MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

NOTE DIFFERENT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TIME, DATE, AND OF THE

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER

LOCATION!!

DATE: Wednesday, September 23, 2009
TIME: 9:00 a.m.
LOCATION: Monterey Regional Water Pollution Contro | Agency — Board Room
5 Harris Court, Building D
Monterey, CA 93940
If you wish to participate in the meeting from ameote location, please call in on the Watermastem@rence
Line by dialing (877)810-9415. Use the Access Cofl¢560043.

OFFICERS
Chairperson: Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside
Vice-Chairperson: Tom. Bunosky, California American Water Company

MEMBERS
California American Water Company @y of Del Rey Oaks City of Monterey
City of Sand City City of Seaside &tal Subarea Landowners
Laguna Seca Property Owners Monterey County Water Resirces Agency
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Public Member (Johfischer)
Agenda ltem Page
No.

1. Administrative Matters:

A. Approve Minutes from August 12, 2009 Regular Meetig 2
B. Select Date(s) for Possible Special TAC Meeting Leitin October, and for the 8
November TAC Meeting
2. Progress Reports 9
A. MPWMD (Joe Oliver) 10
B. HydroMetrics (Derrik Williams) 10
C. Martin Feeney (Martin Feeney) 11
D. Technical Program Manager (Bob Jaques) 14
3. Summary Report on Updating the Groundwater Model (Berrik Williams) 19
4. Report on Protective Water Levels for the Basin (Deik Williams) 20
5. Proposed Replenishment Assessment Unit Costs for \féa Year October 1, 2009- 21

September 30, 2010 (Bob Jaques)
6. Proposed Monitoring and Management Program Scope diVork and Budgets for 2010 and 30
2011, and Proposed Capital Budgets for 2010 and 2D1

7. Status Report on City of Seaside Negotiations witlMCWD to Obtain Golf Course Water 40
(Rick Riedl)

8. Schedule (Bob Jaques) 41

9. Other business 49

10. Set next meeting dates:
The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesda@ctober 14, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. at the
Seaside City Hall Portable Office Buildings Conferace Room

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilitidst, the City of Seaside does not discriminate rgfgbersons with
disabilities. Both Seaside City Hall and the Pdeabffice Buildings Conference Room are accesdtudities. If you wish
to attend this meeting and you will require assistain order to participate, please contact thec®fif the City Clerk (831)
899-6707 at least three days in advance of thetéwenake necessary arrangements. If you neestaisse in speaking on a
specific item noted on the agenda, please infoatf as to which item you would like to comment ardarrangements will
be made for you to participate. Portable microgscand assisted listening devices are available tgmuest.




SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 1.A

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from August 12, 2009
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

Draft Minutes from this meeting were emailed toT&?lC members. Proposed changes have been
included in the attached version.

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




D-R-A-F-T
MINUTES

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
August 12, 2009

Attendees: TAC Members
City of Seaside — Rick Riedl
California American Water — Eric Sabolsice
City of Monterey — No Representative
Laguna Seca Property Owners — No Representative
MPWMD - Joe Oliver
Public Member — No Representative
MCWRA — Rob Johnson
City of Del Rey Oaks — No Representative
City of Sand City — Steve Matarazzo
Coastal Subarea Landowners — No Representative

Watermaster
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques

Consultants
HydroMetrics LLC - Derrik Williams and Georgina Kjr(both via telephone)
Martin Feeney Hydrogeologist - Martin Feeney (@kephone)

Others:
MPWMD —Jonathan Lear
MCWD - Brian True

The meeting was called to order at 1:33 p.m.

Note Since neither Ms. Ingersoll nor Mr. Bunosky vpassent (Chair and Vice-Chair respectively), Mr.
Oliver offered to temporarily chair the meetinghelmeeting immediately moved to Agenda item No.
1.B having to do with appointing an additional \/iClairperson. Hence, the order of business under
agenda item No. 1 was taken out of order, as dsecliselow.

1. Administrative Matters:
B. Consider Appointment of an Additional Vice Charman for the TAC
Following brief discussion of this agenda item, Kfiver nominated Mr. Johnson to serve as an
additional Vice Chairperson for the TAC. Mr. Riediconded this motion. Under discussion Mr.
Jaques reported that Mr. Fischer, who was unakd¢ténd today’s meeting, had said that he
supported having Mr. Johnson serve as the additiéina Chairperson. The motion passed
unanimously, thus appointing Mr. Johnson to thetpesof an additional Vice Chairperson.

A. Approve Minutes from June 10, 2009 Regular Medtg
On a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Johndbe,minutes were unanimously approved as
presented, with Mr. Matarazzo abstaining as henwacttended that meeting.



C. Consider Alternate Meeting Site or Rescheduling foSeptember 9 and November 11,
2009 TAC Meetings
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet matepiaisi$ item. Mr. Johnson and Mr. Oliver
both said they would be away during the week oft&aper 7, and Mr. Oliver said he would also
be away the week of September 1-4. Mr. Jaquesheardbuld be away during the week of
September 14-19. As a result it was proposedtiigaBeptember TAC meeting be held on
Wednesday September 23 at 9:00 a.m. at the MRWHf®E® Mr. Jaques will confirm the
availability of the MRWPCA offices for that date.

It was agreed that the date for the November TAEtme will be set at the October TAC meeting,
when it is clearer as to what date in November belimost convenient for TAC members,
recognizing that the normal November meeting datdowember 11 conflicts with a scheduled
holiday for several TAC member entities.

2. Progress Reports
A. MPWMD
Mr. Oliver summarized the agenda packet matefaalthis item.

He reported that the Watermaster database is iprdeess of being put on the Watermaster's web site
with the access level and other modifications idelili It is anticipated that the database will be
accessible from a website within a few days.

Mr. Jaques will e-mail all TAC members with theagsword information, so they can access the
database. "Help" information has been added tavissite, to assist users who have a problem gettin
the PDF or Excel reports to download.

Ms. King reported problems with the Excel versids@ame reports. Correcting this may be a future
database enhancement, as well as other enhanceimnisay be suggested by users as they begin to
use the database.

Mr. Oliver reported that MPWMD has changed the wagteality sampling method in accordance with
TAC recommendations from the June 10, 2009 TAC megetHe reported that the equipment has been
purchased to use this new sampling method, andhibaluly (Water Year 08-09-fourth-quarter) samples
have been collected using this new method. Mwédiconfirmed that the new method is EPA approved.

With regard to water level data for the City of Sida golf course wells on General Jim Moore
Boulevard, Mr. Riedl reported that the soundingetdpe City uses at that location does not go deep
enough to reach the current water level, whichfalden during recent summer pumping. Mr. Oliver
said he could offer to loan a measuring devicd ihiti Riedl can purchase a deeper one for useist th
well.

A. HydroMetrics
Ms. King and Mr. Williams summarized the agendakeanaterials on this item.

Ms. King reported that the well production data Jeagely all received, and that only a few assuomi
had to be made to complete the work. She saidixater level data has been received from all ssurce
which had available data to submit. Mr. Willianasdshe was not waiting for any more data from TAC
members in order to complete work on proceeding wie model.

Mr. Williams said that there are still some geotoguestions remaining, but that the modeling werk i
"looking good" and good progress is being madelib@dion will be done soon, but the modeling work
is approximately two weeks behind schedule duestayd in getting some of the data.



Mr. Williams asked what people would like to seanfrthe model at the September 23rd TAC meeting.
It was suggested that maps of layers, maps of rgehhaydrographs, etc. be presented.

Mr. Oliver said he would prefer to see water leda&ia and water budget topics covered in the
presentations. Mr. Johnson said that hydrogeologiwergence should also be covered.

Mr. Riedl asked Mr. Williams if all the County datad come in. Ms. King responded "yes", that
WRIME had provided data which covered this. Howewet all water production data was available, so
she worked with Mr. Oliver to prepare estimatestfat purpose.

C. Martin Feeney

Mr. Feeney summarized the agenda packet mateoiathi item. He reported that the well drilling
contractor is slightly behind schedule, but he ptibjected that drilling would begin on Monday Aisj
17. E-logs will be produced later that week. At Kliver's request, Mr. Sabolsice introduced hilfinse
Mr. Oliver provided a short briefing for Mr. Sabigls on the sentinel wells and the current new
monitoring well being constructed at the BLM site.

In response to a question from Mr. Fischer, aseizy Mr. Jaques, Mr. Feeney said he did not have a
explanation for why the sentinel well water levate higher this year than they were last year. Mr.
Matarazzo, Mr. Riedl, and Mr. Oliver suggested tethaps lower water demand and reduced pumping
in the Seaside basin by CAW was causing this.

Mr. Matarazzo asked Mr. Oliver if there was moregpitation this last winter than in previous wirgte
which might account for this. Mr. Oliver responded”, and also commented that he would not expect
a quick response in the deep aquifer from raimfediurrences.

D. Technical Program Manager
A. Database Issuebr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet mattordlsis item, and there were no
comments or questions on this item.

B. Selection of Site for New Monitoring WelMr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet matrals
this item, and there were no comments or quesbartkis item.

C. Calibration of Production Well Meterd/r. Jaques summarized the agenda packet matenahis
item.

The TAC concurred with the evaluation presentegages 19 and 20 of the agenda packet. Mr. True
commented that Mr. Evans is a CAW employee, buthbéas his own separate business doing pump
testing.

There was unanimous TAC concurrence to have Muekgursue the pump testing recommendations as
contained on page 21 of the agenda packet.

3. Grant-fund Availability Update Report

Mr. Oliver said he did not find any new opportuegifor grants, but under the economic stimulus
program there may be future opportunities. Mr.&Matzo asked Mr. Oliver if the Watermaster would
be a qualified applicant under any of these prograMr. Oliver said he felt that the Watermastegimhi
be a qualified applicant. Mr. Oliver will providgodates as he learns more, and will cover this ninide
regular monthly Progress Reports.

Mr. Johnson asked if the Watermaster was part dht@grated Regional Water Management Plan
(IRWMP). Mr. Jaques said he did not believe that\Watermaster was covered by any such plan, but it
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would be worth checking out on a case-by-case hamsler the specific grant programs which Mr. Oliver
identifies.

Mr. True and Mr. Johnson noted that some Propaosigrant work is now resuming being funded after
being delayed for a while. Mr. Oliver will discud®e topic with Mr. Hampson on and report at afetu
TAC meeting.

