
SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER 

Wednesday, July 5, 2017 – 2:00pm 

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 
City of Seaside – Mayor Ralph Rubio, Chair 
California American Water (“CAW”) – Director Eric Sabolsice 
City of Sand City – Mayor Mary Ann Carbone, Vice Chair 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (“MPWMD”) – No representative 
Laguna Seca Subarea Landowner – Director Bob Costa 
City of Monterey – Councilmember Dan Albert  
City of Del Rey Oaks – Mayor Jerry Edelen  
Monterey County/Monterey County Water Resources Agency (“MCWRA”) – Supervisor Jane Parker, 
District 4 (Alternate) 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. ROLL CALL 

III. 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.  
 

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. MINUTES  
Approve Minutes of Regular Board meeting held March 1, 2017 ..............................................................3  

VI. CONSENT CALENDAR  
A. Consider approving Summary of Payments during February, 2017 through May, 2017 totaling 

$65,830.10..............................................................................................................................................7 
B. Consider approving Fiscal Year 2017 (Jan-Dec) Financial Reports through May 31, 2017 ...............11 
C. Consider approving Amendment No. 1 to Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, Schreck (“BHFS”) (Russ 

McGlothlin) RFS No. 2017-01 ............................................................................................................15 
D. Consider approving Amendment No. 1 to HydroMetrics WRI RFS No. 2017-01 ..............................33 
E. Responses and proposed actions to address the Board’s comments and questions regarding the 

presentation on HydroMetrics’ Technical Memorandum - Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of 
Wells Sampled in December 2016 .......................................................................................................37 
 

VII. ORAL PRESENTATION  
A. Update on the Pure Water Monterey Project by Maureen Hamilton of MPWMD .............................41 



 
 

 

VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

IX. OLD BUSINESS 
A. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

1. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) – all reports by Robert Jaques, 
Technical Program Manager 
a. Continued discussion and consideration of authorizing HydroMetrics and Martin 

Feeney to perform initial portions of the Work Plan to investigate cause(s) of changing 
water quality in the Sentinel Wells .......................................................................................57 

b. Potential new Management and Monitoring Program Budget items for 2018: (a) 
Updating the BMAP and the Model and (b) Additional water quality sampling and 
analysis of the Sentinel Wells if induction logging or water quality sampling of these 
wells indicates the possible start of seawater intrusion ........................................................63 
 

X. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS (No Action Required) 
A. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) February 8, April 12, and (draft) June 14, 2017  

meeting minutes ................................................................................................................................71 
B. D.B.O. Development No. 30 Assignment of Entitlements: 710 Amador, Seaside; and  

2 Upper Ragsdale, Monterey ............................................................................................................83 
C. Watermaster report of production of the Seaside Basin through 2nd quarter Water Year 2017 .......89 

 
XI. DIRECTOR’S REPORTS 

XII. STAFF COMMENTS 

XIII. NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE – Wednesday, August 2, 2017 - 2:00 P.M.  

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 June 28, 2017 per the Ralph M. Brown Act, Government Code Section 54954.2(a). 
 

The Watermaster Conference Line number is changing in July and will be provided as soon as it is available.  
The Meeting ID 355890617 will remain the same.  If you wish to participate in the meeting from a remote 
location, please arrange this with Watermaster in advance. Please note that if no telephone attendees have 
joined the meeting by 5 minutes after the arranged call in time, the conference call will be ended. 
 



REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (Watermaster) 

March 1, 2017 
 

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

II. The Schedules of Watermaster Board Member Representatives and Alternates and Board and TAC 
meetings were provided as information only. 

 
III. ROLL CALL 

City of Seaside – Mayor Ralph Rubio- Chair 
City of Sand City – Mayor David Pendergrass – Vice Chair 
California American Water (CAW) – Director Eric Sabolsice 
Laguna Seca Subarea Landowner – Director Bob Costa  
City of Del Rey Oaks – Mayor Jerry Edelen 
City of Monterey – Councilmember Dan Albert 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) – Director Andrew Clarke (Alternate)  

  
Absent:  
Coastal Subarea Landowner – Director Paul Bruno 
Monterey County/Monterey County Water Resources Agency – Supervisor Mary Adams 
Watermaster Technical Program Manager – Robert Jaques 

 
IV. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS: There were no public communications. 

 
V. REVIEW OF AGENDA: The presentation on the Pure Water Monterey Project was cancelled and 

so the Oral Presentation item was removed from the agenda 
 

VI. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
 Moved by Mayor Sabolsice, seconded by Mayor Edelen, and unanimously carried, to approve the 

minutes of the Watermaster Regular Board meeting held December 7, 2016. 
 

VII. CONSENT CALENDAR 
A. Consider approval of Summary of Payments made December 2016 totaling $67,078.04, and January 

2017 totaling $21,193.91 
B. Consider approving Fiscal Year 2016 Financial Reports through December 31, 2016, and Fiscal 

Year 2017 Financial Reports through January 2017 
C. Consider approving Addendum No. 1 to Martin Feeney RFS 2017-01 

 
Moved by Mayor Pendergrass, seconded by Councilmember Albert, and unanimously carried, 
to approve the consent calendar as presented.  

 
VIII. ORAL PRESENTATION: Cancelled 

 
IX. NEW BUSINESS 

A. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
1. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 

a. Technical Memorandum by HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. on the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled in December 2016 
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Mr. Derrick Williams of HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. (HydroMetrics) presented 
slides with handouts and gave highlights of the submitted Technical Memorandum. The 
TAC has reviewed the memorandum and revisions are incorporated in the final draft. Re-
sampling results showed data returning to historical norms. Slight trends and seasonal 
fluctuations have begun in the last three to four years. Groundwater levels that fluctuate 
seasonally may be associated with fluctuating groundwater quality. Mr. Williams stated he 
would provide plots of concentrations in association with groundwater levels in future 
reporting. The memorandum recommends changing the two months that water quality 
sampling is performed to the two months that historically have the highest and lowest 
groundwater levels. The new sampling scheduled will result in a break in data continuity. 
Mayor Rubio requested information on sampling costs to determine if both current and 
proposed months of water quality sampling (increasing from two to four samples per year 
for each well) should be conducted if not cost prohibitive. It was suggested that 
groundwater elevation spikes in Sentinel Well #4 may be associated with Aquifer Storage 
and Recovery Program injections into the Santa Margarita aquifer that the well penetrates 
to some degree. Director Edelen requested information be provided on how wells are 
secured against tampering.  
 
Moved by Mayor Edelen, seconded by Director Sabolsice, and unanimously carried, 
to accept the Technical Memorandum by HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. on 
the Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled in December 2016.  
 

b. Work Plan to Investigate Cause(s) of Changing Water Quality in Sentinel Wells 
Mr. Williams gave highlights of the submitted Work Plan that was reviewed by the TAC 
and revisions incorporated in the document presented. Two contracts are presented for 
consideration: HydroMetrics for $25,600; and Martin Feeney for $5,668.24 as an 
amendment to RFS 2017-01, to perform Phase I of the Work Plan. Task I.3.A.3 of the 
Board-approved 2017 Management and Monitoring Program, Evaluate Replenishment 
Scenarios and Develop Answers to Basin Management Questions, has a line-item budget of 
$40,000 that can be used to cover the costs of the two RFSs associated with this agenda 
item. (Mayor Rubio requested that fiscal impacts regarding contracts and amendments be 
more clearly presented to the board in the future.) Phase II of the Plan will entail chemical 
analyses at additional cost that is not being requested at this time. Mr. Williams advised the 
board that the analysis to be carried out under the proposed plan may not conclusively 
determine the cause or source of water quality fluctuations. 
 
It was moved by Mayor Edelen to approve Phase I of the Work Plan by approving 
Hydrometrics RFS No. 2017-03 and Amendment No. 2 to Martin Feeney RFS No. 
2017-01 to perform conductivity and temperature profiling. There was no second to 
the motion. 
 
Director Sabolsice requested the issue be returned to the Technical Advisory Committee 
for further review to insure the work is absolutely necessary.  The board concurred with 
Director Sabolsice’s request. Mayor Edelen felt the work plan was a prudent course of 
action, and requested that consistency in depth of samples, temperature impacts, and 
groundwater levels versus concentrations be taken into consideration. Mayor Pendergrass 
requested that weather impact not be ruled out, and that the TAC consider the Sand City 
well data in work plan analyses. 
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B. Presentation Requested by Public Water Now 
The Board concurred that Watermaster is not authorized through the Court Decision to perform 
outreach presentations. Mr. Sabolsice suggested that the TAC invite interested Public Water 
Now members to one of its open meetings. 
 

X. OLD BUSINESS:  
A. Case Management Statement for Watermaster Status Conference Scheduled March 17, 2017 

The draft Case Management Conference Statement including all attachments was provided on 
the Watermaster web site at http://www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org. Via conference call, 
Watermaster Attorney Russ McGlothlin, Esq. of Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, and Schreck gave an 
overview of the Statement. The deadline for filing the Statement is tomorrow, March 2, 2017. 
Director Sabolsice and Mayor Pendergrass commended Mr. McGlothlin on a fine document. The 
board gave its approval for Mr. Jaques to work with Mr. McGlothlin in preparation for 
attendance at the conference as technical support. 
 
Moved by Director Costa, seconded by Mayor Edelen and unanimously carried, to accept the 
Watermaster Case Management (Status) Conference Statement for the hearing on March 17, 
2017 at 9:00am in Superior Court, Monterey, with Judge Leslie Nichols presiding. 
 

B. Dispensing of Timeline Schedule of Milestone Dates (Critical date monitoring) 
The board reviewed the report completed through the month of January 2017. 

 
Moved by Director Sabolsice, seconded by Councilmember Albert and unanimously carried, 
to direct staff to discontinue providing the Timeline Schedule of Milestone Dates unless 
significant milestones arise that warrant presenting the report semi-annually. 

 
XI. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS:  

A. Technical Advisory Committee minutes from meeting of January 11, 2017 
B. Watermaster report of production from the Seaside Basin through 1st quarter Water Year 2017 

 
XII. DIRECTOR’S REPORTS 

Director Sabolsice announced that the Aquifer Storage and Recovery Program has injected 950 acre-
feet into the Basin so far this Water Year, nearly one-third of the 3,000 acre-feet of Natural Safe 
Yield; it is expected that up to 2,000 acre-feet total will be injected this Water Year if rains continue.   
 

XIII. ADMINSTRATIVE OFFICER COMMENTS:  
The March TAC meeting has been cancelled. 
 

XIV. NEXT MEETING DATE: The next meeting of the Watermaster board will be held April 5, 2017 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.  
 

XV. There being no further business, Chair Rubio adjourned the meeting at 3:10 p.m.          
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ITEM VI.A. 
              7/5/2017   

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER 
 
TO:          Board of Directors 

FROM:        Laura Dadiw, AO 

DATE:         July 5, 2017 

SUBJECT:  Summary of Payments made during the months of February - May 2017 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Consider approving the payment of bills submitted and authorized to be paid during the months of February 
through May 2017.  
 
FEBRUARY 2017 
 
Dadiw Associates (Administrative Officer (AO))  
January 26, 2017 through February 25, 2017       43.0 hours $4,300.00 
Responded to telephone inquiries, e-mail, and other correspondence as needed regarding the 
Seaside Basin.  Gathered and posted water production and water level data. Prepared agenda 
and packet materials for March 1st board meeting; distributed agenda for posting and packet 
materials for board, staff and interested parties. Review status conference statement revisions; 
updates on ASR numbers to legal counsel. Routinely picked up mail from PO Box; reconciled 
accounts to the City of Seaside Watermaster accounts; processed invoices, reviewed and 
posted items to web site; reviewed TAC agenda packet/minutes. 
 
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck/Russ McGlothlin (Watermaster Legal Counsel) 
February 2017                         22.60 hours - Court Status Conference Statement 10,230.62 
 
Robert Jaques (Technical Program Manager) 
January 30, 2017 through February 24, 2017              38.0 hours  3,800.00  
Responded to emails, telephone inquiries, and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster 
issues; prepared for and attended board meeting on March 1st; prepare TAC agenda packet for 
February 8th and attend meeting; review status conference statement; review BMAP for possible 
update; draft RFSs for Feeney & Hydrometrics; develop work plan for sentinel wells. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. (Technical Consultant)  
January 2017 32.00 hours – RFS 2016-01 General Consulting & TAC 6,333.75 
January 2017 27.00 hours – RFS 2017-01 General Consulting & TAC 5,221.25  
January 2017                            4.75 hours – RFS 2016-02 SIAR 781.25 
February 2017 22.75 hours – RFS 2017-01 General Consulting & TAC 4,433.75  
 
Todd Groundwater (Consultant – Gus Yates)  
January 2017                             1.25 hours – Groundwater modeling peer review 237.50 
 
 
 Total for February 2017                     $35,338.12 
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MARCH 2017 
 
Dadiw Associates (Administrative Officer (AO))  
February 26, 2017 through March 25, 2017       21.5 hours $2,150.00 
Responded to telephone inquiries, e-mail, and other correspondence as needed regarding the 
Seaside Basin.  Gathered and posted water production and water level data. Prepared for and 
attended March 1st board meeting; prepared minutes of meeting; Review response letter from 
DWR. Prepare billing for Watermaster data collection services for four producers. Prepare for 
and attend Case Management Conference. Routinely picked up mail from PO Box; reconciled 
accounts to the City of Seaside Watermaster accounts; processed invoices, reviewed and 
posted items to web site. 
 
