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

                                                            OF THE 
SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

 
       DATE:  Wednesday, June 12, 2019 

MEETING TIME:  1:30 p.m. 
Monterey One Water Offices 

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

If you wish to participate in the meeting from a remote location, please call in on the Watermaster 
Conference Line by dialing (515) 604-9094 (Note that this is the new call-in number).  Use the Meeting ID 
355890617.  Please note that if no telephone attendees have joined the meeting by 10 minutes after its start, 
the conference call will be ended.  
OFFICERS 
Chairperson:  Nina Miller, California American Water Company 
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2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the May 8, 2019 Meeting 
3.  Report on Geochemical Modeling for the Pure Water Monterey Project AWT Water 
4. Application from the City of Seaside for a Storage and Recovery Agreement 
5. Schedule 
6. Other Business  
 
The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday July 10, 2019 at 1:30 p.m. at the M1W 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the May 8, 2019 Meeting 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

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

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

May 8, 2019 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl 
California American Water – Nina Miller 
City of Monterey – Max Rieser (via telephone)  
Laguna Seca Property Owners – No Representative 
MPWMD – No Representative 
MCWRA – Tamara Voss 
City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 
City of Sand City – Leon Gomez (via telephone) 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
 
Consultants 
None 
 
Others 
None 

______________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:40 p.m. The conference line telephone number had been changed 
without our knowledge, so it took a while for everyone to get connected.   
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the March 13, 2019 Meeting 
On a motion by Ms. Voss, seconded by Mr. Gomez, the minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented. 
 

3. Report on Geochemical Modeling for the Pure Water Monterey Project AWT Water 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. There was no other discussion. 
 
4. Continued Discussion of Allocation of Water Rights After Decision-Required Pumping Ramp-

Downs Have Been Completed  
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Ms. Voss said that she was okay with using the Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 acre-feet per year for 
calculating the next pumping ramp-down. She noted that the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Plans will need to be completed by 2022, and at that time it would be appropriate to 
reevaluate the Natural Safe Yield value, and also to consider the concept of Sustainable Yield versus 
Natural Safe Yield for basin management purposes. 
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Ms. Miller said she concurred with Ms. Voss’ comments and that it was appropriate to take one step at a 
time and not undertake the Sustainable Yield analysis at this time because of the likelihood of having to 
redo it after the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plans have been completed. 
 
Ms. Voss said she knew that the 3,000 acre foot per year Natural Safe Yield figure was probably too 
high, but the burden of lowering the Natural Safe Yield further is not justified or necessary at this time. 
 
Ms. Voss made a motion to use 3,000 acre-feet per year as the Natural Safe Yield value when making 
the calculations for the next ramp-down in pumping. Mr. Riedl seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 
 
 
5. Continued Discussion of Pros and Cons of Using the Sustainable Yield Approach in Place of 

the NSY Approach for Basin Management  
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Ms. Voss said she felt that a Sustainable Yield analysis may be needed at a future point in time, but it 
was best to wait until the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plans were completed before 
making that decision. 
 
Ms. Miller noted that waiting on making this decision will avoid the risk of having to revise the analysis 
after the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plans have been completed. 
 
Mr. Gomez said he concurred with the comments made by Ms. Voss and Ms. Miller. 
 
Mr. Riedl noted that a management objective for the Watermaster is to have pumping at a sustainable 
level.  He noted that something could potentially change or be learned prior to the development of the 
Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plans that would make it appropriate to perform a 
Sustainable Yield analysis before those plans were completed. Mr. Jaques said he could include that 
caveat in the TAC’s recommendation to the Board. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Riedl, seconded by Ms. Voss, to make the following recommendation to the 
Board: 
 

1. An SY analysis not be performed at this time. 
2. That the concept of using the SY approach to replace the NSY approach be revisited after the 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Monterey Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin has been completed, and its impacts on the Seaside Groundwater Basin have been 
determined. 

3. However, if something is learned or events occur, that would warrant performing a Sustainable 
Yield analysis sooner, the Board should revisit the decision at that time.  

 
The motion passed unanimously. 

 
6. Schedule 
Mr. Jaques briefly summarized the changes to the schedule from the prior TAC meeting, noting that the 
geochemical modeling report was being moved from today’s meeting to the June 12th TAC meeting. 
 