4. Status Report on City of Seaside Negotiations withlCWD to Obtain Golf Course Water

Mr. Riedl reported that the City of Seaside is segkunding to purchase the water from MCWD for the
golf courses. Mr. Jaques commented that at the2lith Budget and Finance Committee meeting, Mr.
Corpuz had clarified that Seaside would not berasttie Watermaster to pay for the water. Rather, t
city would seek offsets to its replenishment assess liability amounts through this project. MieRl

did not have a forecasted date when the agreerneinig(drafted by Seaside and CAW) would go to the
Watermaster Board for approval. This will continaébe an item on future TAC agendas for updating
by Mr. Riedl.

5. Change in Classification of Design Center Well in &d City
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda pack materialkigoitem.

Following a short discussion, a motion was mad&byOliver, seconded by Mr. Riedl, to approve the
change in the status of the design center wek@smmended in the agenda packet. The motion passed
unanimously.

6. Schedule
Mr. Jaques asked for initial feedback/directiorsemeral Schedule items as follows:

The replenishment assessment unit cost in viewadnt CAW CWP project cost development
documents.

M&MP Budget development. Mr. Jaques said he waplamning to include another monitoring
well in the FY 2010 budget. Mr. Riedl asked Mriv@t if all the bottlenecks in the MPWMD
ASR project had been worked out. Mr. Oliver regpeh"no”, but that he was working on these
items.

Mr. Jaques highlighted several upcoming TAC andr8oaeeting dates and topics.

7. Other business

Mr. Jaques reported that Mr. Fischer was in the @anity Hospital for further medical treatment. He
said that Mr. Fischer expressed optimism aboutgoable to complete the treatment process and to be
able to resume attending TAC meetings in the nearéd.

Mr. True reported that CAW has asked MCWD for A8Rt water for the two sites adjacent to General
Jim Moore Boulevard near the Seaside golf courségy project about 200 acre feet of water will be
needed for each well to test the wells, once tteeissues have been resolved.

Mr. Oliver reported that the RWQCB has requestetbaitoring well be installed as part of MPWMD's
Phase 1 ASR project. This will add another momtpwvell for inclusion in the Watermaster's databas
The new monitoring well will probably go in durif@ctober 2009, near the Fitch school. It will
probably be drilled about 1,000 feet deep to rehehbottom of the Santa Margarita formation
(Monterey shale).

Mr. Jaques said he will distribute the BLM MonitogiWell Basis of Design Report at the next TAC
meeting.

6



8. Set Next Meeting Date

The next regular meeting will be held on WednesSagtember 23, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. at the Monterey
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency’s Board IRooNote that this is not the normal monthly
meeting datebut is later in the month in order to accommodtetiday and vacation conflicts with
various TAC members.

The meeting adjourned at 3:28 p.m.



SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 1.B

AGENDA TITLE: Select Date(s) for Possible Special TAC MeetingeLat October, and
for the November TAC Meeting

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

At the August 12, 2009 TAC meeting it was agreed the date for the November TAC meeting woul
be set at the October TAC meeting, when it wageteas to what date in November would be most
convenient for TAC members, recognizing that therad November meeting date of November 11
conflicts with a scheduled holiday for several TA@mber entities.

the proposed date being Wednesday October 28dar éor HydroMetrics to make a presentation to t
TAC regarding the evaluation of replenishment satesand answers to Basin management questior
using the updated Groundwater Model. The TAC néadsceive that information prior to the Board’g
November 4 meeting, so any changes or clarifications the Téels should be made can be

incorporated into HydroMetrics Novembé? gresentation to the Board. HydroMetrics will needch
of October in order to complete their Model ruff@r these reasons the Octobef 2iate was tentatively
picked some time ago.

Firm times and dates for both of these meetingslshme picked not later that the Octobel" tdgular
TAC meeting. However, | recommend that the TACttrpick those dates at today’s meeting in orde
provide more lead-time for TAC members to incorp@those meeting dates into their schedules.

The Schedule contained in the Agenda packet altofoaa Special TAC meeting in late October, wit"lw
e

ATTACHMENTS: None
RECOMMENDED Select times and dates for these two TAC meetings
ACTION:

=

S

to




SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 2

AGENDA TITLE: Progress Reports

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

As a regular part of most monthly TAC meetingsgoess reports will be provided by the consultants
and entities that are performing work on the SeaBigisin Monitoring and Management Program. Fr(
time to time there will also be a progress repamfthe Technical Program manager on related work
Attached are the progress reports for today’s TAdeting.

The attached Progress Reports cover the time psinaé the last Regular TAC meeting held in
September, 2009 to the date when this Agenda paaseprepared.

Under this agenda topic TAC members are encourtgesise any questions or issues of concern
regarding these items.

ATTACHMENTS: Progress Reports
RECOMMENDED None required — information only
ACTION:




Progress Report from the MPWMD

Work Performed

Assisted with drilling and construction of new Wataster Monitor well at the BLM site.
Monitor well will consist of one shallow completiam the Paso Robles Formation (QTp) and one
deep completion in the Santa Margarita Formatiasm()l As of 9/8/09, the shallow borehole has
been drilled. Over the next week, the deep boeetul be drilled and both completions will be
constructed. The well will be sampled followinghgaletion and the data will be presented in the
2009 fourth quarter monitoring report along witatammary of well construction and site-specific
lithology encountered during drilling.

Provided additional data to HydroMetrics to supmpdundwater model development.

Worked with Zone 24x7 database consultant to uptlateof future fixes/enhancements to
Watermaster database.

Prepared updated quarterly Watermaster productiport.

Continued water-level and water-quality data emity Watermaster database.

Continued water-level data collection under enhdmaenitoring program.

Upcoming Work

Continue to assist with drilling and constructiohtibe new Watermaster Monitor well at the
BLM site and add the well to the Watermaster databa

Process data requests from HydroMetrics for growteinmodel development.

Continue data collection efforts under RFS 200904 2009-02.

Continue support to Watermaster for quarterly pobidnn accounting.

Provide assistance on new inland monitor well avBiite.

Prepare the WY 2009 fourth quarter monitoring répor

Support Watermaster technical consultant team caordent preparation efforts.

Continue working with Zone 24x7 database consuliaobtain cost and time estimates for future
fixes/enhancements to Watermaster database.

ce-0---

Progress Report from HydroMetrics

HydroMetics will be making separate progress repmgsentations on the Updating the Groundwater
Model and on Protective Water Levels under othendg items at today’s meeting, so no other Progress
Reports from them will be provided for this meeting

ce-0---
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Progress Report from Martin Feeney

Work Performed

Construction operations on the new monitoring \eethe BLM site in the former Fort Ord began
August 17, and continue as of the date of this ressgyReport.

The project has had some complicating issues tneelast month. These issues are discussed below:

Paperwork originally submitted to BLM early in theoject permitting discussed a deep
monitoring and a second shallower monitoring wélhrough the Basis-of-Design process this
was modified to three well progressively shallowetls. Due to a misunderstanding between
BLM and the Watermaster’'s agents, the BLM pernfegnenced a single well. Through
negotiation with BLM they agreed to modify the RighWay agreement to include the originally
requested 2 wells.

The test hole has been drilled to 1,300 feet asdchbayet encountered the Monterey Shale. The
Shale appears to be at least 400 feet deeper titigipated. This additional depth may impact
the budgeted and proposed well constructions. Jituation was discussed among project
geologists and Joe Oliver. Based on these dismsshe following priorities for the project were
developed to balance available funds with hydroggiolinformation. The goals in order of
importance are:

1. Determine depth to Monterey Shale and delineateymg aquifer units.

2. Complete borehole as monitoring well in the deeugrifer unit.

3. Complete second borehole, perforated in the upgafea unit, with one or more casings
in a single borehole, as allowed by budget.

Due to a massive hydraulic system failure on thlérdy contractor’s new drilling rig, the
contractor lost the ability to lift or rotate drpipe at depth of 1,300 feet. Due to loss of
movement, the drill pipe became stuck in the h@espite the use of a crane and a second drill
rig, the pipe could not be freed. The drill pipasassubsequently “shot off” as a depth of
approximately 1100 feet, leaving 180 feet of grippe in the hole. The hole was then
geophysically logged. Based on the data fromithelbgic and geophysical logs, the decision
was made to complete the borehole as a shallowtarorg well, sealing the bottom of the hole
to a depth of 700 feet, encasing the lost drpegn concrete. The geophysical log and well
schematic are attached. Construction of the shationitoring well was completed September
10.

The Contractor will be moving forward and startthg second borehole September 11, 2009.
This borehole, which was originally to be the stvallwell, will be drilled to the top of the
Monterey Shale. It is anticipated that this bofeall extend to at least 1,400 feet. Upon
reaching bottom the borehole will be geophysicllyged and completed to a deep monitoring
well.

The complications discussed above will not imphetdstablished budget. As discussed, project
priorities were developed to provide flexibility $tay within budget. The work associated with
converting the failed borehole into a monitoringlveee Contractor costs and will only be paidhe t
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Contractor if funds remain after drilling and comstion of the deep borehole and monitoring wetl an
only up to the contract amount.

Upcoming Work

Completion of the monitoring well will complete alork currently assigned to this consultant and the
contractor working for him.

12
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Progress Report from the Technical Program Manager

A. Database Issues

The updated version of the Watermaster Databaskd®aslinked to the Watermaster’s website, for
access by all users. All TAC members were emalled User Names and Passwords so they should all
be able to access the Database. At today’'s meatiymgomments or problems that have been
encountered in using the Database will be solicgedhey can be resolved as soon as possiblie In
Agenda item pertaining to the FY 2010 M&MP Buddhbgre is a line-item to provide funds to make
further improvements to the Database, if desired.

B. Selection of Site for New Monitoring Well

Work on installing the new monitoring well at th&M site in the former Fort Ord began on schedule in
August. An amended right-of-way Agreement with BieM was necessary to rectify some
misunderstandings pertaining to the fact that thelldoe one “monitoring well” but that it will cogist of
more than one actual well casing being install€dat amended right-of-way Agreement has been
processed. Some drilling problems were encountduedg the week of August 31. Mr. Feeney’'s
report will provide an update on the progress efating this well.

C. Calibration of Production Well Meters
As discussed at previous TAC meetings, page 3beoAmended Court Decision contains a requirement
in Section L.3.j.vii, which reads:

“The Watermaster will make inspections of Waterdrrction facilities and measuring devices at
such times and as often as may be reasonable tineleircumstances, and to calibrate or test such
devices.”