Robert Jaques (Technical Program Manager) 
February 28, 2017 through March 30, 2017              52.0 hours  5,200.00  
Responded to emails, telephone inquiries, and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster 
issues; attend Salinas Valley Model TAC meeting @ MCWRA; meetings with T. Voss and M. 
Feeney regarding Sentinel Well issues; prepare and submit annual SGMA report; prepare and send 
edits to HydroMetrics BMAP update proposal; prepare for and attend Case Management 
Conference; prepare and send letter to MRWPCA re: WDR for Pure Water Monterey Project. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. (Technical Consultant)  
March 2017 11.5 hours – RFS 2017-01 General Consulting & TAC 2,619.71 
 
  
 Total for March 2017 $9,969.71 
     
 
APRIL 2017 
 
Dadiw Associates (Administrative Officer (AO))  
March 26, 2017 through April 25, 2017       22.0 hours $2,200.00 
Responded to telephone inquiries, e-mail, and other correspondence as needed regarding the 
Seaside Basin.  Gathered and posted water production and water level data. DBO/CAW 
transfer of 0.15AF; data collection service fees to producers follow up; BHFS transmittal 
regarding RFS amendment request; notice of change in water quality sampling schedule. 
Routinely picked up mail from PO Box; reconciled accounts to the City of Seaside 
Watermaster accounts; processed invoices, reviewed and posted items to web site. 
 
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck/Russ McGlothlin (Watermaster Legal Counsel) 
March 2017                         18.20 hours - Court Status Conference Attendance/expenses 9,527.27 
 
Robert Jaques (Technical Program Manager) 
April 8, 2017 through May 3, 2017              32.5 hours  3,250.00  
Responded to emails, telephone inquiries, and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster 
issues; review QA/QC documents from T. Voss; draft Sentinel Well Sampling SOP and send to M. 
Feeney for review; start drafting Sentinel Well QA/QC plan; review Sentinel Wells construction 
report for water quality sampling info. 
  
 Total for April 2017 $14,977.27 
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MAY 2017 
 
Dadiw Associates (Administrative Officer (AO))  
April 26, 2017 through May 25, 2017       36.0 hours $3,600.00 
Responded to telephone inquiries, e-mail, and other correspondence as needed regarding the 
Seaside Basin.  Gathered and posted water production and water level data. Data collection 
service fees to producers follow up; extensive reconciliation of Watermaster financials to City 
of Seaside financial reports for Watermaster. Routinely picked up mail from PO Box; 
reconciled accounts to the City of Seaside Watermaster accounts; processed invoices, 
reviewed and posted items to web site. 
 
Robert Jaques (Technical Program Manager) 
May 4, 2017 through May 30, 2017              17.5 hours  1,750.00  
Responded to emails, telephone inquiries, and other correspondence on a variety of Watermaster 
issues; Complete draft of QA/QC Sentinel Well sampling program and send selected excerpts to 
consultants for their review and feedback; work on RFS for M. Feeney for Sentinel Well additional 
sampling work; fill out and submit application for the Watermaster to be a member of the SVGSA 
Advisory Committee. 
 
HydroMetrics Water Resources, Inc. (Technical Consultant)  
May 2017 1.0 hour – RFS 2017-01 General Consulting & TAC 195.00 
 
  
 Total for May 2017 $5,545.00 

 Grand Total $65,830.10 
             

9



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

10



 

VI.B
7/5/2017

2017 Adopted 
Budget 
Revised 

July 5, 2017

Contract 
Amount

Year to Date 
Revenue / 
Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Dedicated Reserve -                   -               
FY (Rollover) 47,000.00        41,619.33    

Admin Assessments 52,000.00        52,000.00    
Available 99,000.00        93,619.33    

Expenses
Contract Staff 60,000.00        60,000.00         14,950.00    
Legal Advisor 14,000.00        14,000.00         20,862.89    

Total Expenses 74,000.00        74,000.00         35,812.89    

Total Available 25,000.00        

Dedicated Reserve 25,000.00        25,000.00    

Net Available -                   32,806.44    

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

 Budget vs. Actual Administrative Fund
 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2017)

Balance through May 31, 2017
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VI.B.
7/5/2017

2017 Adopted 
Amended Budget

Contract 
Encumbrance

Year to Date 
Revenue/Expenses

Available Balances & Assessments
Operations Fund Assessment 100,000.00$             -$                           100,000.00$             
Pass Through 2017 -                             4,788.00                    2,664.00                   
FY 2016 Rollover 270,965.98               -                             270,965.98               

Total Available 370,965.98$             4,788.00$                  373,629.98$             

Appropriations & Expenses
GENERAL

Technical Project Manager 60,000.00$               60,000.00$                17,600.00$               
Contingency @ 20% (not including TPM ) 12,091.00                  -$                           -                            

Total General 72,091.00$               60,000.00$                17,600.00$               

CONSULTANTS (Hydrometrics; Todd Groundwater; Web Site Database)
Program Administration 16,276.00$               
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 2,400.00                    
Basin Management Action Plan 65,000.00                  
Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 20,890.00                  20,890.00                  -                            

Total Consultants 104,566.00$             34,690.00$                14,234.71$               

MPWMD
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 52,558.00$               53,454.00                  -                            
Pass Through 2017 -                             4,788.00                    -                            
Basin Management -                             -                            
Seawater Intrusion 896.00                       -                             -                            
Direct Costs -                             -                             -                            

Total MPWMD 53,454.00$               58,242.00$                -$                          

CONTRACTOR (Martin Feeney)
Production/Lvl/Qlty Monitoring 30,085.56$               30,085.56$                12,261.41                 

Reserve -                            
Transfer Out to Capital Fund -                            

Total Appropriations & Expenses 260,196.56$             183,017.56$              44,096.12$               

Total Available 110,769.42               329,533.86               

 Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2017)
Balance through May 31, 2017

                                                Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

13,800.00$                14,234.71$               

                           Budget vs. Actual Monitoring & Management - Operations Fund
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ITEM VI.B.

7/5/2017

Replenishment Fund 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Totals WY 
2006 Through 

2016

Proposed 
Budget         

WY 2017 

Projected 
Totals 

Through WY 
2017

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 WY 15/16 WY 16/17

Unit Cost: $1,132 / $283 $1,132 / $283 $2,485 / 621.25 $3,040 / $760 $2,780 / $695 $2,780 / $695 $2,780 / $695 $2,780 / $695 $2,702 / $675.50 $2,702 / $675.50 $2,702 / $675.50 $2,872 / $718

-$                  1,641,004$   4,226,710$      (2,871,690)$    (2,839,939)$   (3,822,219)$   (6,060,164)$   (8,735,671)$   (6,173,771)$         (3,102,221)$       (676,704)$          (676,704)$        

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      2,565,471         5,199,014        3,773,464       4,112,933       3,187,854       2,280,943        2,380,842              2,790,539            2,113,414                           -  $   30,511,126          2,100,000 32,611,126$    

Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment -                              20,235                8,511                       -                      -                      -          154,963           181,057                 281,012               312,103                           -            957,881             300,000 1,257,881        

 $  2,106,652  $  2,585,706  $     5,207,525  $    3,773,464  $   4,112,933  $   3,187,854  $   2,435,907  $    2,561,899  $          3,071,550  $        2,425,516  $   31,469,007  $      2,400,000  $   33,869,007 

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$  4,226,710$  (2,871,690)      (2,839,939)$   (3,822,219)$  (6,060,164)$  (8,735,671)$  (6,173,771)$  (3,102,221)$         (676,704)$         (676,704)$          (676,704)$       (3,276,704)$    (3,276,704)$    

City of Seaside Balance Forward -$                  243,294$      426,165$         1,024,272$     1,619,973$    891,509$       (110,014)$      (773,813)$      (1,575,876)$         (2,889,325)$       (3,346,548)$       (3,909,125)$     

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 223.6 AF 185.01 AF
Exceeding Natural Safe Yield 
Considering Alternative Producers         219,689         174,082            402,540           465,300          314,721          141,335          163,509           236,782                 142,410                 69,630               102,330  $     2,329,996               70,000 2,399,996$      

Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment           12,622                  85                4,225             16,522            20,690                      -              1,689             27,007                     3,222                        38                 11,959              86,099                        - 86,099             

Total Municipal         232,310         174,167            406,764           481,823          335,412          141,335          165,198           263,788                 145,631                 69,667               114,290         2,416,095               70,000         2,486,095 

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

Operating Yield Overproduction 
Replenishment                     -                     -              32,926             17,427                      -                      -                      -                      -                             -                          -                           -              50,353                        - 50,353             

Total Golf Courses                     -                     -            164,631             87,128                      -                      -                      -                      -                             -                          -                           -            251,759                        -            251,759 

Total City of Seaside*  $     232,310  $     174,167  $        571,395  $       568,951  $      335,412  $      141,335  $      165,198  $       263,788  $             145,631  $             69,667  $           114,290  $     2,667,854  $           70,000  $     2,737,854 

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)           (526,890)            (162)                          (6,103,289) -                       (6,103,289)       

City of Seaside Unpaid Balance 243,294$     426,165$     1,024,272$     1,619,973$    891,509$      (110,014)$     (773,813)$     (1,575,876)$  (2,889,325)$         (3,346,548)$      (3,232,420)$        $   (3,346,548) (3,839,125)$    (3,276,548)$    
Total Replenishment Fund Balance 1,884,298$   4,652,874$   (1,847,417)$     (1,219,966)$    (2,930,710)$   (6,170,178)$   (9,509,483)$   (7,749,648)$   (5,991,546)$         (4,023,252)$       (3,909,125)$       (4,023,252)$     (7,115,829)$     (6,553,252)$     

Replenishment Fund Balance Forward                     - 1,884,298$   4,652,874$      (1,847,417)$    (1,219,966)$   (2,930,710)$   (6,170,178)$   (9,509,483)$   (7,749,648)$         (5,991,546)$       (4,023,252)$       (3,909,125)$     
Total Replenishment Assessments      2,349,946      2,768,576         5,805,632        4,369,165       4,464,082       3,329,189       2,601,104        2,825,688              3,217,182            2,495,183               114,290       34,340,038          2,470,000 36,810,038      
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)             (526,890)                     (162)      (38,249,162)        (5,000,000) (43,249,162)     
Grand Total Fund Balance 1,884,298$   4,652,874$   (1,847,417)$     (1,219,966)$    (2,930,710)$   (6,170,178)$   (9,509,483)$   (7,749,648)$   (5,991,546)$         (4,023,252)$       (3,909,125)$              (3,909,125) (6,439,125)$     (6,439,125)$     

Total California American 

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

Replenishment Fund
Water Year 2017 (October 1 - September 30) / Fiscal Year (January 1 - December 31, 2016)

Balance through May 31, 2017

Cal-Am Water Balance Forward
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ITEM VI.C. 
7/5/17 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Laura Dadiw, Administrative Officer 
 
DATE:  July 5, 2017 
 
SUBJECT:  Discussion/Consider Approving Amendment No. 1 to Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, 
Schreck (BHFS) (Russ McGlothlin) RFS No. 2017-01  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  Approve Amendment No. 1 to BHFS RFS No. 2017-01 raising the 
total authorized cost of the RFS by $10,000, from $14,000 to $24,000. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 Due to the unanticipated questions (Attachment 1) submitted by Judge Nichols for clarification 
of the Case Management Statement developed by BHFS for the Case Management Conference 
held March 17, 2017,  BHFS expenditures exceeded the $14,000 budgeted for preparation for 
and attendance at the conference, and review and submission of the 2017 Annual Report to Court 
due December 15, 2017.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
Due to the urgency of answering the Judge’s questions prior to the conference, BHFS provided 
the unanticipated services in good faith. Calculation of the $6,862.89 amount expended in excess 
of that budgeted was provided to Watermaster by BHFS with its March invoice 674183 in the 
amount of $9,527.27. This invoice is the final anticipated for legal services in the Case 
Management Hearing matter. It is anticipated that $1,000 - $2,500 remains to be expended under 
this RFS for review and submission of the 2017 Watermaster Annual Report to Court.  
 
Case Management Statement and hearing: BHFS Invoice #667423          $  1,105.00 
     BHFS Invoice #670972   10,230.62 
     BHFS Invoice #674183     9,527.27 
       Total  $20,862.89 
       Budgeted    14,000.00 
       Difference $   6,862.89 
Anticipated Cost to File 2017 Annual Report to Court:        2,500.00 
       Difference $   9,362.89 
 
In preparation for the 2017 Watermaster Administrative Fund Budget, Russ McGlothlin, being 
unsure of the Court’s demands regarding the 2017 Case Management Statement and Conference 
content, submitted a range of anticipated costs for services from $14,000 - $24,000 (Attachment 
4). Due to the 2017 Case Management Conference being the second held under Judge Nichols, it 
seemed to follow that there would be less preparation required than the previous year and the 
lower figure of $14,000 was used in preparation of the Administrative Fund Budget. 
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Staff issued the Amendment to Mr. McGlothlin on May 1, 2017 so that BHFS Invoice 674183 
for $9,527.27 for March services could be processed for payment. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS:  
Funds to cover the increase in authorized cost of Amendment No. 1 will be taken from the 
Administrative Reserve in the Administrative Fund Budget.  The Reserve was $25,000 in the 
Budget approved by the Board at its December 7, 2017 meeting.  After funding this Amendment, 
$15,000 will remain in the Administrative Reserve. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Memo sent to BHFS by Judge Nichols dated March 10, 2017 
2. Amendment No. 1 to BHFS RFS No. 2017-01 with attachment 
3. Estimated 2017 Budget for Legal Services from BHFS  
4. BHFS invoices covering Case Management Statement work and court appearance 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF MONTEREY 
 
 
California American Water, Plaintiff v. City of Seaside et al., Defendants 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District and Monterey County   
Water Resources Agency, Intervenors 
 
    Case No. M66343 
 
 
Dear Mr. McGlothlin:  
 
 
Thank you for sending me two binders containing: (1) Seaside Basin Watermaster Annual 
Report 2016, (2) Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster’s Case Management Statement. I have 
been studying these submissions in preparation for the Case Management Conference on March 
17, 2017.  
 