7. Other Business  
There was no other business. 
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The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday June 12, 2019 at 1:30 p.m. at the M1W 
Board Room.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:03 p.m. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Report on Geochemical Modeling of the Pure Water Monterey AWT Water 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
Jon Lear of MPWMD provided a brief progress report at the TAC’s March 13 meeting on the geochemical 
modeling work that is being performed to determine if there will be any adverse water quality impacts on the 
Seaside Basin aquifers as a result of injecting non-native water from the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project’s desalination plant or the Pure Water Monterey Advance Treated Wastewater (AWT) project.  A 
copy of the Technical Memorandum describing the work on the PWM AWT water is attached.  Mr. Lear 
will provide an overview of the Technical Memorandum and respond to TAC questions at today’s meeting.  
 
The Storage and Recovery Agreement for the PWM water, approved by the Board at its December 2018 
meeting, states in part in Section 6 “…DISTRICT agrees that prior to injecting any AWT Water into the 
Basin for Storage, it must provide to the WATERMASTER the geochemical interaction modeling 
assessment (including any recommended mitigation measures) (“Modeling Assessment”) contemplated by 
the February 10, 2018 Memorandum of Agreement Between the Seaside Basin Watermaster, the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District, California American Water Company, and Monterey One Water to 
Share in the Costs of Performing Geochemical Modeling of the Seaside Basin Groundwater Basin (see 
Attachment C). If the Modeling Assessment recommends implementation of mitigation measures to avoid a 
Material Injury (as defined in the Decision) resulting from the injection of AWT Water into the Basin, 
DISTRICT must, prior to the initial injection of AWT Water, demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of 
WATERMASTER that sufficient measures will be implemented to avoid Material Injury.” 
 
Because the first three of the recommendations contained in the Technical Memorandum pertain to 
monitoring and operation of the PWM project, including the recommendation to cease injection of PWM 
water if certain undesirable conditions are detected, I recommend that those three recommendations be 
included in the Storage and Recovery Agreement for the PWM water.  This would be done by issuing an 
amendment to the December 2018 Storage and Recovery Agreement. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Technical Memorandum describing geochemical modeling of the PWM AWT water 
(Note:  Attachments A and C of the Technical Memorandum are included.  Only the 
Conclusions and Recommendations Sections of Attachment B are included because 
it is 32 pages long, is a very technically complex document, and pertains only to the 
evaluation of the Santa Margarita geologic matrix performed by the MPWMD in 
2008 at ASR Well No. 2.  ). 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

1.  Accept the Technical Memorandum as satisfactorily fulfilling MPWMD’s 
obligation to perform geochemical modeling of the PWM AWT water. 
2.  Accept the Technical Memorandum’s recommendation to defer geochemical 
modeling work on the desalination plant water at this time. 
3. Include the first three of the Technical Memorandum’s recommendations in the 
PWM Storage and Recovery Agreement by issuing an amendment to that 
Agreement. 
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Attachment B Conclusions and Recommendations Sections 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

4.1 PRECIPITATION AND SCALING  

                  4.1.1 SMTIW#2 Well Injection and Storage  

It can be seen that the only significant model-predicted scalant in both of the SMTIW#2 (ASR-2) mixing 
scenarios A and B (refer Section 3.2) is chalcedony (opaline silica). This minor siliceous scaling 
potential around the well screens and the mixing zone in the aquifer (of about 2 – 4 mg/L) is predicted 
regardless of whether the mix is predominantly NGW and is reducing, or is predominantly MCWD water 
and is oxidizing.  

In the SMTIW#2 (ASR-2) mixing scenarios with MCWD (refer Section 3.2) it can be seen that this 
siliceous scaling is predicted to increase with increasing admixture of MCWD water. This arises 
because the MCWD water contains slightly more dissolved silica (19.73 mg/L as Si) than the SMTIW#2 
NGW (18.33 mg/L as Si). Likewise, the siliceous scale potential will decrease when using the more 
typical injectate , CAW water, due to its low silica content.  

Calcite, magnesite and dolomite are shown to be unsaturated in these mixes, therefore calcareous 
scaling is not expected.  

In the reducing mixtures this silica scalant may be accompanied by minor amounts of trace heavy metal 
sulfide precipitation, although this likelihood is primarily in the early stages of injection (i.e. <10% 
MCWD water) and these should generally be rapidly oxidized as further MCWD water is injected. This 
precipitate will likely see subsequent adsorption / coprecipitation with Fe- and Mn- oxyhydroxides 
present in the aquifer.  