As a result of direction received from the TACtatJune 16 and August 12 meetings, | have evaluated
the water meter calibration data submitted by ed¢he producing well owners and have prepared
recommendations regarding meter calibration oirtgstTable lat the end of this Agenda item
summarizes the information for each of the actiragpction wells._Note These tables reflect data and
information received subsequentthe August 12 TAC meeting.

As discussed at the Juné™and the August I2TAC meetings, there are several factors which tead
the conclusion that having the water meters cakioran the field is not practical:
For most types of mechanical meters there is nad éalibration procedure. Such meters
typically must be taken out and sent to the facforycalibration in a hydraulics test facility
that has volumetric calibration equipment.
Electronic flow meters can be “calibrated” in theld, but what this really consists of is
calibrating the electronics to manufacturer speatfons. This ensures that the electronics are
reading properly, but does not ensure that thegmwyralement (the flow sensor) or the meter
installation configuration are producing accurattenng conditions.
Meters are often installed, due to site constraintsuch a piping configuration that they may
only be able to provide reasonably accurate readiityen if these meters were taken to the
factory for calibration and then reinstalled, theguld still only be able to produce reasonably
accurate readings, but not readings that would Imedtbrated readings.

Rather than performing meter calibration, a momamonly used technique is to first perform pump
testing. If the calculated flow rates, based @ghmp manufacturers’ performance curves and pr@ssu
measurements taken during the test, are significdifterent than those indicated by the water mete
then one of two conditions is assumed to exigheei(1) the pump is worn and is not performing in
accordance with its pump curve, or (2) the metewuisof calibration. Depending on the age of thenp
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and the meter, operational experience with the panthe meter, i.e. experience with worn parts or
loose tolerances or erratic performance, the wetiey determines which of these two conditions istmo
likely to exist and either has the pump inspectepaired, or replaced, or sends the meter intdetttery
for recalibration, and then repeats the pump test.

Also, there would be little benefit to requiringatippumping tests be performed on wells that have
historically produced very small quantities of watnce even large errors in meter readings frloese
pumps would have little or no impact on Basin mamagnt decisions.

There was TAC concurrence with this analysis anddnclusions at the August1ZAC meeting.

Based on that direction | make the recommendatongained in Table at the end of this Agenda item.
As Table 2 indicates, all of the larger active prcitbn wells have had the accuracy of their flontene
independently verified through the use of clampffow meters within the past three years. Therefore
no additional meter testing is recommended attiims.

In addition to the meter calibration requirememtained in the Amended Decision, there are a set of
criteria contained in the Watermaster's Rules aagufations pertaining to the installation of meters
These are believed to come from the MPWMD's staaglait is very likely that few, if any, of the
currently installed meters would conform to alltleése requirements, and retrofitting them to canfor
would likely be quite costly. Therefore, it is rmgerpretation that these requirements would bdieghp
to new meters being installed, and that it wasim@tVatermaster’s intent in adopting these requaresn
that they would be applied to existing meter inatains.

The information and conclusions regarding metabcation and meter installation criteria will be
included in this year's Annual Report to the Court.
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TABLE 1 - BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON EACH ACTIVE PRO DUCTION WELL

RECENT PUMPING DATA

WY 2006 WY 2007

WY 2008

WELL OWNER/ WAS/WERE METER(S)
OPERATOR RECENTLY CALIBRATED?

Volume %-age of Total Volume %-age of Total
Pumped, Annual Basin Pumped, Annual Basin
AF Production AF Production

Volume
Pumped,
AF

%-age of Total
Annual Basin
Production

COMMENTS

Laguna Seca Resorty No, but pump tests were rgcentl 264.1 59 254
performed on both of the well pum

304Q.

% Meter readings indicate tbit
meters are operating (i.e. not
stuck) and are producing result
that closely correspond to the
separate flowmeter used to
conduct the pump tests.

California American [No, but pump tests were recently
performed. CAW reports that “Cal
Am does not calibrate well water
meters, which are the source of
supply for the Central Division. Cal
Am performs pump efficiency tests|
on its facilities to determine motor,
pump, and water meter efficiency
and/or accuracy. If a well water
meter is found to be outside of the

B%

Meter readings indicate that the
meters are operating (i.e. not
stuck) and are producing result
that closely correspond to the
separate flowmeter used to

California American |manufacturer's accuracy
Water-Inland Subaregspecification, it is removed and ser
to the manufacturer for calibration,
repair, and/or replacement.”

g/oonduct the pump tests.

One meter is now on a well that th
City asks to have classified as
inactive. This is the “Design Cente
well. It was originally intended for
irrigation use by the owner, but the
owner has subsequently abandong
that concept and is using CAW wa
for irrigation. The city said they ar
in the process of having their othe
meter at the City’s Public Works
Yard calibrated.

% Pursuing process of
recategorizing the Design Centgr
well as inactive. Meter reading
from the Public Works Yard we
shows very small flows but
considerable variation from yea
to year. However, this may just
because of the nature of the us
this well, and not the meter.

City of Seaside-Golf |Yes. Both meters were calibrated
Courses 10-13-2008.

% None

City of Seaside- Yes. Both meters were calibrated
Municipal 10-13-2008.
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

RECENT PUMPING DATA

WELL OWNER/ WAS/WERE METER(S) WY 2006 WY 2007 WY 2008
OPERATOR RECENTLY CALIBRATED? Volume %-age of To_tal Volume %-age of To_tal Volume %-age of To_tal COMMENTS
Pumped, Annual Basin Pumped, Annual Basin Pumped, Annual Basin
Production AF Production AF Production
Mission Memorial Meter apparently has not been 21.9<1% 26.p <1% 20}8 <1% None
Park calibrated since installation.
Security National Yes. The owner reports that the 8.1<1% 9.2 <1% 483 <1% None
Guaranty Inc meter was calibrated in 2006, but did
not have a copy of the calibration
report to submit.
Pasadera Country  |No, but pump tests were recently 150.9 39 214B 4% 1414 4% Meter readings indicate tbidt
Club, LLC performed on both of the well pumps meters are operating (i.e. not
stuck) and are producing result
that closely correspond to the
separate flowmeter used to
conduct the pump tests.
York School No. Meter was installed over 5 yeprs ~ 29.5 19 24.0 <1% 22|0 <1% None
ago and not calibrated since it was
installed.
Monterey County No. One Meter is new, but not 19 33.p 190 332 1p6 None
Parks Department |calibrated subsequent to installatioh;
the other meter has not been
calibrated.
Total Basin Pumping Production, AFY 5020.1 5384.6 5272
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TABLE 2 - RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING EACH ACTIVE PRO DUCTION WELL

WELL OWNER/ OPERATOR

RECOMENDED FOR PUMP TESTING TO CONFIRM METER ACCURA CY?

Laguna Seca Resorts

No. Although production isiignt enough to warrant periodically checkingtemed flows against predicted flows from pump testo
confirm that meter is working properly and producieasonably accurate readings, pump tests wef@ped on all of these wells within
the past 3 years. All of these tests showed ggoeeanent between the installed meter readingstenohtlependent (clamp-on) meter
readings obtained during the conduct of the pursisteTherefore, these meters do not appear t@midreing tested again at this time.

California American Water-
Coastal Subareas

No. Although production is significant enough tarvant periodically checking metered flows agaprsdicted flows from pump testing t
confirm that meter is working properly and prodgcieasonably accurate readings, pump tests wef@med on all of these wells within
the past 3 to 5 years. All of these tests shoveed @ggreement between the installed meter readimgjshe independent (clamp-on) metg
readings obtained during the conduct of the pursgsteThe differences between the installed metgitlae clamp-on meter values range

@)

O =

California American Water-Inlaf
Subareas

from 0% to 22%, with all but one of the differend®sng less than 15%. The test report for theveglehaving the 22% difference stated
that "the test results may be impaired due to pgdraulic test section." Since all but one ofwels had good agreement (a difference
less than 15%) between the installed meter readindghe independent (clamp-on) meter readingsraustaluring the conduct of the pump
tests, and since the one outlier was for a metr avhydraulic configuation that would not lencelfgo field accuracy verification, these
meters do not appear to warrant being tested agains time.

City of Sand City

No. The very small productionrfrahe Public Works Well does not warrant the tiefégrt, and expense of checking metered flows agp
predicted flows from pump testing to confirm thagter is working properly and producing reasonabbuegate readings.

n

City of Seaside-Golf Courses

No. All of these meteere calibrated within the past 3 years. Alihafse tests showed good agreement between thkeidsteeter
readings and the independent (clamp-on) meternigadibtained during the calibration process. Tbezethese meters do not appear tq
warrant being tested again at this time.

City of Seaside-Municipal

No. All of these metersrescalibrated within the past 3 years. All ofsitaéests showed good agreement between the idstadieer
readings and the independent (clamp-on) meternigadibtained during the calibration process. Tbezethese meters do not appear tqg
warrant being tested again at this time.

Mission Memorial Park

No. The very small productfoom this well does not warrant the time, effand expense of checking metered flows against gbestli
flows from pump testing to confirm that meter isriog properly and producing reasonably accuraaelireys.

Security National Guaranty Inc

No. The very smatiquction from this well does not warrant the tiraffort, and expense of checking metered flowsregjgiredicted
flows from pump testing to confirm that meter isrking properly and producing reasonably accuraadires.

Pasadera Country Club, LLC

No. Although produci®aignificant enough to warrant periodically chiagkmetered flows against predicted flows from puesgiing to
confirm that meter is working properly and prodgcieasonably accurate readings, pump tests wef@med on all of these wells within
the past 3 years. The most recent tests showetlagreement between the installed meter readingith@nindependent (clamp-on) metg
readings obtained during the conduct of the pursgsteTherefore, these meters do not appear t@mteseing tested again at this time.

=

York School

No. The very small production from thisll does not warrant the time, effort, and exgeofschecking metered flows against predicted
flows from pump testing to confirm that meter isriog properly and producing reasonably accuraaelireys.

Monterey County Parks
Department

No. One of the two meters is new and can be asstmieave been factory calibrated before it watallesl. The other meter has been
installed for an unreported period of time. Thep@nall production from these two wells does notreuat the time, effort, and expense ¢
checking metered flows against predicted flows frmp testing to confirm that meter is working pdp and producing reasonably
accurate readings.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 3

AGENDA TITLE: Summary Report on Updating the Groundwater Model
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: HydroMetrics will make a presentation at today’setimey summarizing their work to date
on updating the Seaside Basin Groundwater Model.

By separate email HydroMetrics will email all TAGembers a report on the topics to be covered im th
presentation at today’s TAC meeting. That emaskiseduled to be sent to all TAC members not later
than Friday, September 18, 2009.

