in geologic formations resulting 

from tectonic forces. It creates a buried “ridge” in the bedrock surface at the base of the 

basin. The anticline follows the boundary between the Laguna Seca and Northern Inland 

Subareas and continues east and north a couple of miles along the western edge of the 

El Toro Creek Valley. Previous studies of the basin reached different conclusions 

regarding the influence of the anticline on groundwater flow. Muir (1982) concluded 

that none of the geologic structures north of the Chupines Fault (the southern basin 

boundary) act as barriers to groundwater flow, but his focus was on faults in the coastal 

subareas. A later study focusing on the Laguna Seca subarea noted that the anticline 

pushes impermeable Monterey Formation up to an elevation above the water table and 
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concluded that it represents “a major barrier to the north-south flow of ground water” 

(Staal, Gardner and Dunne, Inc.,1988).  HMWRI reviewed available geologic information 

and concluded that the barrier effect was restricted to the central part of the subarea 

boundary and that northerly flow from the Laguna Seca to the Northern Inland Subarea 

was possible farther to the east. The model was constructed to allow this flow. For the 

sensitivity test, a partial barrier was added to HMWRI’s model by decreasing hydraulic 

conductivity (aquifer permeability) in all model layers to a relatively low value of 0.5 

ft/day along a swath of model cells tracing the eastern end of the anticline.  The location 

of the adjustment is shown in Figure 8.  

• Sensitivity Alternative 1b: Uniform, low hydraulic conductivity in Northern Inland 

subarea. HMWRI used software (known as PEST) that “automatically” calibrates a 

groundwater model through a series of iterative model simulations and adjustments. 

This procedure resulted in quite variable hydraulic conductivity throughout the 

Northern Inland Subarea, which could have resulted in “preferred flow paths” along 

connected areas of high conductivity. Sensitivity Alternative 1b eliminated the 

possibility of high flow along preferred pathways by substituting a uniform zone of 

moderately low conductivity (5 ft/d) throughout the eastern two-thirds of the Northern 

Inland Subarea (all layers). The purpose was the same as for Alternative 1a, which was 

to diminish east-to-west flow across the Northern Inland Subarea. 

• Sensitivity Alternative 2: Steady-state water levels as initial water levels. Simulated 

water levels climb steeply toward the southeastern corner of the El Toro Subarea. This 

region of high water levels could represent a large volume of stored groundwater. If that 

volume were incorrectly specified at the start of the simulation, it could slowly drain out 

during the course of the simulation and supply an excessive amount of east-to-west 

flow across the basin. Alternative 2 sought to eliminate this type of initial disequilibrium 

by constructing a stable set of initial water levels. This was completed by means of a 

steady-state simulation in which model inflows and outflows were held at constant 

values equal to their long-term averages, and the simulated groundwater surface was 

allowed to reach equilibrium with those inflows and outflows. The resulting water levels 

were used as the starting point of a transient simulation of the 1987-2013 period during 

which inflows and outflows fluctuated according to their historical seasonal and year-to-

year variations.  

Results of the three sensitivity simulations were plotted as hydrographs, water-level contour 

maps and water-balance pie charts, and then compared with output from the calibration 

simulation. 

Northern Coastal Subarea Results 

Hydrographs of selected wells are shown in Figure 9 for the calibration simulation and the three 

sensitivity alternatives. The results for Alternatives 1a and 1b are vertically offset from the 

calibration hydrograph by a small amount, but the trends have the same slope. For this test 

involving only changes in parameters outside the Northern Coastal Subarea, a change in the 
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hydrograph slope would indicate a change in estimated subarea yield. Because the slopes 

remained unchanged, the estimate of yield would not change. The hydrographs for Alternative 2 

exhibit a different type of response. Initial water levels at the start of the Alternative 2 

simulation were much higher than the initial water levels in the calibration simulation. Over a 

period of about 20 years, they converged with the calibration hydrograph as a result of 

compensating changes in groundwater flows across the subarea boundaries. At the end of the 

simulation period, no simulated pumping trough was evident.  

Contours of simulated water levels in December 2008 throughout the basin are shown in Figure 

10 for the calibration simulation (20-foot contour interval) and in Figures 11, 12 and 13 for 

Alternatives 1a, 1b and 2, respectively (10-foot contour interval). 

Decreasing horizontal hydraulic conductivity along the Laguna Seca Anticline (Alternative 1a) 

produced a localized steepening of the regional east-to-west water-level gradient (Figure 11). 

Water levels were elevated on the south side of the anticline and lowered on the north side 

relative to the calibration simulation. However, the effect diminished with distance 

downgradient such that water levels in the Northern Coastal subarea were nearly the same as in 

the calibration simulation. Imposing a uniform and relatively low hydraulic conductivity of 5 ft/d 

throughout the eastern two-thirds of the Northern Inland subarea (Alternative 1b) produced a 

uniform gradient in that area, but the direction of flow was more northerly (Figure 12). 

Furthermore, a localized steepening of the regional gradient appeared along the western edge 

of the low-conductivity zone, such that downgradient water levels in the Northern Coastal 

Subarea were nearly the same as in the calibration simulation. As mentioned above, the 

different set of initial water levels implemented in Alternative 2 gradually converged toward the 

calibration water levels in the western portion of the Northern Coastal subarea, so that by 

December 2008 the two sets of contours were quite similar (Figures 10 and 13).  

Water balances for each subarea were extracted from simulation results to identify how flows 

across subarea boundaries responded to the changes in parameters and water levels. Water 

balances are an accounting of all inflows, outflows and storage change for a defined region 

within the overall flow system. They include groundwater flows to and from adjoining areas. 

Comparisons of water balances between the sensitivity tests and the calibration simulation 

provide additional insight into model behavior and accuracy. For the Northern Coastal Subarea, 

the key question is why the calibrated model did not simulate the development of a pumping 

trough in layer 5 when pumping increased in 1995. The answer appears to be that the model 

responded to the increase in pumping with an increase in inflow across the subarea boundaries 

rather than responding with storage depletion within the subarea.  

Figure 14 shows pie charts of average annual net inflows to model layer 5 in the Northern 

Coastal subarea during 1995-2013. Net inflows are shown separately from the east (Northern 

Inland, or NI), south (Southern Coastal, or SC), west (ocean), north (Fort Ord Main Garrison area) 

and above (Paso Robles Formation, or QTp). Sensitivity tests 1b and 1b forced a reduction in the 

amount of inflow from the Northern Inland Subarea, and the pie charts show how other 

components of the water balance responded.  
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The pie charts show that average annual storage depletion responded only slightly to the 

decrease in inflow from the east. In Alternative 1b, for example, Northern Inland inflow was 321 

AFY less than in the calibration simulation, but the concurrent change in storage depletion was 

only 3 AFY.  

Basically, the change in one boundary inflow caused changes in other boundary inflows rather 

than a change in storage. A pumping trough represents localized depletion of groundwater 

storage, so the model will not be able to simulate the pumping trough unless the model is able 

to accumulate some localized storage depletion. To develop a trough, the model would need to 

slow down the rate at which drawdown from internal pumping reaches the subarea boundaries.  

Two potential causes of the lack of trough development were not explored with model 

sensitivity tests due to limitations of time and budget. The first is that a trough would be more 

likely to develop with lower values of hydraulic conductivity and/or storage coefficient
1
 within 

the Northern Coastal Subarea, not just farther east. Lower values would be consistent with at 

least some available data. For example, the hydraulic conductivity near the Paralta Well in the 

Northern Coastal Subarea is over 200 ft/d in the HMWRI model, whereas aquifer tests by 

previous investigators produced an estimate of only 63 ft/d (Fugro West, Inc. 1997). A decrease 

in hydraulic conductivity or storage coefficient within the subarea might affect the estimate of 

yield because the relationships between pumping at production wells and water levels at 

monitoring wells within the subarea would change.  

A second potential cause of the lack of trough development is the possible presence of fault 

barriers within the Northern Coastal Subarea. The Ord Terrace Fault trends northwest and has 

been mapped as passing through the Northern Coastal Subarea near the Seaside and Luzern 

wells (see Figure 4)(Clark and others, 1997). However, well logs and the observed lack of 

pumping responses between the Paralta and Ord Grove wells suggest that the fault—or one of 

two parallel fault planes—is located between those wells, which is slightly north of the mapped 

location (Joe Oliver, personal communication, April 4, 2015). Well logs also show a possible 

second fault plane between the Luzern and Playa wells (south of the mapped fault location). If 

the Northern Coastal Subarea is compartmentalized by faults, drawdown could be greater near 

major production wells than without the faults. In this case, however, the two largest 

production wells (Paralta and Ord Grove) are each in their own compartment, so an intervening 

fault would not tend to produce substantially different water-level results. Also, there are 

discrepancies in simulated versus measured water levels at the Playa and MSC wells southwest 

of both of the above possible faults. Those discrepancies would have to be explained by 

pumping and aquifer characteristics within that compartment, rather than by the distant effects 

of Paralta and Ord Grove pumping. Thus, internal faulting could theoretically contribute to the 

formation of localized pumping troughs, but it is not obvious how the possible fault locations 

described above would reconcile all of the water-level discrepancies observed in the Northern 

Coastal Subarea. The sensitivity tests of the model did not include the addition of faults, so this 

concept remains untested. 