The predictions for ferruginous and manganiferous precipitation on the well screens and in the adjacent 
aquifer are very minor, even at late stage injection when the NGW is largely replaced by MCWD water. 
Such precipitation may not be observable at the low levels predicted by the model.  

As noted in Section 3.2, FCO
3
Apatite (i.e. Francolite) was chosen as the model compound 

representative of calcareous phosphate and fluoride-based scaling, because it was observed in both the 
Upper and Lower Interval leaches that trace P and F removal onto the cutting’s substrates correlated 
very approximately in a 2 : 1 mole ratio. It is therefore likely that if the predicted minor siliceous scaling 
does occur, it would likely contain trace amounts of Ca, P and F; however these are highly unlikely to 
contribute significantly to its bulk.  

It is important to note that as injection continues over time, and subsequent and successive pore 
volume exchanges with MCWD (or CAW) waters occur, the level of pH depression and associated 
silicious precipitation will attenuate due to the equilibration of the mineralogy with the injected waters.  

                  4.1.2 SMTIW#1 Well Injection and Storage  

It can be seen that the model-predicted principal scalant in the three SMTIW#1 (ASR-1) mixing 
scenarios C, D and E (refer Section 3.3) is also chalcedony (opaline silica).  

As in the case of SMTIW#2 above, very minor siliceous scaling of the well screens and the mixing zone 
in the aquifer of (approximately of 0.2 – 2 mg/L) is likely, regardless of whether the mix is predominantly 
NGW (and is reducing) or is predominantly MCWD and/or CAW water (and is oxidizing).Phase 1 ASR 
Project Water Year 2008 Seaside Basin Monterey Peninsula Water Management District By ECOENGINEERS 
Pty Ltd REVISIONS STATUS AND RELEASE DATE: Revision: 5 Printed: 4 June, 2015 WP REF: MPWMD Phase 1 ASR Project WY2008 
Geochemical Assessment Page 22  
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In the SMTIW#1 (ASR-1) mixing scenarios with bulk MCWD water (refer Section 3.3) it can be seen 
that the siliceous scaling is predicted to increase with increasing admixture of MCWD water. This arises 
because the MCWD water contains more dissolved silica (19.73 mg/L as Si) than the SMTIW#1 NGW 
(18.33 mg/L as Si) or the CAW BIRP water (8.41 mg/L as Si.) As with the ASR-2 model predictions, the 
higher the proportion of CAW BIRP water present, the less the degree of siliceous scaling is expected.  

Calcite, magnesite and dolomite are unsaturated in these mixes so calcareous scaling is not expected, 
as was similarly determined for the case of SMTIW#2 above.  

However, the very minor silica scaling will invariably be accompanied by a more significant proportion of 
calcium phosphate/fluoride-type material than for the newer SMTIW#2 well.  

This arises principally because SMTIW#1 NGW has exhibited a more significant total P concentration 
(0.46 mg/L) than the MCWD water (<0.03 mg/L) or the CAW BIRP water (0.34 mg/L), or even the 
present indications for the newer SMTIW#2 NGW.  

The amount of calcium phosphate-based scaling is predicted to still be very minor but to lie in the range 
0.2 – 1.5 mg/L (i.e. comparable with the siliceous scaling). As it is well known that calcium phosphate-
type scaling is relatively hard and intractable, this implies that the older SMTIW#1 well may require 
more frequent cleaning of well screens with organic or mineral acid mixtures than the SMTIW#2 well.  

In support of the above model prediction, Pueblo’s operational experience over the past 6 years has 
confirmed minor plugging of the SMTIW#1 well; however, overall injection efficiency has not been 
impaired, and formal well rehabilitation in 2007 fully restored the wells’ performance.  

Predictions for ferruginous and manganiferous precipitation on the well screens and in the adjacent 
aquifer for the SMTIW#1 well are very minor, even at late stage injection when the NGW is largely 
replaced by MCWD or CAW BIRP water. Nevertheless more ferruginous and manganiferous scaling is 
predicted for this well in comparison with the newer SMTIW#2 well.  