\1%4

_ None (separate email to come from HydroMetrics jgliog the
ATTACHMENTS: background materials for this Agenda item)
Provide comments and questions to HydroMetricssisathem in
RECOMMENDED completing and finalizing this work
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 4

AGENDA TITLE: Report on Protective Water Levels for the Basin
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: HydroMetrics will make a presentation at today’setimey summarizing their work to date
on developing protective groundwater levels witlie Seaside Basin. Their report will also contain
recommendations on this matter.

By separate email HydroMetrics will email all TAGembers a report on the topics to be covered im th
presentation at today’'s TAC meeting. That emaskiseduled to be sent to all TAC members not later
than Friday, September 18, 2009.

\1%4

_ None (separate email to come from HydroMetrics fgliog the
ATTACHMENTS: background materials for this Agenda item)
Provide comments and questions to HydroMetricssisathem in
RECOMMENDED completing and finalizing this work
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 5

AGENDA TITLE: Proposed Replenishment Assessment Unit Costs feenWaar October
1, 2009-September 30, 2010

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

Background
For the benefit of newer TAC members who may ndtbaliar with this topic, Attachment dontains a

background paper describing Replenishment Asseddsseres. Attachment 2(Tableig)the Unit Cost
calculation spreadsheet that was prepared last(fgedVater Year October 1, 2008-September 30, 200

Last year the TAC revised some of the steps inwbiagoreparing the annual calculation of the UrosC
of replenishment water. This Unit Cost is usedalzulate the Replenishment Assessments that are
charged to any Standard Producer that exceedioitsitzon during the Water Year.

The changes which the TAC made, and which wereoapprby the Board, were:

1. All potential supplemental water supply projectattbould bring water to the Seaside Basin any
time within the next 10 years will be included hetcalculations, assuming sufficient information
on those projects can be obtained.

2. Costs for each project will be inflated to thetfiyear in which it could potentially begin supplgin
water, to reflect the increase in costs that welldecurring before the projects actually come on-
line.

3. Contingency allowances will be included in thesstedased on the level of project developmen
for each project. This allowance is intended tovpte for unforeseen cost impacts to the projec
particularly for projects that are only at the cepiual level of development.

Discussion
With the preparation of the draft section of thesiBadVlanagement Action Plan (BMAP) in mid-2008 titlg
“Supplemental Water Supplies” we were provided iterlanformation on all potential projects that we

could consider in making this year’s calculatiortled Unit Cost. However, the TAC subsequently diedi

QO

t
S,

to remove cost data from the BMAP, since updatetiaare refined cost data was expected to be prépgre

by others in conjunction with preparing the Drafivionmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Califani
American Water (CAW) Coastal Water Project (CWPhe cost data that was developed by RMC

Engineers for the Public Utility Commission’s (PU&e in evaluating the CWP was only developed fol

some of the potential projects, not all of thenmenkk, the development of the proposed Replenishmen
Assessment Unit Cost for Water Year 2009-2010 veaet partly on data from the Draft BMAP and pa
on data from RMC Engineers.

One of the projects evaluated in the CWP DEIRfisrred to simply as the “Regional Project.” It swts
of a number of components, some of which were meg@dor implementation in the near future, refetce

S

as the “Phase 1” project components. Other pjbett were proposed for future implementation,
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

AGENDA ITEM: “ 5 (Continued)

presumably after the Phase 1 projects had beemrimgpited, were referred to as the “Phase 2” project
components.

With all of the projects included in Phase 1 of Regional Project, and the costs, institutionaléss
permits, approvals, and funding that will be neagg$o implement those projects, it seems unlikiefyt
few if any of the Phase 2 projects will be impleteehwithin the 10 year planning horizon the Watestag|
uses to determine whether or not to include a ptajeits unit cost calculation for the Replenishme
Assessment. However, because of the Board’s eppaterest in at least some of the Phase 2 pspjec
they have been included in the Replenishment AssassUnit Cost calculation.

Each of the projects that were considered in pregdast year's Unit Cost calculations are discdsse
Attachment 3 Some of the other projects discussed in AttactirBevere not included in the Unit Cost
calculations for the coming year, for the reasdated in that attachment.

Attachment 4 (Table 2)ontains cost data from RMC Engineers for eadhefprinciple water supply
projects evaluated in the CWP DEIR.

Attachment 5 (Table 3§ the proposed Unit Cost calculation spreadstoeehe upcoming Water Year
October 1, 2009-September 30, 2010. The Unit Geestl for the Water Year that is just ending was
$3,040. The proposed new Unit Cost is $4,074, wii®bviously considerably higher. This highestco
results primarily from using the more complete anthprehensive cost estimates now available from R
Engineers for the larger of the projects being pémhto provide supplemental water. Since thesehar
larger projects, their costs have a great impac¢herunit Cost, which is calculated using a volume-
weighted approach. Most of the other cost dathesame, or close to, the cost data used to & dgstr
year’s Unit Cost.

Once the TAC has discussed these documents andweesdited the Proposed Unit Cost for Water Ye
2009-2010 Replenishment Assessments to meet tistastibn of the TAC, | will present the Proposed
Unit Cost for Water Year 2009-2010 ReplenishmergeSsments to the Board for their approval at the
October 7, 2009 meeting.

MC

ar

1. Paper discussing the Replenishment Assessmeptrigese and
intent under the Court Order

2. Table 1: Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost Dewvedmt
Spreadsheet from Water Year 2008-2009

3. Status of and Comments Regarding the Projectsdedlin the
Water Year 2008-2009 Replenishment AssessmentQ.drst
Calculations

4. Table 2. Summary of Costs of the Principal Supeletal Water
Supply Projects

5. Table 3: Proposed Replenishment Assessment UsisGar Water
Year October 1, 2009-September 30, 2010

ATTACHMENTS:

Approve the Proposed Replenishment AssessmeniQdsiis for Water
RECOMMENDED Year October 1, 2009-September 30, 2010, eith@resented in Table 3

ACTION: or with revisions
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Replenishment Assessments

What is the Replenishment Assessment?
The Amended Decision filed with the Court Febru@r2007 contains the following statements and/or
requirements pertaining to the Replenishment Assesson pages 32 and 33:

Each Water Year, the Watermaster will determineepl&ishment Assessment for Artificial
Replenishment of the Seaside Basin necessarystt tfe cumulative Basin Over-Production (as
defined in Section IIl.A. 21), and levy a Replemsht Assessment. Replenishment Assessments
based on Over-Production and on Operating YieldrdRmeduction shall be assessed within 60
days of the end of each Water Year on a per aatHasis on each acre-foot, or portion of an
acre-foot, of Over-Production, and payment shaltlbe no later than January f the

following year. The per acre-foot amount of th@lReishment Assessments shall be determined
and declared by Watermaster in October of each YWéar in order to provide Parties with
advance knowledge of the cost of Over-Productiahah Water Year.

Section IIl.A.21 of the Order defines Over-Prodaotto mean, with regard to all Production from the
Seaside Basirf,..that quantity of Production which exceeds anially assumed Natural Safe Yield of
3,000 AFY.” With regard to each Producer, Over-Productionmaéa.that quantity of Water Produced
in any Water Year in excess of that Producer’s B&gater Right, as applied to an assumed Natural
Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY.”

Replenishment Assessments are collected from StiRtaducers (and Alternative Producers_but only
if they exceed their allocations) in proportiortihe amount that they have cumulatively pumped in
excess of their allocation of the Basin NaturakS#éield of 3,000 AFY. If a Standard Producer hat n
pumped in excess of their allocation, then theynatecharged a Replenishment Assessment.

The actual calculation of the Assessments gets lEngmd will therefore not be discussed or expldine
in this paper. The purpose of this paper is teides the Replenishment Assessments and what the
monies collected through these Assessments isdatkto be used for.

What Are the Monies Collected Through the Replenisiment Assessments to be Used for
On Page 34 of the Order it states thafAll proceeds of Replenishment Assessments shaised to
procure Non-Native water, including, if appropriagbstitute reclaimed water.”

Although there is some variation in language betwsaseral sections of the Order, it is clear that t
monies collected through the Replenishment Assessnage intended to be used to obtain water to
recharge the Basin to the extent necessary to edthecnetvater production taken from the Basin to a
level at or below the Natural Safe Yield of 3,00BMA The recharge water could be such things asrwat
imported from another water supply outside the Basicycled water used to reduce pumping for
landscape irrigation, or recycled water used fohaege through direct injection or spreading.

How is the Per Acre-Foot Cost of the Replenishmemtssessments to be Determined?

Per page 33 of the OrdéiThe per acre-foot amount of the Replenishmese8dsments shall be
determined and declared by Watermaster in Octobenoh Water Year in order to provide Parties with
advance knowledge of the cost of Over-Productiadhah Water Year.” Thus, the per acre-foot amount
declared by the Board in October of each yearbalused to calculate Replenishment Assessments for
pumping that occurs during the Water Year whichingegn October 1 of that year and ends on
September 30 of the following year.
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On pages 9 and 10 (Section 6.5) of the Waterm&atkms and Regulations, there is a discussion of how
the Replenishment Assessment per acre-foot caste &e calculated. It states thahe per acre- foot
cost of Replenishment Assessments for Productiexcess of Natural Safe Yield shall be based on the
anticipated cost of Artificial Replenishment, irdilug the cost to construct, operate, and maintain
facilities necessary for replenishment of the Basteplenishment Assessment may only be used for
Artificial Replenishment.”The Order defines Artificial Replenishment to mélae act of engaging in or
contracting for Non-Native Water to be added to@meundwater Basin through spreading or direct
injection to offset the cumulative Over-Productioom the Basin in any particular Water Year. Ihca
also include programs in which Producers agreeftain from exercising their rights to pump theill f
Production Allocations where the intent is to catlsereplenishment of the Basin through forbearamce
lieu of the injection or spreading of Non-Native t&fa

So the per acre-foot cost used to determine théeRispment Assessments should be the cost thatwoul
have to be paid, per acre-foot, to obtain wateetharge the Basin to the extent necessary totaffse
cumulative over-production above the Natural Safddy during a given Water Year

From work done to date in calculating the per doog-cost, it is apparent that there are ongoiranges
in projected costs of recharge water and in thenginof the projects which will provide that water.
Hence, the per acre-foot cost needs to be recécuéach yeansing updated cost projections and
implementation schedules for these recharge psoject

If recharge water is not available to be purchasedgiven Water Year to offset the cumulative ever
production that occurred in that year, then the is®nollected through the Replenishment Assessments
in that Water Year may be accumulated for multiMater Years until they can be used to purchase
recharge water.