                                                           
1
 The storage coefficient is the amount of water released by an aquifer per unit change in water level. It is 

a dimensionless volume ratio. 
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Laguna Seca Subarea Results 

Hydrographs of sensitivity test results in the Laguna Seca Subarea are shown for four wells in 

Figure 15. The responses to the alternative simulations were similar at all Laguna Seca wells. 

Alternatives 1a and 1b both raised groundwater elevations in the Laguna Seca Subarea by 

restricting outflow into the Northern Inland Subarea, as expected. The alternative hydrographs 

gradually departed from the calibration hydrograph, but the effect was only a small percentage 

of the overall declining trend. In other words, the effect was not large enough to substantially 

alter the overall slope of the hydrograph and hence would not result in a substantially different 

yield estimate. Alternative 2 commenced with initial water levels tens of feet lower than in the 

calibration simulation. Given the absence of nearby head-dependent boundaries such as the 

ocean, water levels remained lower throughout the simulation. In spite of these very different 

initial conditions, the overall slope of the hydrograph was the same as for the other alternatives 

and the calibration simulation. Yield in these simulations is indicated primarily by long-term 

water-level trends. Thus, none of the alternative sensitivity tests appeared to justify a revision of 

the yield estimate.  

Pie charts showing average annual Laguna Seca water balances during 1995-2013 are shown in 

Figure 16. In this subarea, flow at two of the boundaries (adjoining the Southern Coastal and 

Northern Inland Subareas) is predominantly outflow, so the net flows appear as negative 

numbers.  Net flow across the El Toro boundary is predominantly inflow. Along that boundary, 

inflows and outflows are both fairly large, and a small net flow simply means the two are nearly 

equal. It does not mean that little water is moving across the boundary.  Also, flow direction is 

not uniform along the boundary: inflow dominates along the southern segment, whereas 

outflow is common along the eastern segment.  

Sensitivity tests 1a and 1b forced a decrease in outflow to the Northern Inland Subarea, and the 

pie charts show how other components of the Laguna Seca water balance responded. For 

example, the largest change in outflow to the Northern Inland Subarea was a decrease of 438 

AFY under Alternative 1b. Storage depletion within Laguna Seca under that alternative was 129 

AFY less than in the calibration simulation. That change equaled 30 percent of the decrease in 

outflow to the Northern Inland Subarea. Thus, storage was a larger part of the response than in 

the results for the Northern Coastal Subarea, but not big enough to greatly alter the slopes of 

simulated water-level hydrographs. 

In the simulation of Alternative 2, net inflow from the El Toro Subarea was almost zero. This can 

be attributed to eliminating the high water levels in the southeastern corner of the El Toro 

Subarea, which apparently was the source of net inflow in the calibration and other alternative 

simulations. However, even the substantial change in inflow and initial water levels in 

Alternative 2 did not cause a tremendous change in the long-term rate of storage depletion 

(which decreased by 85 AFY, or 12 percent).   

Like the other tests, Alternative 2 did not reveal an obvious error in the HMWRI estimate of 

Laguna Seca yield. However, the high rate of simulated south-to-north flow across the eastern 

end of the subarea and the low estimate of operational yield differ from a previous model of the 

area (Yates and others, 2002). An alternative model calibration incorporating lower values of 
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hydraulic conductivity and/or storage coefficient might match observed historical water levels 

equally well but with less through-flow and a larger estimate of yield. This is possible because 

simulated drawdown would tend to be more localized around pumping wells and recharge 

within the subarea would not tend to flow out as rapidly. To illustrate the feasibility of an 

alternative calibration, a prior model (Yates and others, 2002) incorporated a hydraulic 

conductivity value within the Santa Margarita aquifer in the eastern half of the Laguna Seca 

Subarea that was only about one-fifth as large as the average value for that area in the HMWRI 

model (5 ft/d versus about 24 ft/d). 

TECHNICAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Northern Coastal Subarea Conclusions 

• Decreasing the rate of east-to-west flow across the Northern Inland Subarea did not 

result in simulation of a pumping trough in the Northern Coastal Subarea. Hydrographs 

in the Northern Coastal Subarea were shifted up or down slightly but had the same 

slopes as in the calibration simulation. 

• In the Northern Coastal Subarea, the storage response in model layer 5 to decreased 

inflow from the east was smaller than the change in flow across the other subarea 

boundaries (north, west, south and top).  

• A plausible alternative hypothesis is that a combination of lower hydraulic conductivity 

and storage coefficient within the Northern Coastal Subarea might enable the model to 

simulate more of a trough. This would tend to make pumping drawdown more localized 

and could lead to a different estimate of subarea yield by changing the relationships 

between pumping at production wells and water levels at monitoring wells.  This 

alternative hypothesis has not been tested. 

• An incorrect assignment of pumping stresses to model layers could theoretically 

contribute to the lack of a simulated long-term pumping trough in layer 5. However, this 

mechanism seems unlikely because the model also under-simulated the pumping trough 

in layers 1-4. 

• The hydrographs for sensitivity Alternative 2 gradually converged with the calibration 

hydrographs over the first 20 years of the simulation. This is the expected response in a 

flow region where boundary flows increase or decrease to counteract a change in 

pumping within the region. Because the alternative initial water levels were much 

higher or lower than measured historical water levels (that is, incorrect), this pattern 

does not indicate a need to revise the estimate of safe yield. 

• Changes in simulated flow across the ocean boundary also accounted for a small 

fraction of the total response to decreased inflow from the Northern Inland Subarea 

(10-12 percent). This provides reassurance that large amounts of seawater intrusion are 

not the reason the model fails to create a long-term pumping trough.  
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Laguna Seca Subarea Conclusions 

• The hydrographs for Alternatives 1a and 1b departed gradually from the calibration 

hydrographs at most wells, but only by a small amount. The alternative long-term 

declining trends were not sufficiently different from the calibration trends to justify a 

revised estimate of operational safe yield.  

• Alternative 2 water levels in the southeastern corner of the El Toro Subarea were as 

much as 120 feet lower than in the calibration simulation. The absence of this large 

body of stored groundwater substantially decreased simulated groundwater inflow to 

the Laguna Seca Subarea, but it decreased outflow to the Northern Inland Subarea by a 

similar amount, so the net effect within Laguna Seca was relatively small.  

• The relatively low estimate of Laguna Seca Subarea yield reported by HMWRI does not 

appear to be entirely the result of excessive amounts of groundwater “draining” out to 

the Northern Inland Subarea. If this had been the case, then Alternative 1a or 1b would 

have produced a much smaller declining trend in simulated hydrographs. 

• The large difference between the Laguna Seca Subarea water balance in the 

groundwater model and previous estimates of the water balance illustrate the problem 

of “non-unique” model calibrations. This refers to a situation where two different 

models match measured water levels equally well. The current model and the previous 

model (Yates and others, 2002) both simulated measured water levels reasonably well, 

but with substantially different aquifer parameters and water balances. Available data 

are insufficient to determine whether one model is more realistic or better than the 

other.  

General Conclusions 

• The HMWRI model is a reasonable representation of the Seaside Basin groundwater 

flow system. No major errors in assumptions, data or results were identified during this 

peer review, and the simulated water levels generally matched observed water levels 

for the historical calibration simulation. 

• The model is not entirely consistent with historical data and previous studies, and those 

differences should be kept in mind when evaluating simulation results. Aspects of model 

design and input that differ from previous studies include:  

o Hydraulic conductivity is higher in certain key areas, such as the eastern half of 

the Laguna  Seca Subarea and the eastern part of the Northern Coastal Subarea 

(Santa Margarita aquifer in both cases). 

o The Laguna Seca Anticline is not a barrier to groundwater flow along most of its 

length. 
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o There is a large south-to-north flow of groundwater through the eastern part of 

the Laguna Seca Subarea. 

Aspects of model output that differ from measured data or previous studies include: 

o The model fails to simulate the historical development of long-term pumping 

troughs in the Paso Robles and Santa Margarita aquifers in the Northern Coastal 

Subarea, although simulated seasonal drawdown is reasonable at major 

production wells . 

o The operational safe yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea is substantially smaller 

than prior estimates. 

• These differences do not indicate that the model is incorrect, but rather that it is “non-

unique”. This means that alternative models with different aquifer parameters and 

water balances might simulate historical water levels equally well. This further implies 

that there is some uncertainty in model results.  

Recommendations 

• The geologic data used by HMWRI to reach conclusions regarding the effect of the 

Laguna Seca Anticline on groundwater flow should be documented more completely. 

• The “operational safe yield” produced by the model (and described in HMWRI reports) 

should be used for basin management in addition to “natural safe yield”, which is a 

technically flawed concept based on a partial water balance that ignores interactions 

among water balance components and the effects of human activities on recharge. 

• The HMWRI model should be used for estimating the operational safe yield of the basin 

and subareas, and for simulating the effects of possible management measures. 