Reading these submissions has raised questions. Some of these questions may appear not well 
informed, ill founded, or outside the scope of the Watermaster’s responsibilities. However, if you 
are able to respond to these questions, either in writing or orally at the conference, I would 
appreciate it.  
 
Is the capacity of aquifers underling the Seaside Groundwater Basin known or estimated? Has an 
optimal level of recharge been established? What is the latest available information concerning 
the amount of water in the acquirers?  What is the number of percolation ponds within the basin? 
Who is responsible for maintenance of the percolation ponds? Are all percolation ponds 
maintained and fully operational?  
 
During above average rainfall seasons, have aquifers been recharged at a rate exceeding 
recharging in a ‘normal’ or ‘average’ rainfall year? If not, if impediments to doing so can be 
explained, please do so.  
 
Section 4.4 of the Groundwater Resources Analysis concerns the proposed Monterey Peninsula 
Water Supply project (MPWSP), January 2017, and is found at tab 4 attached to the Case 
Management Statement. That very current analysis describes the Seaside Groundwater Basis 
(GSB) and aquifers, groundwater flow and occurrence, groundwater elevation and flow 
directions, basin groundwater balance, Seaside Groundwater Basin recharge, and groundwater 
extraction, among other matters covered (4.4-12 - 21).  
 
The analysis at 4.4-28 describes the use of Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) to detect 
saltwater intrusion, and these observations appear to be consistent with previous Watermaster’s 
reports. The analyses suggest that the SGB could be vulnerable to seawater intrusion.  
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It would be very helpful to my full comprehension of the facts and issues if the Watermaster 
would have available at the March 17 conference an exhibit which, along with explanation, 
makes clear the former Corral de Tierra (now Monterey Subbasin) boundary line as it existed 
before and after the Department of Water Resources (DWR) boundary modification. Hopefully, 
the exhibit and description would depict most clearly the areas, both within and adjacent to the 
adjudicated Seaside Groundwater Basin, which are most problematic in terms of potential 
seawater intrusion and further land subsidence.  
 
It appears from the submissions that the parties are in compliance with the amended judgment. Is 
this correct? If there have been any departures from adherence from the requirements of the 
judgment, it would be helpful if the Watermaster would draw attention to any such departure and 
to what actions have been undertaken to bring the parties into full compliance.  
 
Taking into account the large number of stakeholders and the plethora of federal and state laws 
impacting on the issues presented, a reading of the submissions leads this reader with the 
impression that two major steps in accomplishing the objectives set forth in the amended 
judgment will be the following: (1) implementation of Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project; (2) timely formation of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the adjoining 
Monterey Subbasin, which includes the Corral de Tierra Subarea, and the timely implementation 
of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan. At least the latter actions appear indispensable to ensure 
that groundwater is managed as necessary to maintain sustainable as required in the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act the Decision.  
 
With this in mind, it would be helpful to receive some further explication concerning how the 
Watermaster will carry out Action Item 1 as set forth at page 21 of the Case Management 
Statement.  
 
I am sorry that this request comes within a week of the scheduled conference, and I apologize if 
this creates an undue burden of response. Your best effort is all I can expect, and I appreciate that 
effort.  
 
March 10, 2017 
 
         _____________________ 
     Leslie C. Nichols 
        Judge of the Superior Court 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 
 

SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER 
REQUEST FOR. SERVICE 

 
 
DATE: ___June 7, 2017____________  RFS NO. 2017·01 Amendment No. 1 
 
 
TO: Russ McGlothlin_______________   FROM: Laura Dadiw 
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP   Watermaster 
1020 State Street     PO Box 51502 
Santa Barbara. CA 93101-2711    Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
 
 
Services Needed and Purpose: Provide legal services to prepare and file a motion, and appear on March 
17, 2017 at a status conference hearing with Judge Nichols of the Superior Court; assist as may be 
requested with filing the Watermaster Annual Report to Court by December 15, 2017; and provide 
miscellaneous legal consultation as may be needed by Watermaster. 
 
 
Completion Date: All work under this RFS will be completed no later than December 31, 2017. 
 
 
Method of Compensation: Time and Expense Payment Method. Hourly rates and costs for Other Direct 
Costs and Expenses are described in Attachment I. 
 
 
The Revised Total Price Authorized by this RFS: $24,000.00  (Cost is authorized only when evidenced 
by signature below.) 
 
 
Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WA TERMASTER in 
accordance with Section V. COMPENSATION. 
 
 
Requested by:  Not Applicable to this RFS                               Date: _____________ 
 
 
 
Authorized by: _______________________________        Date: _____________ 
    Ralph Rubio 
    WATERMASTER Chairman of the Board 
 
 
Agreed to by: ________________________________        Date: _____________ 
   PROFESSIONAL 
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ATTACHMENT I 

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP  
STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 
Scope of Representation:  The scope of our representation 
is set forth in the attached Letter.  Our representation of you 
on any particular matter will end when we have completed 
our essential work on that matter.   
 
Duties of the Parties:  We agree to provide all legal services 
reasonably required to represent you, consistent with our 
ethical obligations.  It is our intent to provide you with 
thorough, prompt and cost-efficient legal services, keep you 
informed of significant developments in the matter, and 
respond to your inquiries.  You agree to fully cooperate with 
us, be open and truthful and provide us with all information 
pertaining to the matter, keep us informed of developments, 
to pay our bills in a timely manner, and keep us advised of 
your address, telephone number and whereabouts.  You 
also agree to appear at any proceeding we deem necessary 
and to cooperate fully with us on all matters related to the 
investigation, preparation and presentation of your matter.   
 
Fees:  We review all billing statements before they are 
issued to ensure that the amount charged is appropriate.  
The statement for fees is simply the product of the hours 
worked multiplied by the hourly rates for the attorneys and 
legal assistants who did the work.  The current range of 
hourly rates for our professional services is:  
 
Partners:   From $350 to $1065 per hour 
Of Counsels: From $300 to $1065 per hour 
Associates: From $210 to $400 per hour 
Land Use Planners: From $150 to $265 per hour 
Paralegals: From $150 to $265 per hour 
Legal Assistants: From $100 to $150 per hour 
 
We adjust our rate structure at the beginning of each 
calendar year.  You agree to pay all fees billed at the then-
current rate.   
 
Outside Contract Attorneys and Legal Assistants: You agree 
that we may utilize specialized contract attorneys and legal 
assistants as necessary.  You agree to pay the reasonable 
hourly rate for these legal services.  
 
In-House Costs and External Expenses: Fees such as 
computer-assisted legal research and third party vendor 
fees including document copying, transcript production, 
overnight delivery service charges, travel, meals and hotel 
accommodations will be itemized and billed separately at 
cost. 
 
Other in-house costs and expenses include, but are not 
limited to, secretarial overtime, extraordinary administrative, 
technical or accounting support; computer legal research; 
messenger and other delivery fees; mileage, and the cost of 
licensing and other installation of special computer 
programming to manage your case.  These are directly 
billed to you at our cost. 
External expenses are also charged at cost.  These include, 
but are not limited to, the following:  Notary fees; consultant 

costs, investigative costs, professional mediator, arbitrator 
and/or special master fees; travel costs, including parking, 
transportation, meals and hotels.  External expenses will 
either be passed through to you for direct payment to the 
vendor or included on your statement.  We may select 
experts, consultants and investigators who in our judgment 
are necessary to aid in the preparation of your matter and 
will inform you of the persons selected and their charges.  
You authorize us to incur all reasonable costs and to hire 
such experts, consultants and investigators.  We will not 
incur any major external expenses on your behalf without 
your prior approval.  
 
Billing Period and Payments:  We will bill you for services 
rendered and disbursements and charges on a monthly, or 
such other periodic, basis as we may determine.  If you 
require additional statements, you agree to request them at 
intervals of no less than 30 days and we agree to respond 
within 10 days.   
 
You agree to inform us of any dispute you may have with 
respect to a statement within 10 days of the statement date.  
If you do not object, the statement will be deemed correct.  If 
you do object, we will consider our right to the fees and 
costs set forth on that statement as “disputed.”  Absent a 
dispute, you agree to pay all statements upon receipt, and 
no later than the last day of the month in which you receive 
the statement.  Even if you dispute a portion of a statement, 
you agree to pay the undisputed portion not later than the 
last day of the month in which you receive the statement.  If 
payment is not timely received, we may assess a monthly 
delinquency charge of 1.25% (15% per year) of the amount 
not paid until paid in full.  Payments will be applied to the 
longest outstanding charges in the following order:  first, 
costs, then delinquency charges, and then fees.   
  
Retainers:  If required, you agree to pay an advance fee 
retainer upon execution of this agreement and agree that we 
may, at our discretion, withdraw the undisputed amount of 
any statement, whether fees or costs, from any retainer you 
have on deposit.  You agree to replenish the retainer 
monthly to maintain a credit toward fees.  That means that, 
even though you have a retainer on account, you still must 
pay your statements as they become due.  If we expect 
significant additional expenses, you agree to provide a 
further retainer within 15 days of our request.   
 
Your retainer will be held on your behalf in our trust account 
without interest to you, because California law requires all 
interest earned on such funds to be forwarded to the 
California State Bar for its Legal Service Trust Fund 
Program.  If you prefer, you may request that we hold your 
funds in a non-interest bearing account, or in an interest 
bearing account for your benefit.  If you make such a 
request, you agree to pay administrative costs of a one-time 
$75 set-up charge and a $25 per month service charge.  At 
the conclusion of our representation, we will return any 
unearned retainer to you.  
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As an additional retainer and as security for the payment of 
our fees, costs and expenses, you agree that we have a first 
priority lien on all claims and causes of action that are the 
subject of our representation under this Agreement and on 
all proceeds or property obtained or recovered, whether by 
agreement, settlement, mediation, arbitration award, court 
judgment, cost or fee award or otherwise resulting from our 
representation. 
 
No Guarantee:  Our comments about the potential outcome 
of your matter or any phase thereof are expressions of 
opinion only.  We cannot guarantee the outcome or make 
any promises in that regard.    
 
Discharge:  Our goal is to maintain at all times a 
constructive and positive relationship with you, to the 
conclusion of this matter and in future matters.  However, 
you have the right to discharge us as your lawyers at any 
time, and we have the right to withdraw from your 
representation at any time, consistent with our ethical 
obligations.  If you discharge us or we elect to withdraw, you 
agree to immediately secure new counsel.  If we are your 
attorneys of record in any proceeding, you agree to 
cooperate fully in substituting such new counsel as your 
attorneys of record.  At the time of discharge or withdrawal, 
you agree to immediately pay us for all services rendered to 
you and for all costs and expense paid or incurred by us on 
your behalf.  
 
Files:  At the conclusion of our services, your files will be 
transferred to you upon request.  You agree to pay the cost 
of accessing, copying and delivering the file to you.  If you 
do not request the return of your files within five (5) years 
from either the completion of our essential work on the 
matter or the termination of our relationship by discharge or 
withdrawal, we have the right, but not the obligation, to 
destroy any files created and maintained by us with respect 
to the matter.  
 
Disputes:  Any controversy or claim arising out of or relating 
to fees and/or costs incurred under this Agreement shall be 
resolved pursuant to Business and Professions Code 
section 6200 et seq.  All other disputes arising out of or 
relating to this Agreement or the professional services 
rendered under this Agreement, shall be determined in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California.  The 
arbitration shall be administered by JAMS pursuant to its 
Comprehensive Arbitration Rules and Procedures.  
Judgment on the Award may be entered in any court having 
jurisdiction.  Each side shall bear its own costs and attorney 
fees in said arbitration.  
 
Miscellaneous:  Unless you instruct us to the contrary in 
writing, we will utilize facsimile, e-mail, cellular phone, PDA 
and similar communication methods, and we disclaim any 
liability for unauthorized third-party interception of 
communications.  You agree that we may use your name 
and information generally available to the public in our 
marketing efforts. 
 
Interpretation and Effective Date:  This agreement is our 
entire and only agreement and is governed by California 
law.  If any provision is found unenforceable, the remainder 
of the agreement will remain in effect.  This agreement will 

not take effect until you sign and return the enclosed copy of 
the letter with these terms and conditions attached and until 
the agreement has been countersigned by the firm’s 
Managing Partner.  This agreement will then be retroactive 
to the date services were first provided.  If this agreement 
does not take effect, you will still be required to pay us the 
reasonable value of any services we have performed for 
you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

099999\1073\4598701.3  
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018104\0001\15050494.1

Russell M. McGlothlin
Attorney at Law
805.882.1418 tel
805.965.4333 fax
RMcglothlin@bhfs.com

1020 State Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2711
main  805.963.7000

bhfs.com Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP

Memorandum

DATE: September 9, 2016

TO: Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

FROM: Russell M. McGlothlin

RE: Estimated 2017 Budget for Legal Services from Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck

You have requested that we estimate the budget for legal services from our firm for 2017.  The subjects we 
anticipate working on in 2017 and our estimated fees are as follows: 

Task Low High
Assistance with and file annual report 2,000 4,000
Prepare for and attend status conference (and related filings) 6,000 10,000
Miscellaneous research and legal counsel (no travel) 6,000 10,000

Total 14,000 24,000

The variance between the low and high estimates reflects the inherent uncertainty concerning the scope of 
necessary work. 