Similarly to the case of SMTIW#2, as injection continues over time and subsequent and successive 
aquifer pore volumes exchange with MCWD (or CAW) waters, the level of pH depression induced and 
hence the degree of associated siliceous precipitation will attenuate due to the depletion of available 
oxidizable organic carbon in the accessible mineralogy of the aquifer.  

 

4.2 BIOFOULING POTENTIAL  

Biofouling is a much more difficult phenomenon to predict. It is quite likely that the growth of aerobic or 
facultative biofilms on the well screens is determined by the available nitrogen (N) and phosphorus (P) 
nutrient supply and the availability of readily utilizable small MW organic compounds in the injectates 
and in the NGWs.  

In our view there is a distinct possibility that:  

• the availability of dissolved C1 – C4 hydrocarbon gases, especially methane in the respective 
SMTIW#1 and SMTIW#2 NGWs;  

• the leachability of DOC from the respective lithologies of the SMTIW#1 and #2 wells; and  

• the levels of the limiting P nutrient in the injectates or in situ mixes, 

Phase 1 ASR Project Water Year 2008 Seaside Basin Monterey Peninsula Water Management District By 
ECOENGINEERS Pty Ltd REVISIONS STATUS AND RELEASE DATE: Revision: 5 Printed: 4 June, 2015 WP REF: MPWMD Phase 1 
ASR Project WY2008 Geochemical Assessment Page 23  



21 
 

are likely the most critical determinants of the likely level of long term biofouling of the well screens and 
the adjacent aquifer.  

Unfortunately there is no available information on typical concentrations of dissolved C1 – C4 
hydrocarbon gases in the SMTIW#1 and SMTIW#2 NGWs. We have made some recommendations in 
the following Section 4.3 about the benefits of obtaining data on dissolved C1 – C4 hydrocarbon gases 
in NGWs.  

There is some evidence that the lithology of the SMTIW#1 and #2 wells is such that, under reducing 
conditions DOC is leached into the NGWs at about the same level i.e. around 0.9 – 1.0 mg/L but this 
may differ under conditions of exposure to an oxidizing injectate.  

Residual dissolved Total Phosphorus (TP) concentrations in the SMTIW#2 (ASR-2) mixing scenarios A 
and B ranged from 0.3 – 0.4 μg/L, whereas residual dissolved TP concentrations in the SMTIW#1 
(ASR-1) mixing scenarios C, D and E ranged from 2 – 3 μg/L. It may therefore be concluded that the 
limitation to biofouling due to lower Phosphorus levels is likely to be significantly better in the newer 
SMTIW#2 well than in the older SMTIW#1 well.  

 

4.3 LEACHING OF POTENTIALLY TOXIC TRACE ELEMENTS  

Assessment of Upper and Lower Interval cuttings recovered from installation of the SMTWI#2 well using 
the standard USEPA TCLP leach protocol showed than only Zn could be detected above method 
detections limits (‘MDLs’) for this high solids leachant (sodium acetate- acetic acid). Zinc (Zn) was also 
the only element present (22 mg/L) above the State Maximum Contaminant Levels (’MCLs’) (5.0 mg/L) 
in the TCLP leach of the Lower Interval cuttings (refer Table 2.5, Section 2.3).  

It is important to note that this leaching simulation is highly conservative because of the use of a weakly 
acidic leachant to maximize the dissolution of minerals from the geologic matrix.  

As discussed in Section 2, Pueblo also engaged McCampbell to conduct equivalent leaches of the 
SMTIW#2 Upper and Lower Intervals cuttings using the same solid : liquid mass : volume ratio, and 
identical 18 hour exposure period with tumbling, but using the CAW BIRP water as a leachate in an 
oxidizing context. The data from these leaches is also tabulated in Table 2.5 in Section 2.3.  

The outcomes from the CAW BIRP water leaches showed that no potentially toxic elements were 
leached sufficiently to produce an aqueous concentration which exceeded MCLs, and in most cases 
were significantly lower by one or two orders of magnitude.  

In addition, as discussed in the early part of Section 3.3, it is absolutely clear that these 
laboratory leaches are likely to produce aqueous concentrations of potentially toxic trace 
elements which are approximately 15 times greater than would arise during injection and 
storage in the Tsm.  