It is to be expected that the costs of the rechprggects will increase with inflation, among otltkeings.
Therefore, the unspent Replenishment Assessmenemsimould be invested in interest-earning
accounts that will offset these inflation increasetil such time as the recharge projects combenen-
and the needed water can then be purchased.

As long as the unit costs of water from the varipotential recharge projects is forecast by theneigs
sponsoring the recharge projects to the dates ighwine projects will come on-line, there shouldnioe
need to inflate those unit costs when the per mkeeost used to determine the Replenishment
Assessments is calculated. However, if the duste not been inflated to the year the project edthe
on-line, then inflation should be included in ttadatilations.
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Table 1. Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost Devploent Spreadsheet from Water Year 2008-2009

WATER YEAR 2008-2009

ANTICIPATED UNIT COSTS OF REPLENISHMENT WATER FOR T HE SEASIDE BASIN ©

POTENTIAL SOURCE OF POTENTIAL POTENTIAL LEVEL OF |CONTIN-GENCY | BASE BASE | ADDITIONAL UNIT COST UNIT COST VOLUME- REPLENISH-
REPLACEMENT WATER DATE VOLUME OF PROJECT INCLUDED IN UNIT UNIT |CONTING-ENCY | INCLUDING INFLATED @ 3% WEIGHTED MENT UNIT
REPLACE- WATER THAT | DEVELOP- BASE UNIT COST COST ADDED TO ADDITION-AL FROM COST AVG % COST SHARE
MENT WATER COULD BE MENT cosT ™ (%) ($/AF) YEAR REFLECT CONTIN- BASIS YEAR TO
COULD SUPPLIED BY LEVEL OF GENCY ($/AF) YEAR
BECOME THE PROJECT PROJECT REPLACEMENT
AVAILABLE (AFY) DEVELOP- WATER COULD
MENT “9 (%) BECOME
AVAILABLE
Moss Landing Desalination
. 2015 10,430 Conceptual 25% $2,23p 2007 25% $2,788 $3,531 10.87% $383.91
Plant — Local Alternative
Moss Landing Desalination o o 0
Plant — Regional Alternative 2015 18,972 Conceptual 25% $1,69p 2007 25% $2,113 $2,676 19.78% $529.22
North Marina Desalination Plg
— Local Alternative (brine 2015 10,430 Conceptual 10% $1,98p 2005 40% $2,772 $3,725 10.87% $405.02
disposal at MLPP()U
North Marina Desalination Plg
— Regional Alternative (bring 2015 18,972 Conceptual 10% $1,66p 2005 40% $2,324 $3,123 19.78% $617.66
disposal at MLPP()U
MPWMD's 95-10 Desal Plan 2015 8,400 Conceptugl 25% oH2, 2007 25% $3,650 $4,624 8.76% $404.85
Sand City Water Supply Projgct
ty Water Supply Proj 2009 300 Design 0% $3,60] 2004 15% $4,140 $4,392 0.31% 7813
Salinas River Surface Wate
) 2012 7,500 Conceptual 30% $1,50D 2008 20% $1,800 $2,026 .82%w $158.38
Treatment Planff
Regional Desalinatioff 2015 9,930 Conceptual 30% $1,79L 2008 20% $2,149 $2,643 0.35% $273.60
Regional Urban Water o o o
Augmentation Project 2011 3,000 Conceptual 5% $1,201 2006 45% $1,740 $2,017 1393. $63.08
Seaside Aquifer Storage an 2008 1,300 Design 25% $260| 2008 -10% $234 $256 1.36% $3.46
Recovery Project
MRWPCA Groundwater
Replenishment Project for thp 2012 6,700 Conceptual 30% $1,86p 2006 20% $2,238 $2,672 .98%6 $186.63
Seaside Basin
Seawater Conversion Ves§8 2018 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Pacific Grove Stormwater
Project® 2010 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Conservatior” 2009 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Quantity of Replacement Water (AFY) Expectedt o Potentially be Available Within the Next 10 Years = 95,934
Volume-Weighted Replacement Water Cost Per Acre-Foot = $3,040

FOOTNOTES:

(1) Contingency percentage included in Base Unit@vas not stated. Assume 10%.
(2) Contingency percentage included in Base Unit@vas not stated. Assume 0%.

(3) This Project was not included because thesamste not known. A feasibility study for the PaciBrove Stormwater Project was just recently catga, and it is unknown whether preliminary costserdeveloped.
(4) This Project was not included because thesamste not known. The cost for conservation wilkeéalized through rebates and are unknown atithis t
(5) This Project was not included because thene ispparent project sponser for it.

(6) Project has a proposed range of supply ofGt60@0,000 AFY. For this analysis assume 7,508 AF
(7) Project has a proposed range of supply of07td3.2,430 AFY. For this analysis assume 9,93¥ AF
(8) Project has a proposed range of supply ofGt60@0,000 AFY. For this analysis assumed 7,585 A
(9) The data used in this table was taken fronBié&in Management Action Plan, Section 3, titledgi@emental Water Supplies.”
(10) The following Contingency percentages wenesatered reasonable for the indicated levels geptalevelopment: Conceptual Level - 50%, Profport Level - 30%, and Design Level - 15%.
(11) This percentage of Contingency was includgetthé Base Unit Cost.
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Status of and Comments Regarding the Projects Corggred in the Water
Year 2008-2009 Replenishment Assessment Unit Costl€ulations

1. Moss Landing Desalination Plant — Local Alternativihis is the only Moss Landing Desalination
Plant alternative being considered in the CWP DHiRould produce 8,800 AFY, and all of this
would be supplied to the CAW distribution systelhshould be included in the Replenishment
Assessment Unit Cost calculations.

2. Moss Landing Desalination Plant — Regional Alteireat This alternative is not being considered in
the CWP DEIR, and should therefore not be includdatie Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost
calculations.

3. North Marina Desalination Plant — Local AlternativEhis is one of the alternative projects to the
CAW Moss Landing Desalination Plant. It would lmitar to the Moss Landing Desalination Plant
alternative, but the desalination plant would bEated in north Marina. It would produce 9,600 AFY,
with 8,800 AFY going to the CAW distribution systemd 800 AFY going to the Castroville
Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) to offset grouatdwtaken from the Salinas Basin by the
desalination plant. It should be included in thepRnishment Assessment Unit Cost calculations.

4. North Marina Desalination Plant — Regional Alteimat This alternative is not being considered in
the CWP DEIR, and should therefore not be includetie Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost
calculations.

5. MPWMD'’s 95-10 Desal PlantThis alternative is not being considered in tNéRCDEIR. However,
it is still considered an active project by the MPNY, and therefore should continue to be included in
the Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost calculations

6. Sand City Water Supply ProjecThis project has been completed and is now imatjpm. However,
all of its water production will be used by CAWreduce the amount of water CAW takes from the
Carmel River Basin, and thus it will not benefi¢ tBeaside Basin. Therefore, this project should no
be included in the Replenishment Assessment Urst Calculations.

7. Salinas River Surface Water Treatment PlaFtis project is considered to be a Phase 1 coengaf
what is now referred to simply as the “Regionalj&ti in the CWP DEIR. However, it may have
been dropped from consideration as part of thgeptoand the size of the desalination plant mayeha
been increased to offset this, due to difficuleesountered in gaining acceptance of using Salinas
River water as part of the solution to the CAW watgpply objectives. Unless it is learned thas thi
no longer a viable component of the Regional Ptpjeshould continue to be included in the
Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost calculations.

8. Regional DesalinationThis project is the key Phase 1 component of ughabw referred to simply
as the “Regional Project” in the CWP DEIR. It wdproduce 10,500 AFY, with 8,800 AFY going to
the CAW distribution system and 1,700 AFY to MCWidffset groundwater taken from the Salinas
Basin by the desalination plant. Therefore, thiggmt should continue to be included in the
Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost calculations.

9. Regional Urban Water Augmentation Projedhis project is considered to be a Phase 1 cosngaf
what is now referred to simply as the “Regionalj&ti in the CWP DEIR. The RUWAP is being
pursued by MCWD and MRWPCA. Since it is an elenwdrihe Regional Project, it should continue
to be included in the Replenishment AssessmentCuost calculations.

10. Seaside Aquifer Storage and Recovery Projédttis project is considered to be a Phase 1 coemgon
of what is now referred to simply as the “RegioRedject” in the CWP DEIR. The Seaside ASR
Project is being pursued by MPWMD. When the Oat@i®7 Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost
was calculated the TAC concluded that, since ahefwater production of this project will be used
by CAW to reduce the amount of water CAW takes ftbeCarmel River Basin and thus it will not
benefit the Seaside Basin, it should betincluded in the calculation of the Seaside Basi
Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost, and it wasetided in the 2007 calculation. When the
October 2008 Unit Cost calculation was prepared,fhoject wasncluded in the calculation. | could
find no record in the TAC meeting minutes to exphahy this project wasicluded in 2008 when it
had_notbeen included in 2007. It is my conclusion tmatuding it in the 2008 calculation was an
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oversight, and that it should nio¢ included in the Replenishment Assessment Urst Calculations,
even though it is an element of the Regional Ptojec

11. MRWPCA Groundwater Replenishment Project for thasike Basin:Based on information
provided by MRWPCA during the development of thas$ée Basin Groundwater Model in the
Spring of 2009, the GWRP would be initially sizedorovide 2,800 AFY to the Seaside Basin, and
could potentially start-up in 2015. This estimas¢ait-up date was based in part on the expectation
that the GWRP would eventually be included as asHacomponent of the Regional Project.
However, the CWP DEIR currently lists the GWRP &hase 2 component of the Regional Project,
and no time schedule for implementation of Phagect components was presented in the CWP
DEIR. Since itis a component of the Regional €jalbeit a Phase 2 component, it should continue
to be included in the Replenishment AssessmentCipst calculations.

12. Seawater Conversion Vessérhis project was listed, but not included, in Beplenishment
Assessment Unit Cost Calculation for Water Year&PR009, because there did not appear to be any
sponsor for it. This appears to still be the casehis project should not be included in the
Replenishment Assessment Unit Cost calculations.