This budget anticipates one appearance in Monterey County for a status conference with the court in 2016, 
but no other travel or appearances. Additional work beyond the matters listed, or work unrelated to these
proceedings, may necessitate expenditures beyond those estimated below. One subject that we have not 
budgeted for, but which could become active in 2017, is the anticipated negotiation and coordination with 
other Monterey County entities concerning the groundwater issues in the Laguna Seca Subarea arising 
from pumping within and outside the subarea in the Corral de Tierra Subbasin (e.g., discussions with 
pumpers, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, the anticipated Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency, etc.)  We anticipate that these issues will arise more in 2018 than in 2017 and also that much of 
the negotiation and coordination will be of a non-legal nature. However, should legal issues arise in this 
respect, for which the Watermaster desires our assistance, that work would be in addition to the budget 
specified above unless relatively minor and therefore captured within the miscellaneous section.

We are grateful for the opportunity to represent the Watermaster and welcome all questions and instruction 
as to our work on Watermaster’s behalf. 
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ITEM VI.D. 
7/5/17 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
 
DATE: July 5, 2017 
 
SUBJECT: Discussion/Consider Approving Amendment No. 1 to HydroMetrics RFS No. 2017-01  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  Approve Amendment No. 1 to HydroMetrics RFS No. 2017-01 raising 
the total authorized cost of the RFS by $10,000 to $21,400.00. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The original Total Price of RFS No. 2017-01 was $11,400.  A portion of that amount was for 
PROFESSIONAL to provide, on an ongoing and as-requested basis, general hydrogeologic consulting 
services to WATERMASTER on a variety of topics.   

 
DISCUSSION: 
Unanticipated work that needed to be performed to investigate the changes in water quality in the Sentinel 
Wells in early in 2017 resulted in all of the monies allocated to providing general consulting services 
being exhausted in March 2017.   
 
In order for PROFESSIONAL to continue providing these types of services during the remainder of 2017, 
this Amendment No. 1 to RFS No. 2017-01 hereby adds $10,000.00 to the authorized cost of RFS No. 
2017-01.  Therefore, the revised cost of RFS No. 2017-01 authorized by this Amendment No. 1 is 
$21,400.00. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
Funds to cover the increase in authorized cost of Amendment No. 1 will be taken from Task 
I.3.a.3 titled “Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and Develop Answers to Basin Management Questions” 
in the 2017 Management and Monitoring Program Operations Budget.  That line-item was $40,000.00 
in the Board-approved 2017 Budget.  After funding this Amendment, $30,000.00 will remain in 
this line-item. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Amendment No. 1 to HydroMetrics RFS No. 2017-01 
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 SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER 
 REQUEST FOR SERVICE 
 
 
DATE:           March 9, 2017                   RFS NO.  2017-01 Amendment No. 1  
       (To be filled in by WATERMASTER) 
 
TO:                Derrik Williams                            FROM:     Robert Jaques        
       HydroMetrics WRI     WATERMASTER 
        PROFESSIONAL      
 
Services Needed and Purpose:  Provide general hydrogeologic consulting services on an 
ongoing and as-requested basis.  See Amended Scope of Work in Attachment 1.   
 
Completion Date: All work of this RFS as amended shall be completed not later than December 
31, 2017. 
 
Method of Compensation:     Time and Materials (As defined in Section V of Agreement.) 
 
Total Price: The revised Total Price for RFS No. 2017-01, as authorized by this Amendment No. 
1 thereto, is $21,400. 
 
Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WATERMASTER in 
accordance with Section V. COMPENSATION.   
 
 
 
Requested by:                                                                 Date:               .                                                                      
  WATERMASTER Technical Program Manager 
 
 
 
Agreed to by:                                                                                                      Date:                       . 
                                                       PROFESSIONAL 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 

The original Total Price of RFS No. 2017-01 was $11,400.  A portion of that amount was for 
PROFESSIONAL to provide, on an ongoing and as-requested basis, general hydrogeologic consulting 
services to WATERMASTER on a variety of topics.   
 
Unanticipated work that needed to be performed early in 2017 resulted in all of the monies allocated to 
providing general consulting services being exhausted in March 2017.   
 
In order for PROFESSIONAL to continue providing these types of services during the remainder of 2017, 
this Amendment No. 1 to RFS No. 2017-01 hereby adds $10,000.00 to the authorized cost of RFS No. 
2017-01.  Therefore, the revised cost of RFS No. 2017-01 authorized by this Amendment No. 1 is 
$21,400.00. 
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ITEM VI.E. 
7/5/17 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
 
DATE:  July 5, 2017 
 
SUBJECT:  Response to Board Questions or Comments about HydroMetrics’ Technical 

Memorandum - - Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled in December 
2016 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Accept the TAC’s responses and proposed actions to address the Board’s comments and questions 
regarding the presentation on HydroMetrics’ Technical Memorandum - Seaside Groundwater Basin 
Analysis of Wells Sampled in December 2016. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
At its March 1, 2017 meeting the Board received a presentation by Mr. Derrik Williams regarding 
HydroMetrics’ Technical Memorandum - Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled in 
December 2016.  The Board accepted that document, but raised several questions and comments that 
warranted responses.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
At its April 12, 2017 meeting the TAC reviewed and discussed the Board’s comments and questions 
and approved providing the Board with the following responses and proposed actions: 
 
1. Comment:  Mayor Edelen of Del Rey Oaks noted that acts of vandalism and other things have 

occurred on the former Fort Ord, sometimes in an apparent effort to block redevelopment 
projects.  He wanted to know if it was possible that someone could have contaminated any of the 
Sentinel Wells. 
Response:  The monitoring well heads are located in subsurface boxes that have bolted-down 
steel covers.  Within these boxes the actual top of the well casing, which is made of PVC, has a 
PVC cap on it.  While it would be possible for someone with the proper sized wrench to open the 
cover and remove the cap in order to introduce a contaminant into the well casing, this seems 
unlikely given the remote locations of the Sentinel Wells.  Also, the higher chloride levels were 
found in the lower portions of the wells, not in the shallower portions of the wells, so if a 
substance containing a high concentration of chloride were poured into the well casing, it would 
logically appear in the upper portion of the casing at a higher concentration than it would in the 
lower portion of the casing.  However, in response to this concern, the well heads are being 
outfitted with sealed lockable caps which will be installed prior to the next sampling event at 
these wells. 
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Proposed Action:  Install sealed lockable caps on each of the Sentinel Wellheads prior to the next 
sampling event.  There will be no cost to the Watermaster to do this, the caps will be provided by 
MPWMD. 
 

2. Comment/Question:  Mr. Sabolsice wondered if spikes in the water levels in two of the recent 
years at Sentinel Well SBWM-4 could have been caused by injection of water into the ASR wells. 
The TAC will check to determine if groundwater levels spike in winters when water is available 
for ASR injection, and if groundwater levels do not spike as much in winters when little or no 
water is available for ASR injection. 
Response: This is one of the Sentinel Wells that is perforated partially in the Santa Margarita 
aquifer.  Mr. Lear of MPWMD confirmed that the recent spikes in water levels at Sentinel Well 
SBWM-4 appeared to be directly associated with the injection of large quantities of water at the 
ASR Wells. 
Proposed Action:  None required. 
 

3. Comment/Question:  HydroMetrics recommended in the Technical Memorandum that instead of 
doing Sentinel Well sampling in January and July, those dates be changed to March and 
September which correspond to the months when the highest and lowest water levels are typically 
experienced.  Mayor Rubio noted that changing the sampling times would alter the historic 
pumping data trends.  If samples were taken at both the old dates and the recommended new 
dates, what would be the additional cost to collect and analyze the samples? 
Response:  The cost for collecting and analyzing the water quality samples and performing 
induction logging of the four Sentinel Wells twice per year (either in January and July, or in 
March and September), as contained in RFS No. 2017-01 to Martin Feeney which the Board 
previously approved, is $25,685.56.   
 
The cost to perform water quality sampling four times per year (in January, March, July, and 
September) and to perform induction logging only two times per year (as is currently being done) 
would be approximately $38,546.  Thus, there would be approximately $12,900 per year in 
additional costs to conduct this duplicate water quality sampling. 
 
Derrik Williams recommended that it would be better to make the change in sample collection 
dates now, rather than waiting until a future time, and that it was likely not worth the expense of 
taking samples on both the old and the new dates, since the old and new dates are only two 
months apart.  However, if data from the new sampling dates creates new questions or concerns, 
or if there are significant changes in the data such that conclusions cannot be drawn, then it might 
be worthwhile to conduct future sampling on both sets of dates.   
 
Related to this issue is whether or not it would be desirable to also change the sampling dates for 
the production wells and the other monitoring wells within the Basin.  When this question was 
posed to HydroMetrics, here was their response and recommendation: 
 

We use both production and monitoring well data for the annual Seawater Intrusion Analysis 
Report (SIAR), and compare the data for all wells. Some monitoring wells have two sampling 
events during the year, and the rest only have one – including production wells. In basin 
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management, groundwater levels are typically collected when levels are lowest and highest. 
Loosely this corresponds to spring and summer in many basins.  
 
However, in the Seaside Basin, we now have high resolution data that tells us the highs and 
lows in groundwater levels are actually in March and September. Monitoring should be 
shifted to correspond to these seasonal extremes. This includes both levels and quality. We 
need to collect water quality data at the same time as the extremes in groundwater levels 
occur in the basin to be able to determine whether fluctuations we have been seeing in 
chlorides are related to groundwater levels.  When groundwater levels are lowest each year, 
this is when we expect the basin to be the most stressed, so monitoring water quality at this 
time is very important for basin management. 
 
Additionally, analysis of the water quality data in the SIAR would be a bit haphazard if we 
had water quality data for different times for sentinel wells, monitoring wells and production 
wells. It would not give us a good snap shot of basin conditions. This is why we have 
recommended changing the sampling schedule for all wells in the basin.  

 
Proposed Action:  Discontinue performing sampling in January and July, and move the sampling 
dates for all of the wells in the Basin to March and September beginning with the September 2017 
sampling event. This will include the Sentinel Wells, the production wells, and the other 
monitoring wells.  

 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
None. 
 
ATTACHMENT:   
(1) Water quality sampling change in schedule email notice to production well owners. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 
TO:  Eric Sabolsice; Jonathan Lear ; Leon Gomez ; Mike Magretto ; Rick Riedl;  
  'Tom Lindberg'; 'Paul Bruno'; Angela Diaz ; Ed Ghandor 
DATE:  Mon 4/24/2017 11:07 AM 
SUBJ:   ****CHANGE IN SAMPLING SCHEDULE****   Required Water Quality  
  Sampling Analysis Deadline Notice from Watermaster 
 
NOTICE TO SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER PRODUCERS 
 

********CHANGE IN WATER QUALITY SAMPLING SCHEDULE************ 
 
REQUIRED REPORTS ON WATER QUALITY SAMPLES REQUESTED TO BE SUBMITTED TO WATERMASTER BY 
OCTOBER 15, 2017  
 
Watermaster hereby requests that the required water quality sampling be conducted in EARLY SEPTEMBER, 
2017 so that results can be submitted no later than OCTOBER 15, 2017.   
 
The change in schedule to a month later than past years provides analysis to be performed from samples taken 
in the month that historically has the lowest groundwater levels, to determine if groundwater quality samples 
reflect the influence of fluctuating groundwater elevations. 
 
It is requested that laboratory results be expedited if necessary to meet the October 15th submission to 
Watermaster as these results are crucial in producing the Water Year 2017 Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report 
that is on a very tight timeline for incorporation into the 2017 Watermaster Annual Report to the Court due no 
later than December 15, 2017.  
 
Another notice will be sent closer to sampling time. 
 
Please submit water quality sample reporting to:  
   
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster  
watermasterseaside@sbcglobal.net  
PO Box 51502 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950  
Phone/Fax (831) 641-0113  
   
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  
  
Laura Dadiw 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
PO Box 51502 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
(831) 641-0113 
www.seasidebasinwatermaster.org 
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Pure Water Monterey Pure Water Monterey 
Injection Wells

Maureen Hamilton
5 July, 2017
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Presentation OverviewPresentation Overview

 Need

 PWM Overview

 Injection Wells
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The Supply GapThe Supply Gap
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PWM - Components

“New” Water
– Source Water

• Available water rights

• Water that needs advanced treatment

– Advanced Water Purification Facility

– Conveyance (RUWAP)

– Storage (Injection Wells)
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PWM – Overview Map
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Site Considerations
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• 4 deep injection wells 
• 4 vadose zone wells 
• Up to 6 monitoring well 

(MW) clusters
• Backflush basin

Injection Wells – CEQA Components

• Backflush basin
• Pipes & appurtenances
• Electrical building
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Injection Wells - Funded Components

 2 Deep Injection Wells (DIW)

 1 Vadose Zone Wells (VZW)

 4 Monitoring Well Clusters (MW)

 Backflush Basin Backflush Basin

 Pipes & Appurtenances

 Electrical

 Building & Landscaping
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Phase 1 - Components

 One deep injection well (900’ x 24”)

 Two monitoring wells

1. Site prep (grading)

2. Deep monitoring well to inform deep 2. Deep monitoring well to inform deep 
injection well design

3. Shallow monitoring well

4. Deep injection well
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Phase 1 - Timing

 April 2017
– Bid Opening 

– Notice of Award

 May 2017 May 2017
– Notice to Proceed 

– Construction Start

 September 2017
– Construction End 

– End of Phase 1
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Phase 1 – Under Construction
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Phase 2 Injection Wells

 Components
– 1 deep injection well

– 1 vadose zone well

– 3 monitoring well clusters– 3 monitoring well clusters

– Backflush facilities

– Electrical, architecture, piping

– Operation/interaction/interlocks

 Design dependent on Phase 1
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Phase 2 - Timing

 Design completion estimated 4Q, 2017

 Construction start estimated 1Q, 2018

 Construction end estimated 4Q, 2018

– WDR to inject R3-2017-0003– WDR to inject R3-2017-0003

– Watermaster Storage Agreement

– Operating Reserve 1,000/1,750 af minimum

– Drought Reserve up to 1,000 af

– MPWMD Water Distribution System Permit
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Sustainable Water Supply

 Up to 3,500 af/year
– Counts against CDO

– ~365 

 200 af/year drought reserve 
– up to 1000 af– up to 1000 af

 90% into the deep injection well 

 Vadose zone replenishment from injection 
and infiltration

 Reduction in potential for seawater intrusion. 
– Northern Coastal Subarea water level rise 

predicted 8-22’ after 5 months

– Vadose predicted 5-40’ after 5 months
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ITEM IX.A.1.a. 
7/5/17 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
 
DATE: February 17, 2017 
 
SUBJECT: Continued Discussion and Consideration of Authorizing HydroMetrics and Martin 
Feeney to Perform Initial Portions of the Work Plan to Investigate Cause(s) of Changing Water 
Quality in the Sentinel Wells  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  

1. Do not proceed with Phase I of the Work Plan at this time. Defer the decision on whether or 
not to proceed with the Phase I work until after data from the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells 
sampling event has been evaluated. 