It is therefore concluded that it is highly unlikely that injection and storage of CAW BIRP water or 
MCWD water in the Tsm could induce concentrations of potentially toxic elements in those waters which 
would be found to exceed California Drinking Water MCLs upon extraction. Indeed, experience with the 
injection of CAW water in SMTIW#1 over the last 6 years has shown that the well consistently yielded 
recovered waters that meet all drinking water MCLs.Phase 1 ASR Project Water Year 2008 Seaside Basin 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District By ECOENGINEERS Pty Ltd REVISIONS STATUS AND RELEASE 
DATE: Revision: 5 Printed: 4 June, 2015 WP REF: MPWMD Phase 1 ASR Project WY2008 Geochemical Assessment Page 24  
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4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is recommended that future total analyses of well-mixed and finely ground cuttings or crushed (e.g. to 
<10 mm) drill core material should be analyzed for at least the major elements Na, K, Ca, Mg, Ba, Sr, 
Al, and Fe.  

It is particularly useful to know the total amount of Fe present as this will give an indication of the 
amount of pyrite present in shaley material and this can then checked against the reactive pyrite fraction 
determined by inverse modeling of laboratory leaches.  

Should relatively higher levels of Fe be found then it is also recommended that testing to determine the 
amount of pyritic sulfur in recovered aquifer solid material be conducted.  

In addition, it is strongly recommended that such rock material be analyzed for Total Organic Carbon 
(‘TOC’) and Total (Organic) Nitrogen (‘TN’) by some sort of combustion-based method. This is because 
the inverse modeling of the leaches which McCampbell conducted with Upper and Lower Interval 
SMTIW#2 borehole cuttings and CAW water showed quite clearly that it is reaction of the Dissolved 
Oxygen (‘DO’) (and also any free chlorine) in the injectates with available organic carbon in the cuttings 
e.g. located in shaley material, which generates CO

2
, which in turn dissolves in the water to drive pH 

down. At the same time CO
2 
is generated, trace organic nitrogen associated with the organic carbon is 

also released, probably largely as ammonia nitrogen (NH
3
-N) but this is also oxidized on the 18 hour 

timescale of the leach to nitrate/nitrite nitrogen (‘NO
x
-N’). It is very likely that these reactions are 

biologically mediated even during the leaching period by natural aerobic or iron dissimilatory bacteria 
contained in the cuttings.  

Regardless of the mechanism, when inverse modeling of such leaches actually quantifies the input of 
CO

2 
and NH

3
-N/NO

x
-N to the water, it also provides an accurate measure of the available TOC and TN in 

the leached cuttings. This then can be related back to the overall TOC and TN in the cuttings to derive 
another ‘scale-up or scale-down factor’ (going from cuttings leaches outcomes to model-simulated in 
situ aquifer outcomes) for direct comparison with the CEC-derived scale-up or scale-down factor.  

If these inferred scaling factors for modeling purposes proved to be somewhat different i.e. simply 
reflecting different distributions of available organic matter to available clays within the rock mass, these 
changes can be incorporated as different scale-up (or scale-down) factors in PHREEQC-2 modeling of 
the actual aquifer injection and storage scenarios.  

It is also recommended that CEC determinations generally be conducted with a reagent which is not 
susceptible to trace dissolution of calcite. Ammonium acetate, even adjusted to pH 7.0 is likely to 
dissolve some calcite. This tends to bias the percent exchangeable of Ca a little too high. In addition, 
use of an ammonium-based catex reagent obviates the determination of the percent exchangeable 
NH

4
X sites.  

When the aquifer lithology is known, from Rietvelt powder XRD analysis, to contain a significant, even if 
minor fraction of calcite, then it would be preference to determine CEC on cuttings or crushed drill core 
using a reagent such as Silver Thiourea or Nickel Ethylenediamine to determine CEC and distribution of 
percent exchangeable.  

It is note from Table 3.1, Section 3.1 that the PHREEQC-2 modeling of the effective CEC in equilibrium 
with the groundwaters in wells SMTIW#1, SMTIW#2 and MW-1 slightly underestimated Ca 
concentrations. This is clearly due to a slight over-estimation of the percent exchangeable Ca on the 
catex sites and possible derives from:Phase 1 ASR Project Water Year 2008 Seaside Basin Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District By ECOENGINEERS Pty Ltd REVISIONS STATUS AND RELEASE DATE: Revision: 5 
Printed: 4 June, 2015 WP REF: MPWMD Phase 1 ASR Project WY2008 Geochemical Assessment Page 25  
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• slight dissolution of calcite by the McCampbell ammonium acetate CEC reagent, tending to 
overestimated percent exchangeable Ca); and  

• some minor contribution of natural NH
4
X (and possible ZnX

2
) occupied catex sites to the overall 

CECs of the cuttings, also tending to overestimate percent exchangeable Ca.  