Additional simulations should be completed for management measures likely to be 

implemented. The additional simulations would test the sensitivity of the results to 

variations in model inputs that are poorly known yet have a strong influence on results. 

Input variables can be tested individually or in combinations that reflect different 

conceptualizations of the hydrogeologic system (for example, relatively high versus low 

hydraulic conductivity, strong versus weak effects of the Laguna Seca Anticline on 

groundwater flow, or low versus high initial water levels). If the sensitivity tests produce 

similar results for the prospective management measure, implementation can proceed 

with a high level of confidence. If the results are substantially different, model results 

should be considered relatively uncertain, and implementation should proceed 

accordingly.  
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APPENDIX A. ADDITIONAL REVIEW COMMENTS 

Discussions during meetings with HMWRI staff produced the following additional information 

about the groundwater model: 

• The local variability in horizontal hydraulic conductivity in the model (visible in Figure 8) 

was produced by the automated calibration routine (PEST software). There are very few 

wells in the Northern Inland Subarea, and none with aquifer test data. Thus, actual 

hydraulic conductivity throughout this large subarea is largely unknown. 

• Variations in the transmissivity of model layers also reflect variations in layer thickness. 

Geologic data supporting layer thicknesses was good in the Laguna Seca and coastal 

subareas but limited in the El Toro and Northern Inland Subareas. 

• Automated calibration often results in high or low values of hydraulic conductivity 

around individual wells to improve the match between simulated and measured water 

levels. These are artifacts of the least-squares optimization algorithm in the calibration 

software and are not necessarily supported by hydrogeologic evidence.  Examples of 

these “bullseyes” in the hydraulic conductivity distribution can be seen around the Toro 

1 well (in layer 2) and Toro 3 well (in layer 3) in Figure 22 of the original modeling report 

(HMWRI, 2009). 

• In the future baseline simulation (2013-2041), flow across the Laguna Seca-El Toro 

boundary reverses from westward to eastward within the first 10 years of the 

simulation. This results primarily from the baseline assumption that Cal-Am will 

discontinue pumping its Laguna Seca wells which causes Laguna Seca water levels to 

decline more slowly than El Toro water levels, eventually leading to the reversal of the 

gradient at this boundary. 

• In the baseline scenario, the Standard Producer pumping in the Laguna Seca Subarea 

(where Cal-Am is the only Standard Producer) was eliminated by 2017.  In the Natural 

Safe Yield scenario the Standard Producer pumping is eliminated immediately, and the 

Alternative Producers are cut back to meet the “natural safe yield” estimated to be 240 

AFY. 

• In Subtask 1.5 of the Laguna Seca analysis (HMWRI 2014b), the “wells south and east of 

the LSSA” are the ones listed in Table 3 of the memo, including the Toro wells.  

• Declining water levels in the eastern part of the Laguna Seca Subarea and presence of 

the Northern Coastal Subarea pumping trough both raise the issue of the geographic 
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scale over which overdraft is calculated. Over a broad region such as the entire basin, 

the water balance might be balanced while problems such as water-level declines or 

seawater intrusion might be occurring at some locations within that region. A pumping 

trough could develop in a basin with a balanced overall water budget. There inevitably 

ensues an argument among local stakeholders over who is “we” when it comes time to 

pay for a solution to the problem. Should all pumpers in the basin be cut back uniformly, 

when local wells in the trough itself have a much greater effect? There typically are 

tradeoffs between the amount of cutback and the area over which cutbacks are applied. 

One approach would be to vary the percent reduction by distance from the center of 

the trough (or the location of maximum decline). 

• Laguna Seca Subarea groundwater pumping has decreased from the 1,000 AFY 

estimated by Yates and others (2002 and 2005) to a current amount of about 770 AFY. 

Cal-Am pumping accounts for 246 AFY of the current total and is expected to drop to 

zero as triennial pumping reductions continue to be imposed. This would leave 

approximately 524 AFY being pumped by “Alternative” Producers. 

• The lower apparent yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea could also be partly due to the 

presence of a shallow groundwater system that intercepts rainfall and stream recharge 

before it reaches the underlying regional groundwater system. A shallow groundwater 

system could explain the presence of wetlands, riparian vegetation and base flow along 

Arroyo del Rey in areas where regional water levels are far below the ground surface. 

The shallow groundwater system was discussed in Yates and others (2002). 
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APPENDIX B. NATURAL SAFE YIELD 

The term “natural safe yield” is a legal term that reflects a simplistic concept of groundwater 

basin water balances. The term appears in California Water Code sections relating to 

replenishment districts and municipal water districts (Sections 60350 et seq. and 71689.7). 

Unfortunately, the concept does not reflect reality in most California groundwater basins. In 

that respect, it is analogous to the artificial distinction in water rights law between “underflow” 

and “percolating groundwater”. The flaws in the natural safe yield concept are as follows: 

• Recharge is not “natural” in developed basins; it is influenced by human activities. 

• The natural safe yield equation (see discussion on this below) includes only part of the 

water balance: pumping and storage change are excluded. 

• The concept ignores the effects of pumping on flow across study area boundaries. This 

problem is exacerbated when natural safe yield is applied at the subarea level. 

• By omitting storage change, the equation implicitly assumes that storage change is zero 

and that pumping will vary each year to maintain zero storage change. This is not how 

basins are operated.  However, it is how a basin in steady state should operate over the 

long-term, i.e. not considering variations from year-to-year in the amounts of rainfall for 

recharge. 

Each of these problems is elaborated below. 

Recharge is Not Natural 

Groundwater recharge, inflow and outflow occurred under natural, predevelopment conditions, 

and those water balance items had long-term average values. However, recharge is altered by 

land and water use activities when lands overlying the basin are developed. For example, 

impervious surfaces alter rainfall runoff and infiltration patterns; replacement of natural 

vegetation with crops or irrigated urban landscaping changes root depths and soil moisture 

conditions during the wet season, which alter the amount of rainfall recharge; water and sewer 

pipes leak; stormwater and wastewater are collected and percolated into the basin through 

ponds and septic systems; groundwater pumping changes water levels, which alters the rates of 

stream percolation and groundwater inflow and outflow. Most of these changes increase the 

amount of recharge relative to pre-development conditions. That increase becomes part of the 

yield that can be pumped from the basin without inducing long-term water-level declines or 

other undesirable effects. Thus, the pre-development water balance is not relevant to post-

development yield. 

Pumping and Storage Change are Omitted 

The natural safe yield equation is as follows: 
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  Natural Safe Yield = Recharge + GW Inflow - GW Outflow 

This is a partial water balance that omits pumping and storage change. Under pre-development 

conditions, pumping would have been zero and natural safe yield over a large number of years 

would also have been zero, because recharge plus groundwater inflow equal groundwater 

outflow under a condition of zero storage change. In fact, all undeveloped groundwater basins 

would have a natural safe yield of zero, which implies that there was no opportunity for 

groundwater development anywhere. The pre-development conditions are illustrated below in 

Figure 1, which shows a hypothetical water balance diagram. 

Areal

Recharge 

100

Wells 

0

ΔS = 0

GW 

Inflow 

40

GW 

Outflow 

140

Natural Safe Yield = Recharge + GW Inflow - GW Outflow

0    =   100 + 40 - 140      

Pre-Development Steady-State Condition

 

Figure 1. Basin Water Balance under Pre-Development Conditions 

Following development, pumping changes the water balance, leading to an “unnatural” safe 

yield. This could also be a steady-state condition, where pumping is balanced by increased 

recharge, increased groundwater inflow and/or decreased groundwater outflow. This case is 

shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Water Balance for Developed Basin 

Notice that the natural safe yield exactly equals the amount of pumping. This is the result of 

increased recharge under developed conditions combined with head-dependent boundary 

responses to pumping (see below). Changing the amount of pumping can change the estimate 

of natural safe yield if pumping is balanced by changes in boundary flows. 

Head-Dependent Boundary Effects are Ignored 

The natural safe yield concept ignores the existence of head-dependent boundaries, which are 

boundaries where the rate of flow is affected by the water-level gradient across the boundary. 

Pumping inside the basin changes the water levels, which changes the rates of inflow and 

outflow across the boundaries. Head-dependent boundaries can include horizontally adjacent 

aquifer regions, streams, rivers, the ocean, leakage from overlying aquifers, and 

evapotranspiration by phreatophytic vegetation.  