2. Approve Amendment No. 2 to RFS No. 2017-1 with Martin Feeney, increasing the authorized 
amount for that RFS by $6,118.24 to $36,203.80, in order for him to conduct downhole 
conductivity and temperature profiling in conjunction with the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells 
sampling event, and to include the collection and analysis of field blanks and field duplicates 
in the water quality sampling work. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
At the Board’s March 1, 2017 meeting there was discussion of HydroMetrics Proposed Work Plan to 
Investigate Sources of Fluctuating Chlorides in the Sentinel Wells, and of conducting conductivity 
and temperature profiling of the Sentinel Wells in conjunction with the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells 
sampling event.  The Board did not approve the TAC’s recommendation to proceed with performing 
this work, and instead referred this matter back to the TAC for further discussion. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The principle concerns on the part of the Board about proceeding with this work were: 

 There is a significant cost in performing the Phase I work (total of approximately $31,200) but 
there is no assurance that carrying out Phase I of the proposed Work Plan would lead to a 
definitive determination as to the source(s) of the fluctuating chloride concentrations. 

 Lacking a conclusive result from the Phase I work, significant additional costs might be 
associated with moving ahead with the Phase II work. 

 Is it really essential to move ahead at this time with the Work Plan, or would it be better to wait 
to make that decision until after the summer 2017 water quality sampling has been completed 
so we will be able to see if the chloride levels are more in keeping with their historical levels, or 
whether ongoing water quality changes are occurring? 

 
The TAC discussed the Board’s concerns and reached out to the Watermaster’s consultants who 
would be the ones to perform this work to obtain their input on these concerns.  There was consensus 
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that the fluctuating chloride levels were unlikely to be indications of seawater intrusion coming in 
from Monterey Bay, but rather were indicative of some other water source contributing chlorides to 
the samples.  Consequently, there was consensus that it would be satisfactory to defer making a 
decision on whether or not to proceed with the Work Plan until after the summer sampling data has 
been received and analyzed.  There was consensus, however, that downhole conductivity and 
temperature profiling should be performed in conjunction with the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells 
water quality sampling event because this would add valuable information at modest cost.  The TAC 
also identified some quality control/quality assurance issues that it felt should be addressed in future 
water quality sampling events. 
 
In response to these concerns the TAC has revised its recommendations to the Board to be as follows: 

1. Do not proceed with Phase I of the Work Plan at this time. Defer the decision on whether or 
not to proceed with the Phase I work until data from the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells 
sampling event has been evaluated. 

2. Approve Amendment No. 2 to RFS No. 2017-1 with Martin Feeney, which increases the 
authorized amount for this RFS by $6,118.24, in order for him to:  

A. Conduct downhole conductivity and temperature profiling in conjunction with the 
Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells sampling event, because this will add valuable 
information at modest cost.  

B. Include the collection and analysis of a limited number of field blank and field 
duplicate samples (one of each of these during each sampling event) as improvements 
to the quality control/quality assurance program in order to increase the level of 
confidence in the analytical results. 

 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
Funds for the original issuance of RFS No. 2017-01 were included in Task I. 2. b. 3 titled Collect 
Quarterly Water Quality Samples in the Board-approved 2017 Management and Monitoring Program 
(M&MP).  Funds for Amendment No. 1 to RFS No. 2017-01 were provided from the Contingency 
line-item in the 2017 M&MP.    
 
Task I.3.A.3 of the 2017 M&MP is titled Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and Develop Answers to 
Basin Management Questions.  The line-item budget for this Task is $40,000.  To date $10,000 of the 
funding for that Task has been utilized for HydroMetrics RFS Amendment No. 1 in this same agenda 
packet.  The funds in that Task can be used to cover the $6,118.24 increase in cost authorized by 
Amendment No. 2 to RFS 2017-01. 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
1. Amendment No. 2 to Martin Feeney RFS No. 2017-01 to Perform Conductivity and Temperature 

Profiling and Make Certain Improvements to the Quality Control/Quality Assurance Program, as 
Part of the Summer 2017 Sentinel Wells Sampling Event 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER 

REQUEST FOR SERVICE 
 
 
DATE:           July 6, 2017                    RFS NO.  2017-01 Amendment No. 2  
       (To be filled in by WATERMASTER) 
 
TO:                Martin Feeney                            FROM:     Robert Jaques        
      Martin Blair Feeney    WATERMASTER 
        PROFESSIONAL      
 
Services Needed and Purpose:  Perform conductivity and temperature profiling of Sentinel Wells, 
and make improvements to the quality control/quality assurance program for water quality sampling of 
these wells.  See Amended Scope of Work in Attachment 1.   
 
Completion Date: All work of this RFS as amended shall be completed not later than December 31, 
2017. 
 
Method of Compensation:     Time and Materials (As defined in Section V of Agreement.) 
 
Total Price: The revised Total Price for RFS No. 2017-01, as authorized by this Amendment No. 2 
thereto, is $36,203.80. 
 
Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WATERMASTER in 
accordance with Section V. COMPENSATION.   
 
 
 
Requested by:                                                                 Date:               .                                                                      
WATERMASTER Technical Program Manager 
 
 
 
Agreed to by:                                                                                                            Date:                       . 
                                                       PROFESSIONAL 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 

The original Scope of Work of RFS No. 2017-01 was to collect water quality samples, perform laboratory 
analyses of these samples, and to perform induction logging of certain of the WATERMASTER’S Sentinel 
Wells.  The original cost of this RFS was $25,685.56. 
 
Subsequent to the issuance of RFS No. 2017-01 the WATERMASTER determined that it would also like the 
PROFESSIONAL to provide general hydrogeologic consulting services to the WATERMASTER on a variety 
of topics on an ongoing and as-requested basis.  Amendment No. 1 to RFS No. 2017-01 was issued on 
December 26, 2016 to expand the original scope, and to increase the original authorization by $4,400, for 
providing these services. 
 
Subsequent to the issuance of Amendment No. 1 to RFS No. 2017-01, the WATERMASTER determined that 
it would like the PROFESSIONAL to also conduct continuous conductivity and temperature profiling of the 
Sentinel Wells, and to add the collection and analysis of one field blank and one field duplicate sample during 
the next sampling event as an improvement to the quality control/quality assurance program for the water 
quality sampling work.  The scope of work to perform the conductivity and temperature profiling work is 
described below in PROFESSIONAL’s letter dated February 6, 2017.  As shown in that letter, the cost of that 
work is $5,668.24. 
 
The cost to collect and analyze one field blank and one field duplicate water quality sample is $450.00 
 
$6,118.24 ($5,668.24+$450.00) is hereby added to the authorized cost of RFS No. 2017-01.  Amendment No. 
1 increased the authorized cost of RFS No. 2017-01 to $30,085.56.  Therefore, the revised cost of RFS No. 
2017-01 authorized by this Amendment No. 2 is $36,203.80. 
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February 6, 2017 

Seaside Basin Watermaster 
PO Box 51502  
Pacific Grove CA.  
93950 
 
Attention:   Bob Jaques, PE 
 
Subject:  Sentinel Well Data Collection Program 2017– Amendment No. 2 to RFS No. 2017-01  
 
Dear Bob: 
 
Following up on our discussions, I’m pleased to provide this amendment to the existing scope of work for 
assistance with the Seaside Basin Watermaster (Watermaster) data collection from the Sentinel Wells for the 
upcoming year.  Presented in this proposal are an outline of the new tasks and an estimate of associated costs. 
 
As you are aware, the on-going data collection program has detected fluctuating chloride levels in several of the 
Sentinel Wells.  The cause of these fluctuations is still undermined, but HydroMetrics has developed a workplan to 
gather new data and further analyze previously collected, but not analyzed, data.   Part of this workplan includes 
continuous electrical conductivity logging of each of the Sentinel Wells.   This would be done as part of a separate 
mobilization of a local geophysical contractor (Newman Well Surveys) to reduce costs and assure that the water 
column in the wells is not disturbed for the on-going downhole sampling/induction logging effort.     
 
The additional work would include coordination with State Parks and geophysical contractor, supervision of 
logging activities, review of collected data and transmittal of the data to HydroMetrics.   Costs for the above 
described work is anticipated as follows: 
 
Task Description Cost 
Hydrogeologic Services – Office – 4 hours 780.00 
Hydrogeologic Services - Field Time – 12 hours 1,920.00 
Newman Well Surveys (including 10% markup) 2,968.24 

Total  $5,668.24 
 
The opportunity to assist is appreciated.  Please call if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Martin Feeney 
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ITEM IX.A.1.b. 
7/5/17 

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
WATERMASTER 

 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager 
 
DATE: July 5, 2017 
 
SUBJECT: Potential new Management and Monitoring Program Budget items for 2018: (a) Updating 
the BMAP and the Model and (b) Additional water quality sampling and analysis of the Sentinel 
Wells if induction logging or water quality sampling of these wells indicates the possible start of 
seawater intrusion 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager on any issues the Board would like to have 
considered in addressing these issues in the 2018 Management and Monitoring Program (M&MP) 
Work Plan and Operations Budget. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
At its February, April, and June 2017 meetings the TAC discussed two topics that could impact the 
2018 M&MP Operations Budget: 

(1) Whether or not the Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) and the Seaside Basin 
Groundwater Model (Model) should be updated, and  

(2) Potential additional water quality sampling of the Sentinel Wells that could be performed if 
induction logging or water quality sampling of these wells indicates the possible onset of 
seawater intrusion 

 
Discussion of the upcoming year’s Budgets does not normally occur until the Board’s October 
meeting.  However, these two items are a little more complicated than most of the more routine 
budget items the Board is normally asked to consider at that meeting.  Therefore, they are being 
raised earlier in the year to give the Board more time to ask questions and provide direction before the 
TAC begins development of the proposed 2018 M&MP Budget. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

(1)  BMAP and Model 
The BMAP summarizes both short-term and long-term strategies to manage the Basin in accordance 
with the Adjudication Decision and the Watermaster’s Management and Monitoring Program.  
Included in the BMAP are: 

• A description of the state of the Seaside Groundwater Basin with emphasis on those basin 
properties that are called out in the Amended Decision, e.g. groundwater storage, and which have 
an impact on basin management; 
• Potential supplemental supplies that are being considered for long-term augmentation of 
production from the Seaside Groundwater Basin, 
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 Potential management actions and interim water supplies that could be implemented in the 
short-term prior to developing supplemental supplies, and 
 Recommended management actions and strategies that the Watermaster should support and/or 
encourage, which will help meet the groundwater pumping reductions required by the Amended 
Decision, and help prevent seawater intrusion. 
 Also discussed in the BMAP are issues from the Decision that the Watermaster is required to 
address, including (with Decision section shown in parenthesis): 

o Determining Total Useable Storage Space and allocated storage for each producer in the 
Basin (III.H.4) 
o Addressing efficiencies of storage (III.H.5); and 
o Monitoring and studying the Seaside Groundwater Basin and all Seaside Groundwater 
Basin activities (III.L.3.j.xxi). 

More information about the BMAP is contained in Attachment 1. 
 
Considerable additional data (8 year’s worth) on groundwater quality and groundwater levels 
throughout the Basin have been collected since the BMAP was prepared. Drought conditions have 
also been experienced over the past four years, which has impacted aquifer recharge more than 
anticipated in 2009.  Also, even though pumping in recent years has been below the required amounts 
required under the Decision, groundwater levels have continued to fall.  This suggests that the Natural 
Safe Yield of 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) in the Decision may be too high. 
 
Integrating this new information into an updated BMAP would be beneficial and would provide a 
more complete understanding of the state of the basin. This information could also be used to refine 
the earlier findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained in the 2009 BMAP.  An updated 
BMAP could provide improved knowledge of: 

 The useable quantities of groundwater stored in the basin. 
 The annual loss of storage in the basin due to overpumping. (The BMAP estimated this to be 
between 1,300 and 1,430 AFY). 
 The Natural Safe Yield of the basin. (This is the quantity of water than can be extracted through 
pumping while achieving the first of the two objectives listed above.  The Decision set this at an 
assumed value of 3,000 AFY). 