 
It is therefore also recommended that laboratory CEC and percent exchangeable determinations 
measure ammonium and Zn percent exchangeable as well.  

In the presence of lithologies which contain shales, it is likely that carbonaceous material in the shales 
is out gassing trace C1 – C4 hydrocarbon gases etc into the NGW.  

It is expected that any dissolved methane etc in NGWs would be immediately available for oxidation by 
aerobic and iron dissimilatory bacteria , thereby leading to biofouling. The higher the concentration of 
dissolved C1 – C4 gases available, the higher the probability of the development of aerobic biomass in, 
and around the injection well upon injection of the DO-containing injectate.  

Methane is also a potential reactant with the free chlorine contained in candidate injectates for the 
production of trihalomethanes (‘THM’) Disinfection By-Products (‘DBPs’), but conversely it is also well 
known that decay of THMs in situ is more rapid under anaerobic electron donor conditions. Lack of 
knowledge of that capacity impairs the measurement and modeling of the degree of anaerobiosis 
possible under various in situ mixing scenarios.  

For these reasons, it is also strongly recommended that all NGWs and any re-extracted injectate/NGW 
mixes be routinely analyzed for dissolved C1 – C4 hydrocarbon gases (as well as TOC, DOC, NH

3
-N, 

Filterable TKN and NO
x
-N etc).  

It is noted that, on occasion, analysis for NH
3
-N have been less than ideal, employing methods with 

Method Detection Limits (‘MDLs’) of only about 0.2 mg/L, thus forcing assumption of a level of 0.1 mg/L 
in modeling. It is recommended that analysis for NH

3
-N be conducted with methods which provide an 

MDL of 0.01 or 0.005 mg/L.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: Application from the City of Seaside for a Storage and Recovery 

Agreement 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   The City of Seaside has submitted the application for a Storage and Recovery Agreement 
contained in Attachment 1.  The attorney working with the City of Seaside on this matter (Mr. Russ 
McGlothlin) provided the letter that is also contained in Attachment 1 to explain why the City is 
submitting its application. 
 
I provided to Mr. McGlothlin my comments on the application, as set forth in Attachment 2. 
 
I subsequently suggested that instead of applying for a Storage and Recovery Agreement, the City simply draw up 
a new agreement similar to the one it did when it used MCWD potable water to irrigate its golf courses instead of 
pumping the irrigation water from the Seaside Basin (in-lieu replenishment).  Under that MOU the City was given 
a credit for the amount of MCWD water it used and applied this credit against its Replenishment Assessments for 
overpumping of its Municipal System.  A copy of that MOU is contained in Attachment 3. 
 
Mr. McGlothlin provided this email response to that suggestion: 

The problem with something other than a storage agreement is that a storage agreement is what is needed to 
withdraw the stored water from the ground per the Judgment’s term. It also appears that the point of 
misunderstanding/disagreement is the premise that the City is requesting to use its Alternative Production 
Allocation as a basis for storage. This is not the case.  The City has a storage right as a Standard Producer, 
which is more than adequate to cover its present storage program. However, it can also undertake storage as a 
public entity making use of “public” storage space, consistent with common law precedent. The means that it is 
engaging in storage is through in lieu substitution of recycled water on an existing non-potable user of potable 
groundwater.  This use just happens to be the City’s golf course, but the City could be doing similar substitution 
of any non-potable demand (e.g., the cemetery) as a means of establishing in lieu storage.  
  

If I am correctly understanding the City’s objectives, they are: 
1. To be able to pump more water in its Municipal System than it has a Standard Allocation for, without 

incurring any net Replenishment Assessment charges for that overpumping. 
2. To be able to use some of this over pumped amount to serve future developments within the former 

Fort Ord, and to use some of it for customers of its Municipal System.  
 

In my opinion the City could use an MOU similar to the one contained in Attachment 3 to accomplish all 
that it is attempting to accomplish in its application for a Storage and Recovery Agreement, without 
having any conflicts (actual or potential) with the Decision.  This would also likely save on the legal costs 
associated with filing documents with the Court for its determination of compliance with the Decision.  
 