Storage change is closely linked to head-dependent boundaries. In order for pumping to affect 

the head-dependent boundaries, water levels must decline, which represents a decrease in 

groundwater storage. In some cases, water levels stabilize once the change in boundary flow 

balances the increase in pumping. The system equilibrates at a lower set of water levels, and 

storage change returns to zero. In other cases—where boundary flows are not capable of 

balancing the increased pumping—storage depletion continues indefinitely and becomes part of 

the well yield. The natural safe yield equation implicitly enforces zero long-term change in 

storage, but it ignores the head-dependent boundaries and the change in storage associated 

with changing the boundary flows.  
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An increase in pumping simultaneously decreases storage and changes each of the head-

dependent boundary flows. The distribution of the overall response among each of these 

depends on the location of pumping relative to the boundaries and hydrogeologic 

characteristics unique to the basin. This means that storage depletion cannot typically be 

eliminated without increasing net groundwater outflow, because raising water levels within the 

subarea will increase the rate of outflow. In the case of the Laguna Seca subarea, for example, 

pumping currently exceeds the HMWRI estimate of natural safe yield by 530 AFY (770 AFY 

pumping – 240 AFY natural safe yield = 530 AFY overdraft). However, decreasing pumping by 

530 AFY would not eliminate storage depletion, because some of the decrease in pumping 

would be balanced by changes in flows across the subarea boundaries. That is, groundwater 

inflow would decrease and groundwater outflow would increase. This is one of the reasons why 

simulated water levels still declined in the central and eastern parts of the Laguna Seca subarea 

in the “Natural Safe Yield Scenario” (HMWRI 2014b, Figure 16).  

Applying the concept of natural safe yield at the scale of subareas exacerbates the problem of 

head-dependent boundaries, because flows between subareas are head-dependent. For 

example, the Santa Margarita aquifer in the Northern Coastal Subarea is surrounded by five 

head-dependent boundaries. The water balance and amount of overdraft in each subarea is 

thus dependent upon pumping and overdraft in adjacent subareas. The Laguna Seca subarea 

would be “subsidizing” overdraft in the El Toro and Northern Coastal subareas if it were forced 

to eliminate its internal storage depletion. This is because groundwater flow from Laguna Seca 

to those other areas would increase. 

Conversely, calculating a lumped water balance for the entire basin can fail to reveal areas of 

local overdraft and chronic water-level declines. This problem is compounded in the Seaside 

Basin because the adjudicated basin boundary does not include the entire groundwater flow 

system. Groundwater in the El Toro Subarea (officially outside the basin boundary) is actually 

hydraulically coupled to the Laguna Seca Subarea, so that external pumping affects internal 

water levels.  

Calculated Annual Natural Safe Yield Assumes Zero Storage Change 

When applied annually, the natural safe yield equation produces yields that are sometimes 

positive and sometimes negative, because groundwater storage is assumed to remain constant. 

It is difficult to grasp the physical or practical meaning of a negative safe yield value. Are 

groundwater users supposed to stop pumping, or even to pay the aquifer back? In practice, 

pumping from a basin typically remains relatively constant from year to year while recharge and 

storage changes fluctuate more widely. This simply demonstrates the value of groundwater 

basins as large storage reservoirs that moderate the effects of variable climate on water supply. 

The more common definitions of safe yield assume constant pumping and fluctuating storage, 

which is more consistent with actual operation of groundwater basins in California. When 

averaged over many years, both approaches should theoretically produce the same estimate of 

safe yield. 
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
Northern Coastal

Calibration Hydrographs
without Discrepancies
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Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community
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Figure 5
Annual Northern

Coastal Layer 5 Inflows
and Outflows, 1987-2013

SC = Southern Coastal; NI = Northern Inland; NC = Northern CoastalNote:

Some boundaries have inflow along some segments or in some
seasons. The net annual flow for the whole boundary is shown.

April 2015
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Figure 6
Annual Laguna Seca
Inflows and Outflows,

1987-2013

SC = Southern Coastal; NI = Northern InlandNote:

Some boundaries have inflow along some segments or in some
seasons. The net annual flow for the whole boundary is shown.

April 2015
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Figure 7
Localized Calibration

Discrepencies near the
Laguna Seca - El Toro

Boundary
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Figure 8
Locations of

Sensitivity Test
Adjustments

March 2015Source: HydroMetrics WRI (2009)

MODEL LAYER 5

alternative 1b: hydraulic
conductivity = 5 ft/d

in all layers

alternative 1a: hydraulic
conductivity = 0.5 ft/d

in all layers

alternative 1b: hydraulic
conductivity = 5 ft/d

in all layers

0.4 - 2.0
2.1 - 5.0
5.1 - 10.0
10.1 - 50.0
50.1 - 100.0
100.1 - 200.0
> 200
Model Area

Basin Boundary
Subarea Boundary
Highway

Horizontal Conductivity, feet/day

64



Figure 9
Hydrographs of

Sensitivity Results,
Northern Coastal Subarea

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 E
le

va
tio

n 
(F

ee
t M

S
L)

20

0

-20

-40
1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

March 2015

Playa 4 Ord Terrace Shallow

Military MSC-Deep

Calibration
Alternative 1a
Alternative 1b
Alternative 2
Observed G

ro
un

dw
at

er
 E

le
va

tio
n 

(F
ee

t M
S

L)

40

0

-80

1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 E
le

va
tio

n 
(F

ee
t M

S
L)

20

0

-20

-40

1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 E
le

va
tio

n 
(F

ee
t M

S
L) 20

0

-20

-80
1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

-60

-40

-40
Calibration
Alternative 1a
Alternative 1b
Alternative 2
Observed

Calibration
Alternative 1a
Alternative 1b
Alternative 2
Observed

Calibration
Alternative 1a
Alternative 1b
Alternative 2
Observed

65



Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community
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Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community
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Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community
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Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community
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Figure 14
Comparison of

Northern Coastal
Water Balances

SC = Southern Coastal; NC (QTp) = Northern Coastal layers 1-4; NI = Northern Inland
Results are shown for Northern Coastal model layer 5 (Santa Margarita)
Wedges are labeled with average annual pumping during 1995-2013.
Values shown are net inflowto the subarea.

Notes:
March 2015
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Figure 15
Hydrographs of

Sensitivity Results,
Laguna Seca Subarea

March 2015
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Figure 16
Comparison of
Laguna Seca

Water Balances

SC = Southern Coastal; NC (QTp) = Northern Coastal layers 1-4;
Wedges are labeled with average annual pumping during 1995-2013.
Values shown are net inflow; negative values indicate that net flow is outward.

Notes:
March 2015
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ITEM X. 
 

INFORMATIONAL 
REPORTS 

 
(NO ACTION REQUIRED) 
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SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER CRITICAL MILESTONE DATES ITEM X.A.
ANNUAL MILESTONES                              Water Yea 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Alternative Producers may change to Standard 
Production by March 27, 2009 (see amendment at 
right)  by filing a declaraton with the Court and with 
the other parties.

27-Mar-06 30-Sep-07

1-Oct 1-Oct
After the close of each Water Year, the Watermaster 
will determine and levy a Replenishment Assessment 
against all Producers that incurred Operating Yield 
Over Production during the Water Year, with 
payment due from Producer 40 days after the mailing 
of a statement for the assessment by Watermaster. 30-Nov 30-Nov 23-Jan 30-Nov 30-Nov

Revised 
calculation 

method 
pending 30-Nov 1-Oct

California American Water to submit annually to 
Watermaster any augmentation to water supply for 
possible credit toward Repl Assessment

Annually
15-Nov

CAW Credit 
Req Granted 

2/3/10

CAW Credit 
Req Granted 

2/2/11 1-Feb 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov
Water level monitoring - monthly data collection from 
all members for inclusion in the consolidated 
database.

Reported 
Annually Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly

Water quality yearly data collection from all members 
for entry in consolidated database

Reported 
Annually 15-Nov

28-Feb &     
15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov 31-Aug 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov

Summary report of water resources data to all 
members/parties  the 15th each quarter month:

Quarterly Jan, Apr, Jul, 
Oct 15th

Jan, Apr, Jul, 
Oct 15th

Jan, Apr, Jul, 
Oct 15th

Jan, Apr, Jul, 
Oct 15th

p
Jul, Oct 

15th
Jan, Apr, Jul, 

Oct 15th
Jan, Apr, Jul, 

Oct 15th
Jan, Apr, Jul, 

Oct 15th
Jan, Apr, Jul, 

Oct 15th
Annual Report to Court 15-Jan 15-Nov 15-Nov 15-Nov 23-Dec 8-Dec 15-Dec 15-Dec 15-Dec 15-Dec 15-Dec

ADMINISTRATIVE MILESTONES        Calendar Yea 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Adjudicaton ordered by Court and filed 27-Mar-06
Board Directors Terms 7-Nov 1-Feb-12 1-Feb-12 1-Feb-14 1-Feb-14
Budget (Administrative) Adopted / distributed 15-Jan-10 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan
Budget (Operations) Adopted/distributed 15-Jan-10 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan
Budget (Replenishment) Adopted / distributed 15-Jan-10 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan 15-Jan
Administrative Assessments 15-Jan-06 15-Jan-07 15-Jan-08 15-Jan-09 15-Jan-10 15-Jan-11 NONE 15-Jan-13 15-Jan 15-Jan-15 15-Jan-16
Operations Assessments 15-Jan-07 15-Jan-07 15-Jan-08 15-Jan-09 15-Jan-10 15-Jan-11 NONE NONE NONE 15-Jan-15 15-Jan-16
Capital Assessments 15-Jan-07 15-Jan-07 NONE 15-Jan-09 NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE 15-Jan-16
Replenishment Assessments CAW credit CAW credit CAW credit CAW credit CAW credit 23-Jan-12 1-Feb-12 15-Jan-14 15-Jan-15 15-Jan-16 15-Jan-17
Annual Report to Court 15-Nov-06 15-Nov-07 15-Nov-08 15-Nov-09 23-Dec-10 8-Dec-11 15-Dec 15-Dec 15-Dec-14 15-Dec 15-Dec
Answers to Judge's Questions re: Annual Report 30-Jan-09 28-Feb-08 1-Feb-09 5-Feb-10 1-Aug-12 None None None
Declaration of Replenishment Water Availability Feb-06 Dec-06 Dec-07 18 Mar 2-Dec-09 1-Dec-10 30-Nov-11 4-Dec-13 3-Dec-14 Dec-15 Dec-16