 
A proposal to update the BMAP was solicited from HydroMetrics who prepared the original BMAP.  
The proposal that was received included updating and recalibrating the Groundwater Model as a step 
that would proceed updating the BMAP.    HydroMetrics recommended that the Model be updated 
and recalibrated in order for the information in the updated BMAP to be as accurate as possible. 
HydroMetrics’ proposed cost to update the BMAP is approximately $44,000, and their proposed cost 
to update and recalibrate the Groundwater Model is approximately $46,000.  For purposes of 
comparison, the cost to prepare the original BMAP in 2008-2009 was approximately $75,000, and the 
cost to develop the current Groundwater Model was approximately $142,000.   
  
Reasons that would justify performing the work in 2018 include: 
1. The Model was updated by incorporating more recent data several years ago, but at that time it 

was not recalibrated because it was felt that the groundwater levels predicted by the Model 
satisfactorily corresponded to field measured groundwater levels. However, in some parts of the 
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Basin it was found that the Model results were beginning to diverge from the field measured 
results, and therefore recalibration would be desirable. 

2. Even though pumping in recent years has been close to or even below the Natural Safe Yield 
(NSY) amount of 3,000 AFY authorized in the Decision, groundwater levels have continued to 
fall.  This suggests that the NSY in the Decision may be too high.  An updated value for NSY is 
needed in order to make proper Basin management decisions to prevent seawater intrusion and 
continued declines in water levels from occurring.  An updated Model would be needed to 
develop an updated NSY value. 

3. In the not-too-distant future the Watermaster will begin interacting with the new Salinas Valley 
Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and their consultants. We will need to have up-
to-date documents in order to work with them to jointly resolve the problem of declining water 
levels in the Laguna Seca and Corral de Tierra subareas. 

 
 
Potential Additional Water Quality Sampling of the Sentinel Wells that could be Performed if 
Induction Logging or Water Quality Sampling of these Wells Indicates the Possible Onset of 
Seawater Intrusion 
In response to concerns raised after the July 2016 sampling event indicated water quality changes that 
could be (although not in this instance) indicative of the start of seawater intrusion, the TAC 
discussed and made recommendations (discussed in Agenda Item No. IX.A.1.a.) for modifications to 
the Sentinel Wells induction logging and water quality sampling work to improve quality control 
procedures to make the analytical data more defensible if any questions about the validity of that data 
arose.   
 
During the course of those discussions the current method of collecting water quality samples from 
the Sentinel Wells was closely examined. The current sample collection method uses what is referred 
to as a “bomb” sampler.  The sampler is lowered down into the well casing and is opened at the 
desired depth to collect a sample.  None of the water that has been standing in the well is pumped out 
before the sample is collected.  This differs from the low-flow sample collection method that 
MPWMD uses to collect samples from other wells.  The low-flow sampling method includes first 
pumping out three casing volumes of water before collecting the sample.  The purpose of this is to 
ensure that the sample that is collected is truly representative of the then-current water quality at the 
depth in the aquifer where the sample is being taken, rather than of water that may have been sitting 
stagnant in the casing for a prolonged period of time.  
 
The potential drawbacks to using the bomb sampler are: 

1. If standing water in the well casing is not purged before the sample is collected, the sample 
will be of the standing water, which may be of a different chemical composition than that 
contained in the aquifer to be sampled.  Solutes may be adsorbed onto or desorbed from the 
well casing material, oxidation may occur, and biological activity is possible.  Therefore, if 
feasible, the stagnant water within the well is typically purged by pumping it out prior to 
collecting the water quality sample, so that the sample will be representative of the water 
quality in the aquifer.   

2. When a sample collection device such as a bomb sampler is lowered and raised through the 
water column, the disturbance to the water column can result in outgassing or degassing of 
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ambient dissolved gases and an increase in concentrations of suspended particulates. These 
effects can result in modification of the ambient water composition and chemistry.  

 
More information about the Sentinel Wells is contained in Attachment 2. 
 
Because the Sentinel Wells were constructed primarily for induction-logging purposes, they do not 
lend themselves to using the low-flow sample collection method.  Using that method of sample 
collection would involve using different sampling equipment and collecting the samples at a separate 
time from when the induction logging is performed. This would add cost to the sampling program.  
However, it would avoid the potential drawbacks associated with use of the bomb sampler and would 
produce a water quality sample in which the Watermaster could place a higher level of confidence. 
 
The TAC felt that a low-flow sampling device could be used if the water quality results from the 
bomb sampler (as a proxy) indicated the possible onset of seawater intrusion in any of the Sentinel 
Wells.  A cost to perform low-flow sampling could be developed and included in the M&MP 
Operations Budget in case low-flow sampling needed to be performed.  Low-flow sampling would 
only be performed if water quality data from the bomb sampler indicated the possible onset of 
seawater intrusion. 
  
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
If the work described above is not undertaken in 2017, there would be no fiscal impacts in the current 
budget year. If the Board is supportive of pursuing this work it will be included in the proposed 2018 
Management and Monitoring Program Operations Work Plan and Budget.  
 
ATTACHMENT:   

1. Background Information About the Basin Management Action Plan 
2. Background Information About the Design and Construction of the Sentinel Wells 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT THE BASIN MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN 
 
The BMAP is one of a number of documents and actions necessary for managing the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin.  It is in effect a seawater intrusion prevention plan that focuses on providing 
groundwater management options to control groundwater levels, that if allowed to decline could lead 
to seawater intrusion.  The document is intended to be used in coordination with the Watermaster’s 
ongoing activities and the Seawater Intrusion Response Plan.  Implementing the recommendations 
included in the BMAP is intended to result in a number of actions and strategies that will be 
necessary for effective groundwater management in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The BMAP is a 
document for the Watermaster to use to help achieve the following two objectives: (1) bring the Basin 
into balance (pumping and other losses are less than or equal to natural recharge and inflows so that 
groundwater levels are stabilized and no longer falling due to overpumping), and (2) bring 
groundwater levels up to elevations that will prevent seawater intrusion from occurring (these are 
called “protective levels”).  It is the tool for the Watermaster to use to develop plans for future 
projects or activities that will be needed to achieve these two objectives, after the currently in-
progress supplemental water projects (Cal Am’s Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP) 
consisting of the desalination facilities, expanded ASR capacity, and the Pure Water Monterey 
Groundwater Replenishment Project) have been implemented. 
 
Numerous studies and evaluations have been performed since the BMAP was prepared in February 
2009.  These include: 
1. Development of a groundwater model (updated with data through September 2013). 
2. Development of protective groundwater elevations at the coast. 
3. Modeling of the impacts of Cal Am’s MPWSP on groundwater levels in the Seaside Basin. 
4. Modeling the impacts of Cal Am’s 700 AFY-for-25 years over-pumping payback plan. 
5. Modeling of the potential benefit of installing coastal injection wells to form a seawater intrusion 

barrier. 
6. Modeling of the Laguna Seca Subarea and the causes of declining groundwater levels in that 

subarea. 
7. Modeling of the impacts of MRWPCA’s Pure Water Monterey groundwater replenishment 

project. Some of this analysis takes into account recent operating assumptions on Cal Am’s 
MPWSP. 

 
Specific portions of the BMAP that would benefit from being updated include: 

 The listing and discussion of Supplemental Water Supply Projects in Section 3 of the BMAP.  
The BMAP explains that implementing the projects listed in this section would help to halt the 
decline in groundwater levels, but would not create protective water levels throughout the basin, 
thus leaving the basin vulnerable to seawater intrusion at some unknown future date.  Additional 
supplemental water supplies will be needed to achieve protective water levels. 
 The northern and eastern boundaries of the Basin have been determined to be dynamic rather 
than static boundaries.  This means that they can move depending on pumping rates and other 
changeable conditions.  More is now known about these boundary conditions, because of the 
modeling work that has been done since the BMAP was prepared.  Integrating this knowledge 
into the BMAP would likely help to produce more accurate projections of future groundwater 
conditions in the basin. 
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 The optimal locations of extraction wells to make the most efficient use of useable stored 
groundwater would benefit from being updated based on the data obtained since the BMAP was 
prepared. 
 The listing of Groundwater Management Actions in Section 4 of the BMAP is out of date and 
should be updated to reflect actions that have already been taken, as well as actions that are no 
longer viable, and potential future actions that could be taken. 
 The Recommendations contained in Section 5 of the BMAP should be updated to reflect actions 
that have already been taken and to identify future actions that could be taken to achieve the two 
objectives listed above.   
 Development of a long-term financing plan for replenishment water, as discussed in Section 5, 
would be especially beneficial, since the monies collected through the Decision-mandated 
Replenishment Assessment process do not address the acquisition of replenishment water to 
offset overpumping that occurred prior to the date of the Decision. 

 
No amount was provided in the 2017 M&MP Operations Budget to update the groundwater Model.  
The placeholder line-item amount in that Budget for preparing a BMAP update was $25,000.  That is 
the same amount that has been budgeted each year in case the Board decided it wanted to update the 
BMAP.  It is just a placeholder amount, since no specific scope or cost was available when the 
budgets were prepared. 
 
With regard to funding this work, one option for the Board, if they wish to proceed with the proposed 
work, would be to do some of it this year, and to do some of it next year.  For example, the 
Groundwater Model could be updated in 2017 and the BMAP could be updated early in 2018.  This 
would have the effect of reducing the size of the budget overrun that would be caused by authorizing 
all of this work to be performed in 2017.  Alternatively, all of this work could be deferred until 2018 
by including it in the 2018 M&MP budget.  Since the work of the new Salinas Valley Basin GSA will 
likely not get into detailed assessments of the Corral de Tierra subarea until at least sometime in 
2018, the TAC felt that deferring all of this work until 2018 would not pose a problem. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
SENTINEL WELLS 

 
Description and Purpose of the Sentinel Wells 
In 2007 the Watermaster constructed four deep monitoring wells in the northwestern portion of 
the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  These are referred to as the Watermaster’s Sentinel Wells and 
they are numbered SBWM-1, SBWM-2, SBWM-3, and SBWM-4.  The wells are located along 
the ocean in the coastal portion of the former Fort Ord Military Reservation.  The wells were 
constructed by the Watermaster as part of a Court-ordered monitoring program for the Seaside 
Basin.   
 
The Sentinel Wells are designed to allow detection of seawater intrusion at any depth throughout 
the entire saturated sediment column.  This is accomplished by performing induction logging 
which can measure, from within the casing, the conductivity of the fluids within the adjacent 
formation.  The use of induction logging as a method to detect seawater relies on the fact that the 
addition of seawater to ground water changes the native groundwater’s physical properties.  With 
the exception of distilled water, all water contains some level of dissolved minerals or salts.  
Typical drinking water contains less than 1,000 parts per million of dissolved salts whereas 
seawater contains approximately 35,000 parts per million of salts.  Unlike organic contaminants 
which degrade water with concentrations measured in parts per billion; degradation of water by 
seawater is the result of contamination on the parts per million or even parts per thousand basis.  
The addition of more salts to the water, as the result of mixing with seawater, changes the 
physical properties of the water such as the density and the electrical properties of the water. As 
the water within the aquifer becomes more saline due to the intrusion of seawater, the electrical 
conductivity of the formation containing the water increases relative to the value measured when 
the aquifer was filled with native groundwater.  This change in conductivity can be easily 
detected by induction logging with down-hole geophysical tools and, as such, is a cost-effective 
method of detecting seawater intrusion in locations where the aquifer units are thick and the 
potential pathways for seawater intrusion are unclear. 
 
Well Design 
It is important to note that the initial concept of designing the Sentinel Wells was for them to consist 
of monitoring well clusters.  Each cluster would have had four separate monitoring wells completed 
to various depths.  One would have been drilled to the Monterey Formation and completed toward the 
lower portion of the aquifer system, one would have been completed in the upper Santa Margarita 
Sandstone, and two would have been completed in the overlying Paso Robles Formation.  It was 
assumed that the deeper boring would extend as deep as 1,500 to 2,500 feet.  The cost to design and 
construct these clustered wells was estimated at approximately $4.35 million. 
 
Because of the very high cost of using the cluster-well concept, a revised concept was developed 
utilizing single-well monitoring sites, as opposed to having multiple wells at each site.  These single 
wells would extend into and perforate the Santa Margarita Sandstone.  The wells would be 
constructed of 3-inch diameter casing to allow the periodic downhole induction profiling of the 
aquifer system.  This would allow detection of seawater (as measured as an increase in formation 
conductivity) at any depth from the top of saturation (i.e. the water table) to the bottom of the well.  
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Data collection from the Sentinel Wells was to include periodic induction logging of the cased 
boreholes for calibration purposes, and collection of physical water samples from the Santa Margarita 
Sandstone.  Successive induction logs would be overlaid on previous logs for comparison.  In 
addition to the indirect measurement of water quality within all portions of the Paso Robles 
Formation and Santa Margarita Sandstone, the wells would allow monitoring of water level 
conditions in the Santa Margarita Sandstone.  
 
In summary, the revised approach was intended to allow collection of the following data:  
  

• Induction surveys of the entire sediment column providing indirect measurement of water 
quality and water quality changes  
• Water levels in the Santa Margarita Sandstone  
• Collection of water quality samples from the Santa Margarita Sandstone using a “bomb” type of 
downhole sample collection device 
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MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

February 8, 2017 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Scott Ottmar and Rick Riedl (via telephone) 
California American Water – Nina Miller 
City of Monterey – Laurie Williamson (via telephone)  
Laguna Seca Property Owners –No Representative 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 
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 
HydroMetrics – Georgina King (via telephone) 
 
Others 
None 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:43 p.m. after a quorum had been established. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments.     
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the January 11, 2017 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Lear, seconded by Ms. Voss, the minutes from this meeting were 
unanimously approved. 
 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was no other discussion. 
 