Since the MOU in Attachment 3 has already been approved by the Court, there should be no difficulty in 
getting a new, similar MOU approved.  I therefore recommend that rather than approving the City’s 
application, the City should instead be encouraged to pursue having an MOU with the Watermaster  



28 
 

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 (Continued) 

similar to the one contained in Attachment 3.  
 
The proposed concept of using reclaimed water to irrigate the golf courses in-lieu of using pumped 
groundwater makes sense, and doing so will result in some water being left stored in the Basin.  The real 
issue is seeing how the Decision provides for a storage and recovery agreement in this instance, since the 
stored groundwater would be the result of an Alternative Producer not pumping water under its 
Alternative Production Allocation, and only Standard Producers are allowed to have storage and recovery 
agreements.  
  
Since the issues described above primarily revolve around the legal interpretation of the Decision and 
other legal matters, I believe this matter should first be referred to the Board for determination, and their 
possible decision to have the Watermaster’s legal counsel advise them on this, rather than having the 
TAC take any action on the City’s request.  The TAC could take the matter up again if the Board 
determines that a storage and recovery agreement is appropriate in this instance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1.  Application for a Storage and Recovery Agreement and Supporting 

Documentation 
2. Comments by the Technical Program Manager on the Application 
3. MOU for In-Lieu Replenishment of Seaside Golf Courses, April 7, 

2010 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Refer the matter to the Watermaster Board to determine if, in this 

instance, a storage and recovery agreement is legally consistent with the 

Decision, before taking any action on the City’s application for a 

storage and recovery agreement  
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APPLICATION TO STORE AND RECOVER NON-NATIVE WATER  
FROM THE SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

INSTRUCTIONS:  This Application form is for use by Standard Producers in the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin (Seaside Basin) for the purpose of obtaining approval from the 
Seaside Basin Watermaster (Watermaster) to store Non-Native water in, and to 
subsequently recover that stored water from, the Seaside Basin. The application 
process is as described in Section III.L.3.j.xx of the Amended Decision of the Monterey 
County Superior Court, Case No. M66343, filed February 9, 2007. 

City of Seaside (the “City”) 
Name of Standard Producer (Applicant) 

Contact Information for Applicant: 

Contact Person: Kurt Overmeyer, Economic Development Director 

Address: 440 Harcourt Ave, Seaside, CA 93955  

Telephone: 831-899-6839   

Proposed quantity of non-native water Applicant seeks to store through spreading 
or direct injection into the Seaside Basin (acre-feet per year): 

Pursuant to Section III.3.L.3.j.xix of the Amended Decision and the Watermaster’s 
Declaration of Total Usable Storage Space, February 3, 2010 (“Declaration”), the City 
requests a storage and recovering agreement authorizing the City to store up to 2,361 
acre-feet per year, which is the amount of the City’s share of the total usable storage 
space set forth in the Declaration.   

Proposed location(s) where the spreading or direct injection of non-native water into 
the Seaside Basin will occur. 

The City’s storage of water in the basin will result from substituting recycled water 
obtained from the Pure Water Monterey project (“Recycled Water”), obtained from the 
Marina Coast Water District (“MCWD”) for irrigation of the City’s Bayonet and Blackhorse 
Golf Courses in lieu of the current use of approximately 450 acre-feet per year of 
groundwater from the Seaside Basin. The result of the substitution of the Recycled Water 
for groundwater production to irrigate the golf courses will cause the replenishment and 
storage of water in the basin. The location where the Recycled Water would be delivered 
to the golf courses is shown in Attachment A.  
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Proposed location(s) where the stored water may be recovered. 
 
The City will recover the stored water at City Well No. 4, located on Juarez Street in 
the City of Seaside, Assessor’s Parcel Number 012-115-017-000, as shown in 
Attachment B. City Well No. 4 withdraws water from the Santa Margarita aquifer 
and is perforated at 390 to 420 feet below ground surface (bgs), 430 to 470 feet bgs 
and at 490 to 550 feet bgs. Most, if not all, of the recovered water will be delivered 
to MCWD for use to serve users within the City’s portion of the Ord Community. 
Some portion may be used within the City’s municipal water system to cover long-
term demand exceedances in excess of the City’s pumping right for its municipal 
system.  
 
Water quality characteristics of the non-native water proposed for spreading or 
direct injection into the Seaside Basin. 