MONTHLY MILESTONES 2006-14 Jan 15 Feb 15 Mar 15 Apr 15 May 15 Jun 15 Jul 15 Aug 15 Sep 15 Oct 15 Nov 15 Dec 15
Tentative budgets distribution to all parties

Operating Yield of 5,600 to be decreased 10% end of 
2014 WY; Declaration of Repl Water Available
Administrative Assessments 15-Jan-14
Operations Assessments 15-Jan-14
Capital Assessments None
Replenishment Assessments Recalc…
Develop Repl Assessment Unit Cost $2,702

SPECIAL ISSUES 2006-14 Jan 15 Feb 15 Mar 15 Apr 15 May 15 Jun 15 Jul 15 Aug 15 Sep 15 Oct 15 Nov 15 Dec 15

Cal-Am CWP / Alt. Projects EIR / Basin Repl MOU
MOU amended 

2/5/14
SWRCB Cease Desist Order Cal-Am In Effect
Storage and Recovery Application and Agreement Complete Annoouncement
Watermaster Board Regular Meeting Schedule 2015 7-Jan-cncld 4-Feb-cncld 4-Mar-cncld 1-Apr-cncld 6-May 3-Jun 1-Jul 5-Aug 2-Sep 7-Oct 4-Nov 2-Dec

Program Administration, Database Management (MPWMD) Complete or deferred = 

Verify Accuracy of Production Meters (MPWMD) Yet to be completed = 
Scheduled for Board meeting = 

Imminent Critical Deadline = Seawater Intrusion Detection & Tracking/ Analysis & SIAR (Hydrometrics & MPWMD) 1/1/15 - 12/31/15
Revised April 23, 2015

Cypress considering APA to 
SPA option 2/5/14

Refine and/or Update Basin Management Action Plan (Hydrometrics & MPWMD) 1/1/15 - 12/31/15

1-Oct-14

1/1/15 - 12/31/15

No further work recommended
Enhanced Groundwater Model; LSSA Modeling ( Hydrometrics, Todd GW) Todd GW peer review

CAW Credit Request 
Granted (signed MOU) 

January 15, 2009

Amendment pending

SUMMARY PROJECT SCHEDULE (See detailed project schedule for more information) Monitoring and Management 
Program 2015

5/6/2015

APA to SPA election 
amended to in-perpetuity 

12/12/2009

Commencing with the fourth Water Year and Triennially thereafter, the Operating Yield for both 
Subareas will be decreased by 10% until the Operating Yield is equivalent to the Natural Safe 
Yield unless by recharge or reclaimed water use results in a decrease in production of Native 
Water as required by the decision.

75% of the Operating Yield of 5,600 decreased 
10%                Jan 1, 2009; and 100% of 5,600 

acre feet decreased 10/1/09

100% of the Operating Yield of 5,040 
decreased another 10% of 5,600 on Oct 1, 

2011, and again on October 1, 2014

15-Nov
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ITEM X.B. 
5/6/2015 

 
D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

February 11, 2015 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Scott Ottmar 
California American Water – Roger Hulbert 
City of Monterey – No Representative  
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa 
MPWMD – Joe Oliver 
MCWRA – Howard Franklin 
City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 
City of Sand City – Leon Gomez 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
 
Consultants 
 
Others 
Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh – Leonard McIntosh 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:38 p.m. after a quorum had arrived. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
 
2. Administrative Matters: 
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A. Approve Minutes from the November 12, 2014 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Gomez, seconded by Mr. Oliver, the Minutes were unanimously approved as presented. 
 
B. Backup Desalination Projects 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There were no questions on this material. 
 
C. Progress Report on Peer Review of Modeling Data 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  He reported that he had received a letter dated February 9, 2015 from the 
attorney representing Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh pertaining to the peer review and TAC discussions at the November 12, 2014 meeting.  
However, the letter had been received after the agenda packet for today’s meeting had already been sent out, so it could not be included in 
today’s packet.  Mr. Jaques said he would include the letter in the agenda packet for the TAC’s March meeting, so there can be TAC 
discussion on its contents. 
 
There was a brief discussion by TAC members regarding the peer review. 
 

3. Update on Work Pertaining to Calibration of Water Meters 
Mr. Jaques and Mr. Oliver summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Following a brief discussion by TAC members, on a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Gomez, the TAC unanimously agreed that no 
further action needs to be taken at this time with regard to meter calibration issues.  Should future well production or other data indicate that 
metering accuracy is in question, this matter will be revisited. 

 
4.  Application from Cal Am to Increase Storage Quantity and Number of Storage/Recovery Sites  
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Hulbert commented that with regard to Question No. 2 on page 22 of the agenda packet, it is generally possible to specify the water 
quality characteristics of the water that will be produced by a reverse osmosis plant.  Mr. Oliver suggested that the anticipated water quality 
from Cal Am’s planned desalination plant is probably already known by the designers, and Mr. Hulbert added that he could probably obtain 
the missing data from the design documents. 
 
Mr. Franklin asked Mr. Hulbert if there was any planned priority of what water will be injected into the groundwater basin, e.g. desalinated 
water, Carmel River water, ASR water, or reclaimed water.  No one present knew of any priority that had been established with regard to this 
question.   
 
Mr. Oliver questioned whether the proposed additional quantity of water to be stored included both desalinated water as well as ASR Phase 2 
water.  He noted that the ASR Phase 1 project is permitted for up to 2,426 AFY and the Phase 2 project is permitted for an additional 2,900 
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AFY, bringing the total permitted ASR water quantity to 5,326 AFY.    Mr. Jaques commented that Mr. Sabolsice had indicated to him that 
the full quantity of additional water would be provided by the desalination plant. 
 
There was some discussion regarding the implementation schedule for the groundwater replenishment project (GWRP). Mr. Oliver said that 
the latest projected startup date for the GWRP was late 2017. 
 
Mr. Oliver and Mr. Franklin asked for clarification on the exact makeup of the additional water to be stored, and that there be continued 
discussion of this topic at the next TAC meeting.  Mr. Oliver asked that the following information be provided for further discussion:  (1) the 
additional water quality data so that all of the water quality parameters contained in Cal Am’s original Storage Agreement would be included 
with this new application (Mr. Jaques listed the missing water quality parameters as nitrate, sulfate, potassium, magnesium, and calcium), (2) 
the breakdown of the sources of water to be stored, and (3) whether there should be separate applications for each source of water to be stored. 
 
Mr. Franklin asked if it was time critical to get the additional injection/recovery sites approved.  Mr. Oliver and Mr. Jaques commented that 
the sites are already in use, so it would be appropriate to have them formally approved at this time. 
 
Mr. Hulbert offered to better define the volumes of water from the Phase 1 and Phase 2 ASR projects that would be included in the Storage 
Application at this time, and that it may be acceptable to delay applying for storage of the desalinated water until the volume of desalinated 
water to be stored is better known.  He said he would need to discuss this with Mr. Sabolsice before making that determination. 
 
There was agreement to continue discussion of this topic at the next TAC meeting. 
 
5. Schedule  
Mr. Jaques briefly summarized certain of the items in the schedule.  There was not other discussion on this topic. 

 
6. Other Business  
There was no Other Business. 
 
7. Set Next Meeting Date 
The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday March 11, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board Room.   

 
The meeting adjourned at 2:26 p.m. 
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ITEM X.B. 

5/6/2015 
 

D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

March 11, 2015 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl (via telephone) 
California American Water – Roger Hulbert 
City of Monterey – Norm Green  
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa 
MPWMD – Joe Oliver 
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 
HydroMetrics - Derrik Williams 
Todd Groundwater – Gus Yates 
 
Others 
Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh – Leonard McIntosh in person and Eric Robinson (via 
telephone) 
City of Sand City – Todd Bodem 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:35 p.m. after a quorum had arrived. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments.  Introductions were made of all TAC members present and of those 
attending via telephone.  Mr. Hulbert proposed deferring discussion of Agenda item 4 to a future 
meeting, and this was further discussed under that Agenda item. 
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the February 11, 2015 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Franklin, seconded by Mr. Costa, the Minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented. 
 