13. Pacific Grove Stormwater Projecthis Project is listed in the CWP DEIR as a Plfasemponent of
the Regional Project. No time schedule for impletagon of Phase 2 project components was
presented in the CWP DEIR. A feasibility study heysortedly been completed indicating that the
City of Pacific Grove should pursue this projechiei could produce an estimated 200 AFY of water.
The estimated capital cost of the project, inclgdimgineering and construction, is reportedly $13.2
million in 2008 dollars. No O&M cost estimate amal contingency percentage was provided. Using
the same financing assumptions as were used fdreélgonal Project in Table 2, the Annualized
Capital Cost of such a project, with no additioc@htingencies or other implementation costs added,
would be approximately $868,500. With a 200 AF¥darction capacity, this results in a unit cost of
approximately $4,340. Since it is a component efRegional Project, albeit a Phase 2 component, it
should continue to be included in the Replenishmesessment Unit Cost calculations.

14.Conservation:Conservation was listed, but not included inReplenishment Assessment Unit Cost
Calculation for Water Year 2008-2009, because the®no cost data for it. This appears to still be
the case, so this project should not be includebdarReplenishment Assessment Unit Cost
calculations.
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Table 2.

Project Cost Comparison

Summary of Costs of the Principal Suppleental Water Supply Projects
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Capital Costs
Base Construction Cost $ 108,700,000 | | $ 118,380,000 | | $ 138,100,000 | | $ 42,500,000 | | $ 44,700,000
Most Probable Capital Cost with Contingency
and other Implementation Costs $ 177,400,000 | |$ 200000000 |$ 211,550,000 73,200,000 | | $ 77,550,000
Annual Costs
Total Annual O&M Including Repair,
Replacement, Power, Chemicals, and Other
O&M Cost Components $ 12,080,000 | | $ 11,380,000 | | $ 10,950,000 560,000 | | $ 4,450,000
Annualized Costs
Total Annualized Cost I $ 24,080,000 $ 30,080,000 $ 30,750,000 5,350,000 $ 9,650,000
Production Quantites & Unit Costs of
Water
Annual Production to Customers, AFY 10,500 8,800 8,800 8,800 2,400
8,800 to CAW 8,800 to CAW . .
Production Breakdown| 1,700 to MCWD 800 to CSIP 8,800 to CAW 8,800t CAW | 2,400 to Seaside Basin
Cost of Water ($/AF) $ 2,290 $ 3,420 $ 3,490 610 $ 4,020
Cost of Water ($/AF)
Total Cost of Water Adjustments| $ 350 | | $ (30)] | $ - - $ -
Cost of Water to the Seaside Basin (includes
CAW's costs for CAW facilities which are
needed to deliver water from the alternative
projects to the CAW distribution system, and
which are common to all of the Alternatives,
except the GWRP which does not require the
CAW facilities) $ 3,250 $ 4,000 $ 4,100 610 $ 4,020

Notes:
. Cost estimates are in current, 2009 dollars.
. Contingency not applied to O&M estimates.

©CONOUAWNR

. Power costs at time of startup dependent on long-term contract rate with MRWMD or potential contract rate with PGE or current PGE rates that time.
. Regional, NM and ML desal plants assumed to operate at same efficiency and pressures.
. O&M costs are based on the RP producing 10,500 AFY, NMA producing 9,600 AFY, and ML producing 8,800 AFY.
Ground water unit cost for the MCWD ($500/AF) is based on their current groundwater supplies.
. $300/AF for CSIP supplies is based on approximate cost for MRWPCA to produce recycled water to CSIP.
. Membrane replacement is based on a 15 year cycled (replacing approximately 15% a year).
. $500,000 groundwater monitoring program is a conservative placeholder until the details of the program are identified.

10. MRWPCA's Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWRP) costs taken from Project Cost Comparison prepared by RMC dated August 11, 2009 as part of
RMC's work in preparing their "Draft Technical Memorandum Capital and O&M Cost Estimated Update for the Coastal Water project, August 10, 2009"

which was presented to the PUC in conjunction

with cost workshops.
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Table 3. Proposed Replenishment Assessment Unit Costs for \éa Year October 1, 2009-September 30, 2010

WATER YEAR 2009-2010
ANTICIPATED UNIT COSTS OF REPLENISHMENT WATER FOR T HE SEASIDE BASIN

POTENTIAL SOURCE OF POTENTIAL POTENTIAL LEVEL OF CONTINGENCY BASE BASE ADDITIONAL UNIT COST UNIT COST VOLUME- REPLENISH-
REPLACEMENT WATER DATE VOLUME OF PROJECT INCLUDED IN UNIT UNIT CONTINGENCY INCLUDING INFLATED @ 3% WEIGHTED MENT UNIT
REPLACE- WATER THAT | DEVELOP- BASE UNIT COST COST ADDED TO ADDITIONAL FROM COST AVG % COST SHARE
MENT WATER COULD BE MENT cosT®@ (%) ($/AF) YEAR REFLECT LEVEL |CONTINGENCY | BASIS YEAR TO
COULD SUPPLIED BY OF PROJECT ($/AF) YEAR
BECOME THE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT © REPLACEMENT
AVAILABLE (AFY) @0 (%) WATER COULD
BECOME
AVAILABLE
CAW Moss Landing Desalinatiop
PIan{7)g 2015 8,800 Project Repoft 25% $4,10p 2049 5% $4,305 $5,14 18.22% $936.55
CAW North Marina Desalination .
Plant? 2015 8,800 Project Repojft 25% $4,00p 2049 5% $4,200 $5,01 18.22% $913.71
MPWMD's 95-10 Desal Plafft 2015 8,400 Conceptual 25% $2,920 2007 25% $3,650 $4,624 7.39% $804.12
Salinas River Surface Water
) 2012 7,500 Conceptual 30% $1,500 2008 20% $1,800 $2,026 5.53% $314.58
Treatment Plarif
Regional Desalinatioff 2012 8,800 Project Repoft 25% $3,25D 2049 5% $3,413 93,72 18.22% $679.39
Regi I Urban Wat
eglond . han . o 2011 3,000 Design 5% $1,204 200 10% $1,320 $1,530 6.21% 95.0%
Augmentation Projef?
MRWPCA Groundwater
Replenishment Project for the 2012 2,800 Conceptual 30% $4,020 2000 20% $4,824 $5,271 .809%% $305.58
Seaside BasfH
Pacific Grove Stormwater Projé‘%t 2011 200 Conceptual 25% $4,34 2,008 25% $5,425 $5,928 1990.4 $24.55
Total Quantity of Replacement Water (AFY) Thatthe  Listed Projects Could Cumulatively be Expected to P roduce Within the Next 10 Years © =
48,300
Volume-Weighted Replacement Water Cost Per Acre-Foo t= $4,074

FOOTNOTES:

(1) Amount of water this Project could initiallygply was reduced to 2,800 AFY by MRWPCA as rembttethe TAC in the Spring of 2009. The on-lineedfor this project was provided by MRWPCA. Coatal
was taken from project cost documents prepfmethe PUC by RMC Engineers.

(2) Data provided by MPWMD.

(3) Contingency percentage included in Base Ung&t@vas not stated. Assume 25%. Project hasdwainged since the 2008 Unit Cost calculation wapamed, so assume its on-line date has slippegeare

to 2011.
(4) Data provided by MCWD.

(5) Data provided by MCWRA. Project has a proplosage of supply of 5,000 to 10,000 AFY. For tslysis assume 7,500 AFY.
(6) This value is the cumulative production capaoitall of the Potential Sources of Replacement Watentiea¢ evaluated, and is used only to determiné\thiied-Weighted Average.” It is ntte amount of water
that is expected to be available to the ieaBasin
(7) Information and parameters for the projectentaken from the CWP DEIR and supporting projest documents prepared for the PUC by RMC Engineers.
(8) The following Contingency percentages weresatered reasonable for the indicated levels ofgutajevelopment: Conceptual Level - 50%, Projexid®t Level - 30%, and Design Level - 15%. The sdithe values in
the columns titled "Contingency Included ias® Unit Cost" and "Additional Contingency AddedRieflect Level of Project Development" equals tlomtihgency appropriate for the project's level efelopment.

(9) This percentage of Contingency was includetth@Base Unit Cost.

(10) This is the total amount of water from eaobdpiction source which could potentially come te @AW distribution system, not just the amount fduction committed to the Seaside Basin.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009
AGENDA ITEM: 6
AGENDA TITLE: Proposed Monitoring and Management Program Scofg¢ook and Budgets

for 2010 and 2011, and Proposed Capital Budget®dne and 2011

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: In September, 2007 the TAC went through the infitilase 2 Anticipated Scope of Work” that
had been prepared and filed with the Court in M&@0H7 when the Implementation Plan was submitteteo

Judge. The TAC produced and approved an “Updatditipated Phase 2 Scope of Work” which was appdoye

by the Board, and was included in the Annual Refiat was submitted to the Court in November, 2@07.
similar process was followed in 2008.

| have reviewed the “Updated Anticipated Phase @8of Work” which was prepared in 2008, and haaglen
some revisions to reflect work that has now beengteted and new work that should now be undertaKédre
“Anticipated 2010 Scope of Work” is attached.

Also attached are proposed Operations Budgets0fibd and 2011. The 2010 Operations Budget correspmn
and is intended to support, the activities desdribehe Anticipated 2010 Scope of Work. In thetghe Board
has requested that the TAC prepare two-year budgethe Board will have advance notice of anyifigant
expected changes in budgets in the subsequent Jear2011 Operations Budget is intended to prothde
Board with that information. It is similar to t2®10 Operations Budget, with the following mairfetiénces:
A 3% inflation factor has been added to all of thets except for the Technical Program Manager
which has been left unchanged.
Costs associated with selecting a site for, andigimty consultant assistance for the design of, an
additional monitoring well have been included.
Funds for performing additional Groundwater Modeis, and for updating the BMAP, have been
reduced compared to the 2010 Budget on the assomipkat most of that work will have been
performed in 2010.

Also attached are proposed Capital Budgets for 20t02011. The 2010 Capital Budget is zero, asapdal
projects are expected to be undertaken in 2010withsthe Operations Budgets, the Board has algoasted
that the TAC prepare two-year Capital budgets. 40l Capital Budget includes funds for the possibl

construction of an additional monitoring well, leetevent the Watermaster determines that a signifidata gap
exists in the existing monitoring well network, ahdis an additional well is needed.