Because the storage pursuant to this application would occur through in lieu storage 
procedures rather than injection or spreading, water quality should not be of concern. 
However, the substitution water is Recycled Water from the Pure Water Monterey 
Project, which is the same water that MPWMD will inject into the Seaside Basin 
pursuant to the California-American Water Company storage program previously 
approved by Watermaster. The water quality constituents in the Recycled Water will not 
exceed the water quality limits contained in the Waste Discharge Requirements and 
Water Recycling Requirements issued for the Pure Water Monterey Project issued by the 
Central Coast RWQCB in Order No. R3-2017-0003.  

Permits and approvals from regulatory agencies. 

The Central Coast RWQCB has issued Waste Discharge Requirements and Water 
Recycling Requirements for the Recycled Water under Order No. R3-2017-0003. 

The City will enter into an agreement with MCWD specifying the terms of the delivery of 
Recycled Water to the Bayonet and Blackhorse Golf Courses and delivery of recovered 
stored water to MCWD. 
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Attachment 2 
 

COMMENTS FROM ROBERT JAQUES, 
TECHNICAL PROGRAM MANAGER FOR THE SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 

WATERMASTER, 
ON THE 

DRAFT CITY OF SEASIDE APPLICATION FOR A STORAGE AND RECOVERY AGREEMENT 
 

1.  The City has two allocations under the Decision, one as a Standard Producer for its Municipal 
System and one as an Alternative Producer for its Golf Courses. The Application requests a 
storage and recovery agreement for the in-lieu replenishment of the Basin that will result from 
using reclaimed water from MCWD in place of pumped groundwater for irrigation of its golf 
courses.  The golf courses are an Alternative Producer.  Section III.A.35 of the Decision states in 
part “Producers proceeding under the Alternative Production Allocation are not allocated Storage 
rights and, consequently, their share of the Total Usable Storage Space is apportioned to the 
Producers proceeding under the Standard Production Allocation.”  Section III.B.3.b of the 
Decision states “The Party electing the Alternative Production Allocation may not establish 
Carryover Credits or Storage rights.”  Although the City is also a Standard Producer (for its 
Municipal System) the water for which the storage and recovery agreement is being requested 
will result from the City’s Alternative Producer not pumping groundwater.  None of the water to 
be stored will come from the City’s Standard Production Allocation.  Therefore, it is not clear to 
me how the proposed storage and recovery agreement would be consistent with Sections III.A.35 
or III.B.3.b of the Decision. 

2. Section III.B.3.a of the Decision states in part “The Alternative Production Allocation may not be 
transferred for use on any other property…”.  The requested storage and recovery agreement 
states that the stored water will be recovered by one of the wells that is part of the City’s 
Municipal System (a Standard Producer) and at a location that does not overlie the land where the 
golf courses are located.  This would seem to constitute a transfer of stored water generated by an 
Alternative Producer to a Standard Producer. Therefore, it is not clear to me how the proposed 
storage and recovery agreement would be consistent with Section III.B.3.a of the Decision. 

3. Separate from the comments in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, the following are my specific comments 
on the Draft Application itself: 

a. In the section of the application where the proposed quantity of water to be stored is 
listed, rather than using the City’s entire share of total usable storage space, the actual 
amount(s) the City proposes to store should be listed.  This would appear to be 
approximately 450 AFY, rather than the 2,361 AFY that is cited.  Alternatively, the 
proposed amount could be 540 AFY which is the entire amount of the Alternative 
Producer Allocation the City has for its Golf Courses.  In this same section of the 
application the word “recovering” should read “recovery.” 

b. In the section of the application where the locations where the stored water will be 
recovered is listed it states that most, if not all, of the recovered water will be delivered to 
MCWD for use to serve users within the City’s portion of the Ord Community.  It would 
be helpful to explain how the water will be delivered to MCWD and to also include as an 
attachment a map showing the area(s) where the recovered water will be used.  This will 
be helpful in confirming that the stored water will not be exported outside of the boundary 
of the adjudicated Seaside Basin. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, I will provide the TAC with an updated Schedule of 
the activities being performed by the Watermaster, its consultants, and the public entity (MPWMD) 
which are performing certain portions of the work.   
 
Attached is the proposed Work Schedule for FY 2019.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2019 

 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 
Corrections or Additions to the Schedule 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 

 