3. Peer Review of HydroMetrics Laguna Seca Subarea Modeling Work 
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A. Presentation of Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum  
Mr. Jaques introduced this agenda item and Mr. Yates narrated a discussion of the Peer Review Report 
with the assistance of PowerPoint slides, a copy of which is attached.  During his presentation some of 
the topics that he highlighted included: 
 

(a)  There was some discrepancy between simulated and actual data in some locations.  The 
biggest discrepancies were in the eastern part of the Northern Coastal Subarea.  A pumping trough there 
was not identified by the modeling. 

(b)  He hypothesized that there might be some problem with one or more of the five head-
dependent boundaries shown in Figure 4, so he had HydroMetrics do some sensitivity modeling of these.   

(c)  For the Laguna Seca Subarea three sensitivity modeling runs with regard to hydraulic 
conductivity and initial water level issues were run. 

(d)  Slopes of the simulated hydrographs he requested were similar to the calibration simulation 
hydrograph slopes. 

(e)  It was found that the flow system is dominated by boundary conditions. 
(f)  Hydrograph slopes are directly related to yield, and since the sensitivity slopes were similar to 

the calibration hydrograph slopes no apparent problem with the model was found in the Northern Coastal 
Subarea, except as noted in item (a) above. 

(g)  He has some concerns about yield calculations for the Laguna Seca Subarea, specifically that 
too much water appears to be "leaking" out of the subarea.  The water balance may need to be adjusted.  
This could be associated with hydraulic conductivity estimates needing to be revised. 

(h)  Model calibration can be done in various ways and it may need to be done it differently than 
it was.  The budget and scope did not allow for this to be done as part of the Peer Review, but it could be 
beneficial. 

(i)  He reviewed the Conclusions and Management Options contained in the attached PowerPoint 
slides. 
 
Mr. Oliver asked where recovery wells might best be located.  Mr. Yates said along the west, east, and 
northern Laguna Seca Subarea boundaries would be the logical locations.  The model could be used to 
help identify specific locations. 
 
Mr. Franklin asked where the outflow from the Northern Inland Subarea was going.  Mr. Yates 
responded that is it is mainly going to the west, toward the Northern Coastal Subarea, with some to the 
north.  Mr. Franklin asked what would be the benefit of intercepting the outflow.  Mr. Yates responded 
that the benefit would be to capture the outflow from the Laguna Seca Subarea using recovery wells so 
the water could be returned and used within the Laguna Seca Subarea to meet water demands there. 
 
Mr. Jaques said he would compile comments and questions from TAC members and submit them to Mr. 
Yates said he can use them to revise the preliminary draft Peer Review Report.  There was consensus that 
comments would be provided to Mr. Jaques not later than March 25th, 2015 (two weeks from today).  
There was unanimous agreement to continue discussion on this topic to the next TAC meeting, and not to 
have the Peer Review Report go to the Board at its April 1st meeting as originally planned. 
 
Mr. Lear and Mr. Oliver reported that Paralta well data may provide some additional information on 
conductivity issues in the Northern Coastal Subarea and the Ord Terrace fault. 
 
Mr. Costa asked Mr. Williams what his reaction was to the Peer Review Report.  Mr. Williams 
responded that he felt Mr. Yates had done a good job in preparing the report.  He noted that he and Mr. 
Yates differ on some issues, but that is not surprising.  He also noted that if a change in the model 
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calibration was made, one would likely get different results, but there would still be the question as to 
whether the new results would be better than the original results. 

 
B. Discussion of February 9, 2015 Letter from Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh  

Mr. Jaques briefly summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Robinson commented that the letters that he had submitted on behalf of his client were a reaction of 
concern that the natural safe yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea is, according to HydroMetrics, much 
lower than previous reports say, and that there is no consensus of what the natural safe yield should be.  
More work is needed before reaching any conclusions on this.  Basin management actions need to be 
based on the best data and modeling information available.  He said he looks forward to continued 
participation in TAC discussions on these issues. 
 
Mr. Costa said that in light of all of the discussion on these issues it will be important to communicate to 
the Board that they will take more time at the TAC level than originally anticipated, and thus will not go 
to the Board as soon as originally anticipated.   
 

C. Develop TAC Recommendations to be Made to the Board  
Mr. Hulbert and Mr. Jaques recommended that this item be deferred to a future TAC meeting and there 
was consensus to support this recommendation. 
 
4. Preliminary Discussion of Work Plan to Address Findings of Laguna Seca Modeling Work 

Mr. Hulbert and Mr. Jaques recommended that this item be deferred to a future TAC meeting and there 
was consensus to support this recommendation. 
 
5. Continued Discussion of Application from Cal Am to Increase Storage Quantity and Number 

of Storage/Recovery Sites  
Mr. Jaques introduced and briefly summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Hulbert noted that water quality from the desalination plant will meet Title-22 and Safe Drinking 
Water Act requirements.  Regardless of the water source, i.e. desalination, ASR, etc. these requirements 
will be met. 
 
Mr. Oliver said that the RWQCB has set certain ongoing requirements for water quality monitoring.  A 
Sample Analysis Plan was required and MPWMD is working on that.  It contains a specific listing of 
water quality parameters.  He felt that getting a better understanding of future water quality interactions 
of water in the basin and water proposed for storage would be beneficial. 
 
Mr. Green asked if the permit from the RWQCB is for storage.  Mr. Oliver and Mr. Lear responded yes, 
but the specific requirements are still being discussed. 
 
Mr. Lear said that for storage of desalination water there will likely be specific water quality 
requirements from the RWQCB. 
 
Mr. Oliver suggested that the current Sample Analysis Plan parameter requirements could be used in Cal 
Am's application. 
 
Mr. Jaques asked Mr. Lear and Mr. Oliver if they knew with certainty what the desalination water quality 
Sample Analysis Plan parameters would be, and they responded that they did not know at this time. 
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Mr. Oliver said he could provide the current water quality Sample Analysis Plan list to Mr. Hulbert for 
further discussion, and Mr. Hulbert said he would appreciate getting that information. 
 
Mr. Hulbert said Cal Am would like to get the Watermaster's approval in advance of getting the other 
permits by agreeing to comply with requirements of the regulatory agencies. 
 
Mr. Lear said that MPWMD recently finished a Salt and Nutrient Management Plan that may be useful 
in examining water quality issues in the basin. 
 
Mr. Costa asked what the concern was about including multiple water resources and quantities in a single 
application.  Mr. Oliver said that groundwater recharge water would certainly be different than ASR or 
desalination water in terms of water quality.  He noted that the new ASR wells are already operation, so 
it would be good to get them covered now in a revised storage agreement. 
 
Mr. Hulbert agreed that groundwater replenishment water would be a separate application, but that ASR 
and desalination water could be included in a single agreement, with the quantities and water quality 
parameters for each source being listed. 
 
Mr. Franklin said if water quality and quantities from each source are stated in the storage application, 
then he was agreeable with proceeding with the application now, rather than waiting. 
 
 Mr. Hulbert said he would get data from MPWMD with regard to water quality parameters and see if 
revisions need to be made to the draft application. 
 
Mr. Franklin said that if the application states that the other regulatory agencies’' requirements will be 
complied with, then he was agreeable with going ahead now.  Title-22 and Sample Analysis Plan 
requirements could also be cited in the application. 
 
Mr. Hulbert said he would revise the application and resubmit it for TAC approval at a future meeting. 
 
There was a brief discussion with regard to what sources of water are currently being stored. 
 
6. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques provided a few brief comments on this item, and there was no further discussion on it. 
 
7. Other Business  

There was no other business. 
 
8. Set Next Meeting Date 
The next regular meeting was scheduled for Wednesday April 8, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA 
Board Room. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 3:19 p.m. 
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ITEM X.B. 
5/6/2015 

 
D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

April 15, 2015 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl 
California American Water – Roger Hulbert 
City of Monterey – Norm Green  
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa 
MPWMD – Joe Oliver 
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 
HydroMetrics - Derrik Williams (via telephone) 
Todd Groundwater – Gus Yates (via telephone) 
 
Others 
Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh – Leonard McIntosh in person and Eric Robinson (via 
telephone) 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 
California American Water – Eric Sabolsice 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:38 p.m. after a quorum had arrived. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments.  Introductions were made of all TAC members present and of those 
attending via telephone.   
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the March 11, 2014 Meeting 
Mr. Costa requested that under Item 3.B of the Draft Minutes from this meeting, the wording of the 
second paragraph be revised to read as follows:  “Mr. Robinson commented that the letters that he had 
submitted on behalf of his client were a reaction of concern that certain modeling by HydroMetrics might 
be relied upon as a basis to reduce the natural safe yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea, and that the peer 
review of that modeling by Todd Engineers shows there is no consensus on changing the natural safe 
yield from the amount determined by the adjudication Judgment. More work is needed before reaching 
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any conclusions on changing the natural safe yield. Basin management actions need to be based on the 
best data and modeling information available. He said he looks forward to continued participation in 
TAC discussions on these issues.” 
 
Mr. Franklin asked Mr. Jaques if he found this revision to be an accurate reflection of the discussion at 
the March 11 TAC meeting, and Mr. Jaques said that he did.  With this revision made, on a motion by 
Mr. Costa, seconded by Mr. Franklin, the Minutes were unanimously approved. 