C. Progress Update on Salinas River Groundwater Basin Investigation Model TAC 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was no other discussion. 
 

3. Continued Discussion of Technical Memorandum Regarding Results from Resampling 
Verification of Wells  

Mr. Jaques introduced this item and passed out to those TAC members that were present corrected 
pages 28 through 29 of the agenda packet where some editing errors had been found. 
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Ms. King summarized the revisions that had been made and reviewed the revised Conclusions and 
Recommendations. She noted that an Executive Summary had been added at the request of the 
Watermaster’s legal counsel. 
 
She summarized the revisions as follows:  

• Iodide analyses came in after the earlier draft had been prepared and are included in the tables on 
pages five through nine. 

• Added discussion regarding the piper diagrams. She noted that Ms. Voss had provided helpful 
advice and guidance on this. 

• Added discussion about seawater intruded aquifers (Technical Memorandum page 21) and 
included Figure 9 showing an intruded aquifer example. 

• Added discussion regarding stiff diagrams and included a sea water intrusion sample in Figure 
12. 

• Added further discussion regarding other potential causes of water quality changes. 
• Added/revised some of the Conclusions and made them consistent with the Recommendations. 
• Added/revised some Recommendations per TAC and consultant input. 

 
Ms. Voss provided Mr. Jaques some grammatical/typographical edits. He will provide them to Ms. 
King. Ms. Voss referred to the wording on page 14 about changes in chloride levels likely resulting 
from chronically low groundwater levels. She asked that some support discussion be provided for this 
statement. She went on to note that on page 15 it would be desirable to add “reanalysis” by the lab of 
existing samples to weed out laboratory error. This should be done before resampling. She requested 
that the symbol on Figure 6 (page 30 of the agenda packet) be changed so that it can be more readily 
seen in that diagram. On page 39 in Section 5.4 she asked if lab error had been ruled out. Ms. King 
responded that the anions and cations plotted where they normally do, thus indicating that laboratory 
error was unlikely.  She commented further that in Conclusion No. 1 it would be more accurate to 
replace the word “increased” with the word “continued.”  In Conclusion No. 9 she requested that 
reanalysis of samples be included in the wording there. She went on to say that she felt the revised 
document was much better now. 
 
Ms. Miller asked for clarification regarding the wording in the Executive Summary and the Conclusions 
which refers to continuing the recently implemented process for the review of water quality results. Mr. 
Jaques explained that in the past sampling results generally were not examined in detail until it was time 
to prepare the Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report which occurs in the late fall of each year. The new 
procedure is to have all sampling data provided immediately to HydroMetrics who will promptly review 
the data to identify any abnormalities or issues of concern so they can be acted on in a timely manner. 
 
TAC members suggested that the laboratory be requested to notify us immediately if any new data is out 
of line with previous values. Mr. Jaques asked Ms. King if she would please prepare a list of target 
values for the lab to use in order to provide this notification to the Watermaster. 
 
Ms. King asked Mr. Lear when well owners take their water quality samples. Mr. Lear responded that 
this varies and also that some data goes directly to the Watermaster and not to him. Mr. Jaques will ask 
Ms. Dadiw to send all water quality data directly to Ms. King. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Lear if surface contamination into the Ord Terrace well had been ruled out. Mr. 
Lear responded yes, that the only water that gets into the well is rainwater which would presumably 
dilute the sample. Mr. Riedl said that salt on the surface of the ground could be carried into the well by 
rainwater entering the well. Ms. King said that the Ord Terrace well anions/cation plots are similar to 
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prior data. Mr. Lear noted that the wellhead is located above grade so runoff would not flow directly 
into it. 
 
Regarding the Sentinel Wells Mr. Riedl expressed concern about the sanitary seals and felt that better 
sanitary seals need to be installed there. Mr. Jaques said he would ask Mr. Feeney to address this and 
also to contact Mr. Riedl directly to discuss the matter. 
 
Ms. Voss made a motion to accept the Technical Memorandum including today’s edits. The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Lear and passed unanimously. 
 
4. Work Plan to Investigate Cause(s) of Changing Water Quality in Sentinel Wells and Approval 

to Authorize HydroMetrics to Perform the Initial Portions of the Work Plan  
Mr. Jaques introduced this agenda item and Ms. King described the work that would be performed 
under the proposed Work Plan. She noted that fluctuations in groundwater quality appear seasonal, but 
that the cause of water quality changes in the Sentinel Wells needs to be investigated. The Work Plan 
has two phases in it: (1) use existing data to evaluate possible causes, (2) if an explanation is not found 
in the first phase then in the second phase undertake isotopic analyses to try to determine the cause. 
 
[Note: At this point in the meeting Mr. Lear had to depart for an urgent call from MPWMD, but 
rejoined the meeting via telephone shortly after leaving]. 
 
Only Phase I is proposed at this point in the cost proposal described in the Estimated Cost for Phase I 
and Table 1 on pages 60 through 61 of the agenda packet. 
 
Mr. Ottmar commented that Mr. Riedl’s concerns about the sanitary seals on the Sentinel Wells did not 
appear to be addressed in the Work Plan. Mr. Jaques said he would pursue this with Mr. Feeney and that 
Ms. King would address this in the report that will be prepared under the Work Plan. 
 
Any problems with the sanitary seals on the wells will be taken care of before any further sampling is 
done. Ms. King commented that the samples taken at the lower depths are where the water quality 
changes are appearing, not in the shallower samples. She noted that all of the samples are very deep, and 
that none are near the surface, so it appears unlikely that surface water entering the well could be the 
cause of the water quality changes.  
 
Ms. Voss commented that the downhole conductivity sampling will be helpful in investigating this.  
 
Mr. Ottmar requested that this be reported on in the report prepared under the Work Plan, and Ms. King 
confirmed that it would. 
 
Ms. Voss said that pH data (described on page 54 of the agenda packet) will potentially be helpful if pH 
can be measured downhole. She also noted that on page 58 of the agenda packet Figure 3 should be 
corrected to read Figure 4. 
 
Mr. Jaques reported that he had discussed performing the conductivity and temperature profiling in the 
Sentinel Wells with Mr. Feeney, and that Mr. Feeney had provided him an initial budget estimate to 
perform this work that was slightly less than $6,000.  
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Mr. Ottmar asked if there was budget available to carry out the Work Plan Mr. Jaques responded that in 
the Management and Monitoring Program budget there are tasks that could be used for this purpose, and 
there is also contingency money available under that budget to cover these types of cost. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Ottmar to approve having HydroMetrics proceed with the Work Plan at the 
not-to-exceed $25,600 amount described in their cost proposal, and also to approve having Mr. Feeney 
conduct the conductivity and temperature profiling (which will be analyzed under Task 4 of the Work 
Plan) at an amount not-to-exceed $6,000. The motion was seconded by Ms. Voss and unanimously 
approved. 
 
5. Discuss Updating the Basin Management Action Plan  
Mr. Jaques briefly introduced this agenda item. Following a brief discussion by TAC members Ms. 
Voss made a motion to have Mr. Jaques obtain a scope and cost proposal from HydroMetrics to update 
the Basin Management Action Plan. The motion was seconded by Ms. Williamson and passed 
unanimously. 
 
6. Schedule  
Mr. Jaques reported that there was nothing to highlight in the schedule and there was no further 
discussion on this item. 
 
7. Other Business  
There was no Other Business to discuss. 
 
8. Set Next Meeting Date  
The next regular meeting was set for Wednesday March 8, 2017 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board 
Room.   

 
The meeting adjourned at 2:47 p.m. 
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MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

April 12, 2017 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Scott Ottmar 
California American Water – No Representative 
City of Monterey – Laurie Williamson (via telephone)  
Laguna Seca Property Owners –Bob Costa 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 
MCWRA – Tamara Voss 
City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 
City of Sand City – No Representative 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
 
Consultants 
None 
 
Others 
None 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:35 p.m. after a quorum had been established. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments.     
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the February 8, 2017 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Ottmar, seconded by Mr. Costa, the minutes from this meeting were 
unanimously approved. 

 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. Mr. Costa asked if Mr. Jaques 
could provide any update on Marina Coast Water District’s Notice filed with DWR to become a 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency. Mr. Jaques responded that it was his understanding that the 
County and Marina Coast Water District were in discussions on this matter but he did not know 
what progress had been made. Ms. Voss said she had the same understanding. She added that 
Clark Colony (located within Monterey County) was a potential Notification conflict area as 
well. 

 
C. Progress Update on Salinas River Groundwater Basin Investigation Model TAC 
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Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was no other 
discussion. 
 
D. Draft EIR/EIS for the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was no other 
discussion. 

 
E. RWQCB Issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements for the Pure Water Monterey 

Project 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There was no other 
discussion. 

 
3. Discussion of Response to Board Questions or Comments about HydroMetrics’ Technical 

Memorandum - Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled in December 2016 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  
 
Ms. Voss asked if Mr. Riedl’s concern about possible leakage of surface runoff water into the Sentinel 
Well had been addressed. Mr. Jaques responded that Mr. Feeney reported there was very little 
possibility of surface water runoff entering the monitoring well, because there is a screwed-down lid the 
box within which the wellhead is located, and the wellhead itself has a PVC cap over the top of it. Mr. 
Feeney reported that he had never seen accumulated water within the box at a level high enough for it to 
have been able to flow into the monitoring well. Mr. Jaques and Mr. Lear reported, however, that in 
response to this concern Mr. Feeney would be installing lockable expansion plugs on top of the 
wellheads prior to the next sampling event. Mr. Lear went on to explain that the locking mechanisms 
will be similar to the ones that are used by MPWMD on their other monitoring wells and will be keyed 
to MPWMD’s keying system. 
 
Mr. Lear raised the question of whether the sampling schedule for the production wells should also be 
changed to March and September, as has been recommended for the Sentinel Wells. Ms. Voss asked 
Mr. Lear what the purpose of sampling the production wells was. Mr. Lear responded that it is to 
provide general water quality and water level data for basin management purposes. He went on to say 
he did not think it was essential that the sampling schedule for the production wells be changed unless 
there was a desire to do so. Mr. Jaques said he would contact HydroMetrics and obtain their 
recommendation regarding whether it would be desirable to change the sampling schedule for the 
production wells and the other monitoring wells and report back to the TAC on this matter. 
 
In response to a question about why it had taken so long for the laboratory to provide analytical data 
from the July 2016 samples, Mr. Lear responded that the production and monitoring well samples had 
coincidentally been collected and submitted at the same time that storm water first flush samples had 
been submitted.  This caused the laboratory to be temporarily overloaded, so it took an extended time 
for the analytical data to be received. He said that normally there is a 3 to 4-week turnaround time 
between submitting samples to the laboratory and getting the analytical results. Mr. Lear said that in the 
future expedited turnaround times would be requested to avoid this problem. 
 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Ottmar, seconded by Ms. Voss, to approve the Technical Program 
Manager’s proposed responses to the Board on their questions and comments about HydroMetrics’ 
Technical Memorandum titled Seaside Groundwater Basin Analysis of Wells Sampled December 2016, 
with these additions: 
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• Add the word “sealed” prior to the words “lockable caps,” in the proposed response to the first 
numbered item on page 24 of the agenda packet.  

• Add the information provided by Mr. Lear confirming that the recent spikes in water levels at 
Sentinel Well SBWM-4 were directly associated with the injection of large quantities of water at 
the ASR Wells, in the response to Mr. Sabolsice’s comment on that issue. 

 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
4. Continued Discussion of Work Plan to Investigate Cause(s) of Changing Water Quality in 

Sentinel Wells and Approvals for HydroMetrics and Martin Feeney to Perform the Initial 
Portions of the Work Plan 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  
 
Ms. Voss expressed the opinion that there had been a laboratory analytical or labeling error in the data 
from the July 2016 Sentinel well sampling event, and that the data should be discarded. 
 
Mr. Ottmar recommended that improved quality control procedures be used beginning with the next 
sampling event for the summer of 2017. This would include field and laboratory blanks. Ms. Voss said 
that having improved quality control procedures in place would make the data more defensible if any 
question about its validity arose.  
 
It was also recommended that the issue of pumping three casing volumes of water out for taking 
samples be further investigated to determine whether that would be feasible, or if not, why it would not 
be feasible. Ms. Voss and Mr. Lear concurred that pumping out three casing volumes before taking 
samples was typically what was done. Mr. Lear explained that because of the configuration of the 
Sentinel Wells, taking three well volumes would lead to getting an average value of water quality over 
the screen areas. Ms. Voss pointed out that getting a representative sample is the objective, and asked 
that a description of how that is being achieved be provided. There was some discussion about using the 
low-flow sampling technique, but Mr. Lear commented that this would create a problem with 
performing induction logging at the same time the water quality samples were being collected. 
 
Mr. Jaques said he would have Mr. Feeney provide a description of the quality assurance/quality control 
procedures and a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP)for the Sentinel Well sampling work for review 
and discussion by the TAC at its next meeting.  
 
A motion was made by Mr. Ottmar, seconded by Mr. Costa, to approve The Technical Program 
Manager’s recommendations as presented, with the addition of wording explaining to the Board that the 
TAC was reviewing, and might be making recommendations for improvements to, the quality 
assurance/quality control procedures and standard operating procedures. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
5. Discuss HydroMetrics’ Scope and Cost Proposal for Updating the Basin Management Action 

Plan 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  
 
Mr. Lear said he felt it would be good to update the Model and the Basin Management Action Plan, but 
that the timing of when to perform that work should be discussed. He noted that groundwater models 
are often updated in haste when a question has to be answered, and that that was not a desirable 
approach to take. 
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Mr. Ottmar said he felt that updating the Model and the Basin Management Action Plan could be 
deferred and considered in conjunction with developing the Fiscal Year 2018 budget. 
 