Once the TAC has discussed these documents andwealdited them to meet the satisfaction of the ;TIAC
will present them to the Board for their approvatheeir October 7, 2009 meeting.

cost

M&MP Anticipated 2010 Scope of Work
2010 Operations Budget

2011 Operations Budget

2010 Capital Budget

ATTACHMENTS:

agrwnE

2011 Capital Budget
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AGENDA ITEM:

RECOMMENDED
ACTION:

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

6 (Continued)

Approve:
1. The proposed M&MP 2010 Scope of Work
2. The proposed FY 2010 and 2011 Operations Budgets
3. The proposed FY 2010 and 2011Capital Budgets
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Seaside Groundwater Basin Management and Monitoring Program
Anticipated 2010 Scope of Work
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Monitoring and Management Plan Operations Budget Comparative

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2010 Costs from
2009 Budge
Task | Subtask| Sub- Cost Description CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS ™ Total
Subtask MPWMD |MCWRA | Private Contractors
Consultants
Labor
[Technical Project Manager [0 [so $100J000 | s0 $10§,000 $100,00
M.1 Program Administration
M.l.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
M.l.c Preparation and Attendance of Meetiflgs $( $ $5,00D E 9 $5,0p0 $q
M.1.d Prepare Board/ TAC Status Updates and $( $ $0 9 0 $q
Reports r
M.le Peer Review of Documents and Rep8its % $ $3,00p SIO $3,0p0 $
M.Lf QA/IQC $0 $ $ $p 9P 5
1.1 Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed in
Phase 1)
1.2 Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring
.2.a. Database Management
1. 2. a. 1. | Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database $9,60 $ $28,000 0 $37,400 $30,52
Maintenance/Enhancement
1. 2. a. 2. | Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meter] $0 $0 $0 $q $ $4,55
1.2.b. Data Collection Program
1. 2. b. 1. Isjte Representation and Selectibn $q $ $1’ $P EY $3,60
1. 2. b. 2. |Collect Monthly Water Levef® $3,36 $ $P 4o $3,3p0 $3,36
1. 2. b. 3. ] Collect Quarterly Water Quality $43,48 $p P $28,0p0 $71,480 $71,48
Sample@®©
1. 2. b. 4. ] Update Program Schedule and Standard $1,00 $ $1,0qo 0 $2,Joo $3,15
Operating Procedures. T
1. 2. b. 5. [Monitor Well Constructiof’ $g $ $p $P kY $7,40
1. 2. b. 6. | Reports $5,68 $ $1,040 | $6,6B0 $7,25
1.3 Basin Management
1.3.a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater Mpdel (Costs Shown in Subtasks Below) $312,36
I.3.a. 1 | Update the Existing Model $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A
1. 3. a. 2 | Develop Protective Water Levels $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A
1. 3. a. 3 | Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and $q $ $25,000 40 $25,000
Develop Answers to Basin Management
Questions N/A
1.3.b. Complete Preparation of Basin Managemgnt $q $ $ 9 0 $45,04
Action Plan
1.3.c. Refine and/or Update the Basin Managenjent $0 $0 $25,000 0 $25,0p0 $q
Action Plari™” 1
1.4 Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan
1.4.a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection $3,60! $ $2,040 0 $5,400 $9,05
Tracking 1 r 1 T
I.4.b. Analyze and Map Water Quality from Coa (Costs Included Under 1.4.a)
Monitoring Wells N/A
I.4.c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analydis $0 $0 25,80 $ $25,090
N/A
I.4.d. Complete Preparation of Seawater Intrusign $( $ $0 9 $40,96
Response p|2® r T
I.4.e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater Intrugon $q $ $ 9 EY) $(
Response PI®©
I.4.f. If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be | (No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Wikelyi Not be
Occurring, Implement Contingency Respofilecessary During 2010. If it Does Become Necessary, Use ahGent)
Plarf? Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely be Necessary)
N/A
TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS |~ $66,72¢ $p $215,000  $28,400
SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Managgr = $209,72 $538,72
Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @“2gp6 $41,94. $45,27
TPM $100,00 $100,00
TOTAL= $351,664 $683,99

Footnotes:

(1) An outside contractor would be used to perform the induction logging, and potentially to also collect some water quality samples in conjunction with
doing the induction logging. MPWMD is expected to perform portions of the work of this Subtask, and would likely be the party that contracts with the
Contractor to perform the induction logging and sample collection work on certain of the wells.

(2) The response plan would only be implemented in the event sea water intrusion is determined to be occurring.

(3) Within the context of this document the term “Consultant” refers either to a Private Consultant providing professional engineering or other types of
technical services, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The term “Contractor” refers to a firm providing construction or
field services such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.

(4) Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the Tasks listed above at the time of preparation of this Budget, e.g. Tasks I.2.a.1, 1.3.a, and
1.3.c, it is recommended that a 20% Contingency be included in the Budget.

(5) Includes approximately $10,000 in potential well site retrofitting costs that may be necessary in order to make some of these wells available for use as
monitoring wells.

(6) Does not include costs for MPWMD to collect water level data or water quality samples from wells other than those that are part of the basic monitoring
well network, i.e. for private well owners who have requested that the Watermaster obtain this data for them. Costs to obtain that data are to be reimbursed
to the Watermaster by those well owners, so there should be no net cost to the Watermaster for that portion of the work under these Tasks.

(7) No new monitoring wells are planned for construction in 2010.

(8) For HydroMetrics to provide hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other specified
Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.

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

(10) Includes funds to enhance the Watermaster's Database, if necessary, to improve its usefulness and "user friendliness."

(11) If necessary to reflect knowledge gained from modeling work or other data sources.
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Monitoring and Management Plan Operations Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 201

Task | Subtask| Sub- Cost Description CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS ™ Total
Subtask MPWMD |[MCWRA Private Contractors
| | Consultants
Labor
| Technical Project Manager [0 |0 $100)000 ] $0  $100,00
M.1 Program Administration
M.1l.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 $(
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 $q
M.1l.c Preparation and Attendance of Meetiflgs $q $ $5,15D 4o $5,15
M.1.d Prepare Board/ TAC Status Updates and $0 $ $ $ $q
Reports r
M.le Peer Review of Documents and RepBits $q $ $3,09p 310 $3,09
M.1.f QA/QC 30 $ 3 P 3
1.1 Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed in
Phase 1)
1.2 Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring
l. 2. a. Database Management
1. 2. a. 1. | Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database $9,88: $ $28,840 0 $38,72
Maintenance/Enhancement
1. 2. a. 2. | Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meger $(q $ $|) T $q
I.2.b. Data Collection Program
1. 2. b. 1. Isite Representation and Selectfon $1,64 $ $2,040 $0 $3,70:
1. 2. b. 2. |Collect Monthly Water Levef¥ $3,46 $ P Ed $3,46
1. 2. b. 3. ] Collect Quarterly Water Quality $44,78 $p P $28,840 $73,62.
Sample®©©
1. 2. b. 4. | Update Program Schedule and Standard $1,03! $ $1,090 0 $2,06
Operating Procedures.
1. 2. b. 5. [Monitor Well Constructiof? $2,47 $ $5,190 0 $7,62
1. 2. b. 6. | Reports $5,85! $ $1,040 0 $6,88
1.3 Basin Management
1.3.a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater Mpdel (Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)
I.3.a. 1 | Update the Existing Model $0 $0 $0 $0 $(
I.3. a. 2 | Develop Protective Water Levels $0 $0 $0 $( $(
1. 3. a. 3 | Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and $0 $ $25,00D 40 $25,00
Develop Answers to Basin Management
Questions
1.3.b. Complete Preparation of Basin Management $0 $ $ $p $q
Action Plan
1.3.c. Refine and/or Update the Basin Managenjent $0 $ $10,00D 40 $10,00
Action Plan™"
1.4 Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan
I.4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection $3,70: $ $2,040 0 $5,76
Tracking 1 T
I.4.b. Analyze and Map Water Quality from Coa Costs Included Under 1.4.a)
Monitoring Wells
1. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analyqis qs $(q $25,75p :10 $25,75
1. 4.d. Complete Preparation of Seawater Intrusipn $q $ $ 9 $q
Response PIP®
l.4.e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater Intrusion $q $ $ 9 $q
Response PI&H©
1. 4.1 If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be | (No Costs are Included for This Task, as This T&#kLikely Not be
Occurring, Implement Contingency Respofisecessary During 2010. If it Does Become Necesssy of Contingen
plarf? Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely be Nesesy)
TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS | $72,84% $p $209,1$0  $28,440
SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Managgr = $210,84
Contingency (not including Technical Program Mampg@ 20%4"= $42,16
TP $100,00
TOTAL= $353,01

Footnotes:
(1) An outside contractor would be used to perform the induction logging, and potentially to also collect some water quality samples in conjunction with
doing the induction logging. MPWMD is expected to perform portions of the work of this Subtask, and would likely be the party that contracts with the
Contractor to perform the induction logging and sample collection work on certain of the wells.
(2) The response plan would only be implemented in the event sea water intrusion is determined to be occurring.
(3) Within the context of this document the term “Consultant” refers either to a Private Consultant providing professional engineering or other types of
technical services, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The term “Contractor” refers to a firm providing construction or
field services such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.
(4) Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the Tasks listed above at the time of preparation of this Budget, e.g. Tasks I.2.a.1, 1.3.a, and
1.3.c, it is recommended that a 20% Contingency be included in the Budget.
(5) Includes approximately $10,000 in potential well site retrofitting costs that may be necessary in order to make some of these wells available for use as
monitoring wells.
(6) Does not include costs for MPWMD to collect water level data or water quality samples from wells other than those that are part of the basic monitoring
well network, i.e. for private well owners who have requested that the Watermaster obtain this data for them. Costs to obtain that data are to be reimbursed
to the Watermaster by those well owners, so there should be no net cost to the Watermaster for that portion of the work under these Tasks.
(7) An additional monitoring well may need to be constructed in 2011.
(8) For HydroMetrics to provide hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other specified

Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.
(9) If work under this Task is found to be necessary, it will be funded through the Contingency line item in this Budget.
(10) Includes reduced funds from 2010 Budget to enhance the Watermaster's Database, if necessary, to improve its usefulness and

"user friendliness," assuming most of this work has been completed in 2010.

(11) If necessary to reflect knowledge gained from modeling work or other data sources. Amount lower than in 2010 assuming there is less updating

updating, if any, that will need to be done in 2011.
(12) Includes a 3% inflation factor on all 2010 Budget costs except the Technical Program Manager cost which has no inflation factor applied to it.
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Monitoring and Management Plan Capital Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2010

The Capital projects and expenditures for 2010 are:

No Capital projects are anticipated to be undertake  nin 2010, so this budget is
$0.
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Monitoring and Management Plan Capital Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2011

The Capital projects and expenditures that may be n  ecessary in 2011 are:

1. Install one additional monitoring well at an es  timated cost of $275,000
(including consultant costs and well contractor cos ts).
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009
AGENDA ITEM: 7
AGENDA TITLE: Status Report on City of Seaside Negotiations MI@WD to Obtain

Golf Course Water

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY: At the Special Watermaster Board meeting held ogustu25, Mr. Ray Corpuz, Chair of
the Budget and Finance Committee, made a reptinet8oard on this topic. The Board granted its
approval for the City of Seaside and CAW to joirdhaft an Agreement, which would be executed
between the City of Seaside and the Watermastetaiting the terms and conditions under which
obtaining water from MCWD for Seaside’s use agiff courses, and in turn helping to replenish the
Basin, would be accomplished.