 
B. March 10, 2015 Letter from Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh 

Mr. Jaques briefly summarized the materials for this agenda item, and there was no further discussion 
on it. 
 
3. Peer Review of HydroMetrics Laguna Seca Subarea Modeling Work 
 

A. Continued Discussion of Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum  
Mr. Jaques introduced this agenda item and Mr. Yates proceeded to summarize the types of changes he 
had made from the previous Draft version of the Peer Review. 
 
Mr. Yates also referred to a recent telephone conversation he had held with Mr. Williams regarding the 
Northern Coastal Subarea pumping trough issue.  The water levels Mr. Yates had used were from 
December 2008 data.  He was subsequently provided July data which did show the pumping trough on a 
seasonal basis, but still did not show the trend toward a long-term pumping trough.  Mr. Riedl asked 
where the pumping trough was located, and he was referred to Figure 4 which shows it to be located in 
the east-central part of the Northern Coastal Subarea. 
 
Mr. Yates also discussed with Mr. Oliver the geologic structural issues which Mr. Oliver had raised. Mr. 
Yates said this information may provide improved understanding of some of these issues. 
 
Mr. Costa asked for clarification of the terms "natural safe yield" and "operational safe yield".  Mr. Yates 
explained that the natural safe yield is part of the water budget, but as discussed in more detail in 
Appendix B. of the Peer Review, natural safe yield does not properly account for a number of factors that 
influence the yield of a basin.  The operational safe yield does account for all of these factors and is a 
better concept to use. 
 
Mr. Costa asked whether the HydroMetrics estimate of a natural safe yield of 240 acre feet per year for 
the Laguna Seca subarea was an accurate one.  Mr. Yates responded that HydroMetrics did calculations 
to arrive at this value, but that the Decision-mandated boundaries of the basin make it difficult to 
determine the natural safe yield in part because those boundaries are not all structural boundaries but in 
some cases are flow divides. 
 
Mr. Robinson noted that the boundary is a pumping divide, not a structural boundary.  If the boundary 
was expanded toward the east, he asked whether the natural safe yield developed by using the model 
would be different.  Mr. Yates responded that for a different sized subarea there would likely be a 
different natural safe yield.  Mr. Robinson asked whether expanding the Laguna Seca Subarea to include 
the El Toro Subarea would result in a different natural safe yield.  Mr. Yates said that he would expect 
the natural safe yield to change due to the larger area having more recharge and also more wells 
pumping.  He noted that it would not be good to move the boundary to the location of another flow 
divide, because the flow divide itself might change locations as pumping and other conditions change.  
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Rather, it would be preferable to go to a structural divide such as the boundary of the Monterey shale 
formation. 
 
Mr. Costa commented that there appears there is so much variability in the modeling processes that it is 
difficult to accurately predict the natural safe yield.  Mr. Yates responded that HydroMetrics did the 
straightforward calculations, but that the model parameters (inflow, outflow, etc.) affect the yield 
calculations.  He went on to state that the uncertainty is in the ways in which the HydroMetrics model 
moves water (water balances) differently than the prior (Yates model) did.  He said there are no obvious 
flaws in the HydroMetrics model, so it would be satisfactory to go ahead and use it, but to also use the 
prior (Yates model) parameters and compare the results to give greater certainty to the findings.  Mr. 
Jaques asked Mr. Yates if the Yates model was available for HydroMetrics to use.  Mr. Yates explained 
that his model had only been developed for the Laguna Seca Subarea, not for the full Basin, but that the 
assumptions used in it were available, so HydroMetrics could run their existing model with the Yates 
model parameters for comparison.  Mr. Williams said he concurred with doing this for comparison 
purposes. 
 
Mr. Robinson commented that the last bullet on page 11 of the Draft Peer Review before the heading 
"General Conclusions" mentions that there is not enough data to determine whether one model is more 
accurate than the other, and that on page 12 there is mention in the top bullet on that page that the model 
is "non-unique" and that there is some uncertainty in the model results.  He also suggested that clarity 
should be improved in the discussion of the issue contained in bullet No. 2 of the "Recommendations" on 
page 12.  He went on to say that the concept of operational safe yield is useful for basin management 
because natural safe yield is based on a partial water balance that does not account for all parameters.  
Mr. Yates responded that he did not feel that Mr. Robinson’s suggested changes to the wording of this 
bullet item significantly altered the substance of the recommendation.   
 
Mr. Robinson went on to point out that the concepts used to evaluate water levels are discussed, but that 
they do not clearly indicate whether the natural safe yield should be changed.  He felt that this could lead 
to misunderstanding by the reader and possible misuse of this information.  He noted that some of the 
natural safe yield values from other reports were broken down by subarea, but some were for the Basin 
as a whole and were not broken down by subarea. 
 
Mr. Yates commented that one could use the operational safe field, not the natural safe yield, for Basin 
management purposes without challenging the natural safe yield values in the Decision.  Overtime the 
field-measured data would be incorporated into the model which should make the model output become 
more and more accurate with time. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked what was meant in the last bullet under the heading "Recommendations" with regard to 
a low-conductivity model.  Mr. Yates explained that this means to use lower permeability values to 
develop different water level responses to compare to the higher permeabilities that were used by 
HydroMetrics when it did its modeling.  Mr. Riedl asked if the auto-calibration process changes the 
conductivities.  Mr. Yates responded yes, that the auto-calibration method achieves calibration using a 
least-squares optimization technique, but that in order to accomplish this it may alter some parameters 
such that they become unrealistically extreme values.  He noted that there are advantages and 
disadvantages to using the auto-calibration method.  A disadvantage is that it can create "hot spots," i.e. 
localized wide variations in conductivity, in order to achieve calibration. 
 
Mr. Williams said if lower permeability values were used the model might show a slightly different 
result for the operational safe yield.  He said, however, that in earlier work with the model it was found 
that using lower conductivities did not appreciably change the operational safe yield.  He went on to 
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comment that some adjustments to certain of the geologic assumptions could be made in the areas of 
greatest uncertainty in order to try to improve the model's accuracy. 
 
Mr. Williams said that the auto-calibration method may create some "bull's-eyes" (hot spots) but it does 
achieve the conductivity values needed to get field-measured results to match the values predicted by the 
model. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked what the conductivities were within the basin, and he was referred to Figure 8 in the 
Peer Review which provides that information. 
 
Mr. Robinson commented that on page 5 of the Peer Review there is discussion about the HydroMetrics 
model over-simulating certain water level declines, and that he felt this should be noted in the 
Recommendations.  Mr. Yates said the impact was not large, but that it would be worth evaluating this in 
future modeling. 
 
Mr. Robinson noted that in the model as it is currently configured, the Laguna Seca Subarea yield is 
affected by pumping outside of the boundary of the Laguna Seca Subarea.  He asked Mr. Yates if the 
outside pumping were changed would it change the yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea.  Mr. Yates 
responded yes it would. 
 
Mr. Williams said this is a major type of problem in working with a model, when a subarea is affected by 
pumping and other factors outside the boundary of the subarea.  He felt it would be better to try to 
manage the full basin, and not just the subareas within it. 
 
Mr. Robinson pointed out that using the model results as a basis for reducing Laguna Seca Subarea 
Alternative Producer pumping does not account for water rights issues. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Yates several questions with regard to boundary issues. 
 
Mr. Franklin commented that he was not in favor of having multiple models, and that lowering the 
conductivity in the sensitivity analyses did not seem to produce significant differences.  He went on to 
say that he felt the inability of the model to show the development of a long-term pumping trough in the 
Northern Coastal Subarea was more of a concern. Mr. Yates noted that the sensitivity analysis only 
changed the conductivities outside of the Northern Coastal Subarea, whereas lowering the conductivity 
within the Northern Coastal Subarea would likely show the development of a long-term trough.  He went 
on to say that his recommendation would be to use lower conductivity values in more of the basin.   
 
Mr. Williams commented that the model does show the development of a seasonal trough, but not the 
long-term trend.  He felt changes in recharge values, rather than conductivity values, might have a 
greater impact on the results.  But he went on to say that he did not feel that any of these changes would 
have appreciable impacts on the Laguna Seca Subarea itself. 
 
Mr. Yates said he understood Mr. Franklin's concerns about having two separate models.  Rather, he felt 
that doing some sensitivity analyses using the existing model would be helpful, and that he would be 
glad to revise some of the language in the last bullet under the "Recommendations" to reflect this. 
 
Mr. Robinson asked if there was a chance of getting different results if one made multiple simultaneous 
changes in parameters.  Mr. Yates responded yes, but it would then be necessary to do more work to 
achieve calibration. 
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Mr. Williams asked if any consensus had been reached on what to say to the Board with regard to the 
modeling results.  In response Mr. Jaques summarized his thoughts with regard to presenting the Peer 
Review to the Board. 
 
Mr. Lear suggested prioritizing the changes to be made in the model assumptions to more accurately 
calibrate the model in the Laguna Seca Subarea, and Mr. Williams said he would look into doing this. 
 