Ms. Voss said she felt that the Basin Management Action Plan needed to be updated, but also felt that it 
could be considered in conjunction with developing the Fiscal Year 2018 budget. She also asked 
whether the model needed to be recalibrated on a regular basis. Mr. Jaques explained that the model had 
been updated with more recent data several years ago, but at that time it had not been recalibrated 
because it was felt that the groundwater levels predicted by the model satisfactorily corresponded to 
field measured groundwater levels. However, in some parts of the basin it was found that he model 
results were beginning to diverge from the field measured results, and therefore recalibration would be 
desirable at some time in the near future. 
 
Mr. Costa asked if it would be desirable to defer updating the Model and Basin Management Action 
Plan until new Corral de Tierra data was available. Mr. Jaques said he did not expect the new 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Corral de Tierra portion of the Salinas Valley Basin to be 
generating new data for the Corral de Tierra area in the near future, because that Agency was still in the 
very early formative process. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Ottmar, seconded by Ms. Voss, to defer action on updating the Model and 
the Basin Management Action Plan until development of the Fiscal Year 2018 budget. 
 
6. Schedule 
Mr. Jaques highlighted a few items in the schedule, and there was no other discussion. 
 
7. Other Business 
Mr. Lear reported that over 1,700 acre-feet of water was injected through the ASR wells this year.  He 
went on to request that an item be placed on a near-future TAC meeting agenda to consider the different 
types of water quality that will result from the implementation of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project’s desalination plant, the Pure Water Monterey Recycling Project, and the ASR project.  He said 
he and Mr. Stoldt of MPWMD would like to meet with Mr. Jaques in preparation of that agenda item. 
 
8. Set Next Meeting Date   
Following a brief discussion there was agreement to cancel the May TAC meeting and hold the next 
TAC meeting on the normal meeting date of Wednesday, June 14, 2017. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m. 
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 D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 

 
Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

June 14, 2017 
 

 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Rick Riedl (via telephone) 
California American Water – Nina Miller 
City of Monterey – Laurie Williamson (via telephone)  
Laguna Seca Property Owners –Bob Costa 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 
MCWRA – Tamara Voss 
City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 
City of Sand City – No Representative 
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
 
Consultants 
HydroMetrics – Georgina King (via telephone) 
Martin Feeney – Martin Feeney (via telephone) 
 
Others 
MRWPCA – Bob Holden 
MPWMD – Maureen Hamilton 

______________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:33 p.m. after a quorum had been established. 
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments.     
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the April 12, 2017 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Lear, seconded by Ms. Voss, the minutes from this meeting were 
unanimously approved as presented. 
B. Change in Conference Line Telephone Number 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. He will include the new 
conference line telephone number on the Meeting Notice for the next meeting. 
 

3. Presentation on Pure Water Monterey Project 
Ms. Hamilton made an overview presentation on the Pure Water Monterey Project with the aid of the 
PowerPoint slides that were included in the agenda packet. She explained that she is an employee of 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and is working with Monterey Regional Water 
Pollution Control Agency on the Pure Water Monterey Project.  
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Some of the items highlighted in her presentation included: 
• The Blanco drain diversion is currently under construction. It collects tile drain water from 

approximately 5,000 acres of farmland in the lower Salinas Valley.  
• Some of the issues being addressed in the Project include sensitive species in some portions of 

the construction area, unexploded ordinance in some portions of the construction area, and 
complying with numerous requirements of the Proposition 1 State Revolving Fund loan 
program.  

• Environmental clearance under CEQA for the injection wells covers a large enough area to allow 
some movement of these facilities if necessary once construction begins. 

• The monitoring wells are constructed in pairs-one is perforated in the Paso Robles aquifer and 
one in the Santa Margarita aquifer. 

• The 1st on-site bore will be the deep monitoring well. This is a portion of the Phase I work which 
is now under construction. Mr. Lear commented that core samples are being collected during the 
borings, and a model will be developed in the future that can use the core sample data. 

• Draft Storage Agreements with the Watermaster are being developed by California American 
Water and by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. There will be separate 
agreements requested from each of these entities. Drafts of these agreements will probably be 
submitted to the Watermaster in the fall of 2017. 

• Approximately 90% of the injected water will go into the deep injection wells and approximately 
10% will go into the vadose zone wells. 

• Some water quality information was included in the final slide as shown on page 17 of the agenda 
packet. It was pointed out that some rise in groundwater levels is expected to result from the 
injection project. 

• Funding for a portion of the project is being provided by the State Revolving Fund loan program. 
The loans are at an interest rate of 1% per year for a 30-year term. The loan amount is on the 
order of $100,000,000. 

• Funding for the other portions of the Project is being provided by two State Water Resources 
Control Board grants, with one grant being for approximately $10,000,000 and the other grant 
being for approximately $15,000,000. 

 
Ms. King inquired how the water level rises had been predicted. Mr. Lear responded that HydroMetrics 
had served as a subconsultant to Todd Groundwater, and HydroMetrics’ groundwater model (the 
Watermaster’s groundwater model of the Seaside Basin) had been used to predict the water level rises. 

 
4. Modifications to the Sentinel Wells Induction Logging and Water Quality Sampling Work 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked how the field blanks would be collected. Mr. Jaques described the field blank collection 
process.  Mr. Feeney elaborated that the field duplicates will be split samples. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked what diameter the sampling devices were and Mr. Feeney responded that they were 2 ½ 
inches in diameter and the casing itself is 3 inches in diameter. 
 
Mr. Feeney explained that the original plan for the Sentinel Wells was for was for them to have blank 
casings and not to have screens. They were intended originally only to be used for induction logging. 
Then the idea arose of also collecting water quality grab samples from the aquifers that are typically 
used to supply production wells in the basin. He noted that the water quality data obtained when the 
wells were constructed was found to be different from well to well and from aquifer to aquifer. 
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Mr. Riedl asked if the screens in a given well were all within the same aquifer, or were some of them 
across more than one aquifer. Mr. Feeney explained that in a given well all of the screens were in the 
same aquifer, and there was no cross-aquifer connection possibility due to having screens in more than 
one aquifer. 
 
Mr. Riedl inquired about the use of osmotic samplers. Mr. Feeney explained that the normal type of 
osmotic sampler fills up over time, so it would get a blended sample over a period of time, and would 
not provide information on discrete-time water quality. Mr. Lear noted that the more sophisticated types 
of osmotic sampler can reportedly collect discrete-time samples, but these are apparently considerably 
more expensive. 
 
Mr. Riedl asked what the purpose of the alert levels in Table 3 was. Mr. Jaques explained that in 
response to TAC direction in the fall of 2016, these levels had been developed by HydroMetrics and had 
been provided to Monterey Bay Analytical Services, so that if the laboratory technician performing 
analyses on the Sentinel Well water quality samples found that any of the values reach these alert levels, 
the Watermaster would be immediately notified by telephone. 
 
Mr. Feeney asked how many duplicate samples were supposed to be taken per event. Mr. Jaques noted 
that the 5% sampling level is what MCWRA uses. If 5% is less than 1 sample, then a minimum of 1 
duplicate is to be taken during each sampling event. 
 
Mr. Riedl had further questions about why three casing volumes of water could not be pumped out, and 
Ms. King and Mr. Feeney provided further explanations on this. 
 
Ms. Voss commented that the wells were not designed for water quality sampling, but were designed for 
induction logging. However, USGS’s recommendation to pump out three casing volumes before taking 
samples, as described on page 30 of the agenda packet, were still applicable. 
 
Mr. Feeney reported that when the wells were constructed they were air-lift developed. The air-lift flow 
out of the wells at that time was on the order of 75 gallons per minute 
 
Mr. Jaques asked Ms. Voss if she felt there was any value to the water quality sampling data that we are 
currently getting. Ms. Voss said that she felt there is some value, but that she is not certain exactly what 
the samples represent. 
 
There was discussion by several parties about this topic. The value of the water quality sampling data 
was questioned. 
 
There was consensus on doing the field blank and field duplicate samples as recommended by the 
Technical Program Manager. 
 
There was consensus on it being inappropriate to do a three-casing volume purging of the wells, because 
it would result in a blend, not a discrete, water quality sample. 
 
Ms. Voss commented that if the Seawater Intrusion Response Plan sets specific water quality triggers, 
such as a chloride concentration, then we should move toward trying to get such data using a different 
sampling technique. 
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Mr. Lear commented that a more robust water quality sampling device, such as a low-flow sampling 
device, could be used if the results from the bomb sampler (as a proxy) indicated water quality might be 
reaching trigger levels. 
 
Ms. Voss recommended continuing with the current sampling methods unless alert levels are reached, at 
which point we should consider changing from the bomb sampler collection device to a better water 
quality sample collection method. 
 
Mr. Jaques noted that it might be desirable to modify the language in the Seawater Intrusion Response 
Plan to address this. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Lear, seconded by Mr. Costa, to approve the modifications recommended in 
the agenda packet by the Technical Program Manager. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
5. Approve Amendment No. 2 to RFS No. 2017-01 to Martin Feeney to Perform Conductivity 

and Temperature Profiling of the Sentinel Wells, and to Include Field Blank and Field 
Duplicate Samples in the Water Quality Sampling of these Wells 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. On a motion by Ms. Voss, seconded 
by Mr. Costa, the amendment was unanimously approved. 

 
6. Initial Discussion of Potential Changes in Groundwater Quality Resulting from Introducing 

New Sources of Water into the Aquifers 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. There was no further discussion. 
 
7. Schedule 
Mr. Jaques reported that there were no significant changes in the schedule, and there was no further 
discussion on this item. 
 
8. Other Business 
Mr. Riedl asked for clarification as to whether all well samples are to be taken in September. It was 
confirmed that all wells are to be sampled in March and September, starting this September. 
 
Ms. Miller reported that Cal Am is working on a draft storage agreement and will be submitting it 
shortly. 
 
Ms. Williamson reported that she will not be present to attend the July 12 TAC meeting. 
 
9. Set Next Meeting Date  
The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday July 12, 2017 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA Board 
Room. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 3:06 p.m. 
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Type Oct Nov Dec Oct-Dec 16 Jan Feb Mar Jan-Mar 17 Apr May Jun Apr-Jun 17 Jul Aug Sep Jul-Sep 17
Reported 

Total
Yield 

Allocation
from WY 

2016
for WY 

2017

Coastal Subareas
CAW - Coastal Subareas SPA 397.09 307.92 282.71 987.72 209.26 141.81 137.75 488.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,476.54 2,254.40 426.65 2,681.05

City of Seaside (Municipal) SPA 16.03 16.47 17.47 49.98 15.41 12.20 13.37 40.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 90.96 184.96 184.96 369.92

Granite Rock Company SPA  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 17.45 235.32 252.77

DBO Development No. 30 SPA  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00  - -  - -  - - 0.00 0.00 31.66 454.72 486.38

Calabrese (Cypress Pacific Inv.) SPA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.24 8.48 12.72

City of Seaside (Golf Courses) APA 18.59 0.53 0.29 19.42 0.42 0.33 12.84 13.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.01 540.00 540.00

Sand City APA 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 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 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 6.00 6.00

Mission Memorial (Alderwoods) APA 1.46 0.09 0.07 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.83 31.00 31.00

Coastal Subareas Totals 1,058.80 543.63 0.00 0.00 1,602.44 3,227.70 1,310.13 4,537.83

Laguna Seca Subarea
CAW - Laguna Seca Subarea SPA 28.59 18.63 18.69 65.91 16.14 16.16 20.12 52.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 118.33 48.30 48.30

Ryan Ranch Unit 5.18 3.88 3.36 12.42 3.13 2.90 4.58 10.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.03

Hidden Hills Unit 11.62 7.08 7.91 26.61 6.81 6.63 8.58 22.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.63

Bishop Unit 11.79 7.67 7.42 26.88 6.20 6.63 6.96 19.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 46.67

Nicklaus Club Monterey APA 17.00 0.00 0.00 17.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.00 251.00 251.00

Laguna Seca Golf Resort (Bishop) APA 16.71 0.00 0.00 16.71 2.07 4.48 0.00 6.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.26 320.00 320.00

York School APA 0.87 0.02 0.01 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 32.00 32.00

For All Producers Included in the Seaside Basin Adjudication -- Water Year 2017

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER

Reported Quarterly and Annual Water Production From the Seaside Groundwater Basin

(All Values in Acre-Feet [AF])

York School APA 0.87 0.02 0.01 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 32.00 32.00

Laguna Seca County Park (not yet rptd) APA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 41.00 41.00

Laguna Seca Subarea Totals 100.52 60.97 0.00 0.00 161.49 692.30 0.00 692.30

Total Production by WM Producers 1,159.32 604.61 0.00 0.00 1,763.93 3,920.00 1,310.13 5,230.13
Annual Production from APA Producers 78.10 1,379.00
Annual Production from SPA Producers 1,685.83 3,851.13

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

MCWD delivery 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06

CAW / MPWMD ASR (Carmel River Basin source water)

 (Injection) 0.00 0.00 112.08 112.08 436.40 404.07 557.41 1397.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1509.96

Recovery -155.00 -149.92 0.00 -304.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -304.92

Net ASR -155.00 -149.92 112.08 -192.84 436.40 404.07 557.41 1397.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1205.04

Notes:
1. The Water Year (WY) begins October 1 and ends September 30 of the following calendar year.  For example, WY 2017 begins on October 1, 2016, and ends on September 30, 2017.

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 received by April 15, 2017.

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 2017 (see  Item IX B. in 12/7/2016 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.
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