Mr. Franklin said that he would like to see Mr. Yates make limited edits to the recommendations based 
on the discussion today, but not to have the TAC direct changes to the consultant’s recommendations. 
 
Mr. Sabolsice said he said he felt the Peer Review had been completed, and that the TAC should only 
seek to clarify technical issues, not seek to alter the conclusions or recommendations of the Peer Review.  
He felt the Board would like to hear the TAC's comments, but that the TAC did not need to continue 
discussing the Peer Review further. 
 
Mr. Franklin said he felt the Peer Review had been adequately performed, and hoped that the 
recommendations would be revised slightly to reflect today's discussion so that it could then be moved 
forward to the Board. 
 
Mr. Hulbert noted that the Recommendations were not large in scope, so he felt it would be satisfactory 
to only make small revisions to them based on today's discussions. 
 
Mr. Oliver said he felt the Peer Review is what we asked for, and that the real job for the TAC will be to 
decide what we do with the Peer Review in terms of future TAC recommendations to the Board. 
 
Mr. Costa said he concurred that the Peer Review had been completed, but wanted to ensure the Board 
understood the uncertainties with regard to the natural safe yield of the Laguna Seca Subarea. 
 
Mr. Riedl and Mr. Green reported that they had no comments to add. 
 
Mr. Hulbert said he felt consensus had been achieved to make the minor wording changes per today's 
discussion and that the Peer Review report had been adequately completed.  Mr. Riedl asked that the 
issue of hydraulic conductivity be better explained under the General Conclusions and 
Recommendations. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Costa, seconded by Mr. Franklin, to approve the revised draft Peer Review 
after making the revisions discussed at today's meeting and to have Mr. Jaques e-mail these revisions to 
the TAC for their final review, after which the Peer Review could be moved forward to the Board for its 
consideration.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
  

B. Develop TAC Recommendations to be Made to the Board  
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was consensus for the TAC to 
discuss these issues at future meetings, but not to make any recommendations on them to the Board at 
this time. 
 
4. Preliminary Discussion of Work Plan to Address Findings of Laguna Seca Modeling Work  

Mr. Jaques briefly discussed this item.  There was consensus to defer discussion of it to a future TAC 
meeting. 

89



 
Mr. Robinson asked Mr. Sabolsice what the technical rationale was for making the request to forego the 
10 percent pumping cut-back, and whether this would affect the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project.  Mr. Sabolsice described the in-lieu water replenishment work being performed by the City of 
Seaside at its golf courses as the basis for seeking avoidance of the most recent 10 percent pumping cut-
back.  He also stated that there is no link between this and the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project.   
 
Mr. Robinson asked if Cal Am was committed to delivering water from the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Supply Project to its Laguna Seca Subarea users.  At this point in the meeting Mr. Sabolsice had 
departed, but Mr. Hulbert confirmed that Cal Am will continue to supply its Laguna Seca Subarea 
customers from its main system. 
 
5. Continued Discussion of Application from Cal Am to Increase Storage Quantity and Number 

of Storage/Recovery Sites  
Mr. Jaques and Mr. Hulbert briefly discussed this item.  There was consensus to defer discussion of it to 
a future TAC meeting. 
 
6. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques reported that there were no significant changes to the Schedule. 
 
7. Other Business  

Mr. Franklin reported that the Monterey County Resource Management Agency plans to develop a new 
Salinas River Basin model, and asked for the Watermaster to join their TAC for this work.  He noted that 
MPWMD and MCWRA have already been invited to be members of the TAC.  The first meeting is 
scheduled for early May.  There was discussion on who to send to that first meeting to represent the 
Watermaster, and how to have the Watermaster TAC designate its representative for future TAC 
meetings.   
 
Mr. Franklin reported that Monterey County had hired Brown and Caldwell to develop the new model 
which will cover at larger geographic area than the current model that is being used for the Salinas 
Valley Basin.   
 
Following some discussion there was agreement that Mr. Jaques would attend the first TAC meeting, and 
that the Watermaster TAC will discuss selection of the Watermaster's representative for future meetings 
when Watermaster TAC holds its next meeting. 
 
8. Set Next Meeting Date 

The next regular meeting was set for Wednesday May 13, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board 
Room. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:34 p.m. 
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Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

Reported Quarterly and Annual Water Production From the Seaside Groundwater Basin 

(All Values in Acre-Feet [AF])

Type Oct Nov Dec Oct-Dec 14 Jan Feb Mar Jan-Mar 15 Apr May Jun Apr-Jun 15 Jul Aug Sep Jul-Sep 15
Reported 

Total
Yield 

Allocation
from WY 

2014
for WY 

2015

Owing 
from WY 

2015

Coastal Subareas
CAW - Coastal Subareas SPA 278.76 149.36 158.62 586.74 31.62 116.62 53.00 201.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 787.98 2,251.14 0.00 2,251.14 -349.17
City of Seaside (Municipal) SPA 17.16 13.79 13.99 44.93 15.82 14.86 16.52 47.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 92.13 184.61 0.00 184.61
Granite Rock Company SPA  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 17.39 200.42 217.81
DBO Development No. 27 SPA  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 31.56 391.40 422.96
City of Seaside (Golf Courses) APA 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 540.00 540.00
Sand City APA 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.15 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 9.00 9.00
SNG (Security National Guaranty) APA  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 149.00 149.00
Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Inv.) APA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12  - -  - - 0.00 0.00  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 0.12 14.00 14.00
Mission Memorial (Alderwoods) APA 1.86 0.26 0.36 2.48 0.26 1.19 0.47 1.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.40 31.00 31.00

Coastal Subareas Totals 634.31 250.67 0.00 0.00 884.98 3,227.70 591.82 3,819.52 -349.17

Laguna Seca Subarea
CAW - Laguna Seca Subarea SPA 32.08 23.09 19.90 75.07 23.90 20.05 26.11 70.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 145.13 48.30 48.30

Ryan Ranch Unit 4.97 3.84 3.33 12.14 2.96 3.76 4.53 11.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.39
Hidden Hills Unit 13.51 10.14 9.16 32.81 12.14 8.53 10.42 31.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 63.90

Bishop Unit 13.60 9.11 7.41 30.12 8.80 7.76 11.16 27.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 57.84
Nicklaus Club Monterey APA 13.73 0.00 0.00 13.73 0.71 0.00 20.88 21.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 35.32 251.00 251.00
Laguna Seca Golf Resort (Bishop) APA 19.37 0.00 0.00 19.37 0.00 3.98 19.65 23.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.00 320.00 320.00
York School APA 1.22 0.37 0.01 1.59 0.91 0.44 1.25 2.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.19 32.00 32.00
Laguna Seca County Park APA 2.17 1.14 1.90 5.21 1.63 0.76 1.14 3.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.74 41.00 41.00

Laguna Seca Subarea Totals 114.98 121.39 0.00 0.00 236.37 692.30 0.00 692.30 0.00

Total Production by WM Producers 749.29 372.06 0.00 0.00 1,121.35 3,920.00 591.82 4,511.82 -349.17
Annual Production from APA Producers 96.11
Annual Production from SPA Producers 1,025.24

City of Seaside Golf Courses In-Lieu (MCWD source water)

MCWD delivery 49.60 6.85 0.68 57.14 4.04 21.75 30.78 56.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 113.72

CAW / MPWMD ASR (Carmel River Basin source water)

 (Injection) 0.00 0.00 113.19 113.19 0.00 102.00 0.00 102.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 215.19
Recovery 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Net ASR 0.00 0.00 113.19 113.19 0.00 102.00 0.00 102.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 215.19

For All Producers Included in the Seaside Basin Adjudication -- Water Year 2015

Notes:

1. The Water Year (WY) begins October 1 and ends September 30 of the following calendar year.  For example, WY 2015 begins on October 1, 2014, and ends on September 30, 2015.

2.  "Type" refers to water right as described in Seaside Basin Adjudication decision as amended, signed February 9, 2007 (Monterey County Superior Court Case No. M66343).

3.  Values shown in the table are based on reports to the Watermaster as received by MPWMD by April 15, 2015.

4. All values are rounded to the nearest hundredth of an acre-foot.  Where required, reported data were converted to acre-feet utilizing the relationships:  325,851 gallons = 43,560 cubic feet = 1 acre-foot.

5.  "Base Operating Yield Allocation" values are based on Seaside Basin Adjudication decision.  These values are consistent with the Watermaster Producer Allocations Water Year 2015 (see  Item IX C. in 12/3/2014 Board packet).

6.  Any minor discrepancies in totals are attributable to rounding.

7. APA = Alternative Producer Allocation; SPA = Standard Producer Allocation; CAW = California American Water.

8.  It should be noted that CAW/MPWMD ASR "Injection" and "Recovery" amounts are not expected to "balance" within each Water Year.  This is due to the injection recovery "rules" that are part of SWRCB water rights permits and/or separate agreements with state and federal resources agencies 
that are associated with the water rights permits.

9. CAW now takes physical meter readings as of 1/15/13 per Eric Sabolsice instead of SCADA readings.
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