Briefly stated, these are the principle elementset@overed in the Agreement:

- There would be no money required from the Waterendstpay for this replenishment water.
By obtaining the replenishment water the City chSde would receive credits against its previously
levied Replenishment Assessments.

Those credits could continue to be generated smtih time as all of the City’s unpaid Replenishmeint

Assessments had been satisfied.
There may be other terms and conditions relatirtgivowhen the Draft Agreement is presented to th
Board for its approval, potentially at the Boar@stober 7' meeting. (The Board cancelled its regul
September Board meeting, as it conflicted withdate of the Cease and Desist hearing on CAW’s
taking of water from the Carmel River Basin, anchgnBoard members and support staff members
planned to attend that meeting in Sacramento.)

At an earlier meeting the Board asked the TAC ttiooe to monitor and report on progress being ma

between the City of Seaside and MCWD to obtainaeginent water for Seaside’s golf courses from the

MCWD distribution system.

Mr. Riedl will provide an oral update on the staBesaside’s negotiations with MCWD to obtain thisine
source of water for irrigation of the Seaside gaolfirses.

e
Al

e

ATTACHMENTS: None
RECOMMENDED None required at this time
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 8

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, Il piovide the TAC with an updated Consultan
Work Schedule of the activities being performedhry Watermaster’'s consultants and the public
entity, MPWMD, which is performing certain portiongthe work, and of the Critical Program
Milestones Schedule.

Attached is the Updated Consultants Work Schedule.

ATTACHMENTS: Updated Schedule of Work Activities
RECOMMENDED Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regardiny
ACTION: Corrections or Additions to This Schedule
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: September 23, 2009

AGENDA ITEM: 9

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

1. Updates in terms of User Access Levels and atigrovements have been made to the
Watermaster’'s Database. Any feedback from TAC nmessbn the Database would be appreciate
so we can determine what, if any, enhancementaaléd make in FY 2010.

2. The TAC and Board developed a comment letter oriCihd/ CWP DEIR and that letter was

comments and concerns expressed in that lettethedact that more water than was being propo
by any of the regional projects will be neededratgct the Seaside Basin against seawater intrus|

Attached is an Agenda transmittal | presented ¢cBbard at its August 25, 2009 Special Meeting
describing these concerns. As a result of thateguration the Board authorized sending a lettérdqg
MPWMD asking them to present these concerns tétministrative Law Judge who is holding
hearings on the DEIR, in hopes that the concernddumze addressed in that forum, if they are not
addressed through the EIR process. MPWMD is g parhe proceedings before the Administrati
Law Judge, whereas the Watermaster is not. H&hegyMD will be able to formally present these
concerns to the Judge. This item is presentelaetd@AC for its information.

submitted to the PUC prior to the comment submdéadline several months ago. One of the major

sed
on

ATTACHMENTS: Agenda Transmittal Presented to the Board at itgu&t25, 2009
Special Meeting

RECOMMENDED Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regardiny

ACTION: Enhancements TAC Members Would Like to See Madken

Watermaster's Database
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ITEM VIII.B
8/25/09

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN
WATERMASTER

TO: Board of Directors
FROM: Robert S. Jaques, Technical Program Manager
DATE: August 20, 2009

SUBJECT: Discuss and Consider taking Action regarding comments submitted by
Watermaster on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the California American
Water--Coastal Water Project.

BACKGROUND:

At its March 18, 2009 meeting the Board directed the Staff to submit a comment letter on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) which was prepared by the California Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) for the California American Water Company’s (CAW) Coastal
Water Project (CWP). A copy of the comment letter that was submitted is attached to this
Agenda item.

DISCUSSION:

| recently learned (informally) that the response to our comments is likely to not recommend
to the PUC that additional water, beyond the 2,600 AFY needed to offset the current level of
overpumping of the Basin, be provided for the Seaside Groundwater Basin (SGWB) in any of
the projects being considered in the DEIR. Our comment in this regard pertained to page 2-1,
and also to pages 2-6, 2-7(Table 2), and 5-3 of the DEIR. Our comment, taken directly from
the attached comment letter, reads as follows:

The amount of water that will be needed to satisfy the Seaside Basin Adjudication
Decision will be significantly more than the roughly 2,600 AFY of water that would be
needed to enable producers to reduce their production down to the 3,000 AFY Natural
Safe Yield established by the Decision. This is because the water levels in the Basin
have dropped below levels high enough to protect the wells against sea water
intrusion. The annual quantity of water that will be needed to replenish the Basin so
as to bring the water levels up to protective levels, and the time period over which that
guantity of water will be required, is being determined through studies currently being
performed by the SBW’s consultants. The results are expected to be available in late
2009. Until the Modeling work now being undertaken by the SBW is completed and
results are available, it is not possible to estimate how much additional water should
be provided each year for a specified number of years in order to restore protective
ground water levels in the SGWB. Any amount in addition to the 2,600 AFY
mentioned above would be helpful, and the larger the additional amount the sooner
protective levels will be restored. The SBW recommends that any project which is
implemented include initially at least 2,000 AFY of additional water supply to the
SGWB (for a total of 4,600 AFY) for an initial period of at least 5 to 10 years, in order
to help restore the SGWB. A more refined number and time frame will be available
toward the end of 2009, when the Modeling work has been completed. At that time
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the results of the modeling work could be used to update this initial 2,000AFY quantity.
The water demands that each of the Projects is designed to meet should include this
additional amount of replenishment water. Therefore, the demand figures shown in
several of the tables in Section 2 of the DEIR should be revised accordingly.

| was (informally) informed that the response to our comment is likely to only recommend to
the PUC that the 2,600 AFY mentioned in the DEIR be included in any project that the PUC
approves or recommends for implementation, and that no additional water will be
recommended for inclusion. It was also indicated to me that the objective of whatever project
is selected is only to “protect” not to “restore” the Seaside Groundwater Basin.

Staff strongly feels that the additional water requested in our comments is essential to the
“protection” of the SGWB. Only providing the 2,600 AFY amount proposed in the DEIR will
keep the seawater intrusion problem from getting worse, but will still leave the SGWB
vulnerable to seawater intrusion. This is because water levels in the SGWB have been
clearly shown to be below sea level, and therefore seawater intrusion will occur unless these
levels are raised by providing additional water. The exact amount of additional water was
estimated by staff to be on the order of 2,000 AFY, but this amount will be refined when the
Groundwater Modeling currently being prepared for the Watermaster by HydroMetrics is
completed later this year.

It is not clear to staff exactly what action, or approach, can or should be taken by the
Watermaster at this point in the PUC’s EIR process. It may be that some form of legal filing
with the Administrative Law Judge that is overseeing and directing the PUC’s process would
be in order, or there may be some other approach to raise the Watermaster’'s concerns
regarding this matter.

Staff wishes to make sure the Board is aware of this situation, so it can provide to staff
whatever direction it feels is appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION:

Provide direction to staff regarding any actions the Board wishes to have pursued regarding
the matter of having additional water provided to the SGWB through whatever project the
PUC recommends or approves.
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Seaside Basin Watermaster
2600 Garden Road, Suite 228
Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 641-0113

March 24, 2009

Mr. Andrew Barnsdale

C/O Coastal Water Project
Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject: Comments on Coastal Water Project Draft E  nvironmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Barnsdale:

Through a legal process that is referred to as an “Adjudication” the Seaside Basin
Watermaster was created on March 26, 2006 by entry of Judgment in California Superior
Court, Monterey County, under Case No. M66343. The purpose of the Watermaster is to
assist the Court in the administration and enforcement of the provisions of the Judgment,
which pertains to overseeing and managing the groundwater resources of the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. The Watermaster’s objective is to help resolve the problems of lowered
groundwater levels and the threat of seawater intrusion which are the result of overpumping
of the Basin.

The Seaside Basin Watermaster submits the attached comments pertaining to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for California American Water’'s Coastal Water Project. For the
most part our comments pertain to project components which would directly or indirectly
affect the volume and/or quality of water that the Coastal Water Project, and the alternatives
to it, is proposing for use in replenishing the Seaside Basin.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact the Watermaster’s
Technical Program Manager, Mr. Robert Jaques, by telephone to his home office (831) 375-
0517 or by email at bobj@mrwpca.com.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Dewey Evans
Chief Executive Officer
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER

COMMENTS ON DEIR FOR THE CAW COASTAL WATER PROJECT

Abbreviations Used in This Table:

CWP = Coastal Water Project

GWRP = Ground Water Replenishment Project
RUWAP = Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project
SGWB = Seaside Ground Water Basin

SBW = Seaside Basin Watermaster

WTP = Water Treatment Plant

DEIR PERTAINS COMMENTS
PAGE TO
NO. PROJECT
NOs.

ES-3 1,234 The 2 to 7 additional injection wells proposed for the SGWB will require approval by the SBW
(Table before they can be constructed
ES-1)
ES-7& 1,2 SBW approval and a storage agreement between CAW and the SBW should be added under the
Fig. 3- “Facility Permits” section of the CWP Schedule.
22b
Exec. 3,4 A Schedule should also be included for both Phases 1 and 2 of the Regional Project, so these can
Summar be evaluated alongside the CWP Schedule.
y
ES-13 4 As explained in Section ES.4.2.2 under the subheading titled “Surface Water,” the Phase 4

Regional Project would use the same RUWAP pipeline for both tertiary recycled water and for
advanced treated water. This could result in a degradation of quality of the advanced treated water,
which would be used to replenish the SGWB, and therefore appears to be in conflict with the State
Department of Public Health’s Title-22 regulations pertaining to recycled water, as wells as its
Ground Water Recharge Regulations. This apparent conflict should be formally resolved with
concurrence from the Department of Public Health, and this aspect of this Project redesigned if
necessary.
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DEIR
PAGE
NO.

PERTAINS
TO
PROJECT
NOs.

COMMENTS

ES-14

3,4

As described in Section ES 6.1, the Regional Project has numerous interagency institutional issues
that would need to be worked out in order for implementation to proceed. Time is of the essence in
developing a solution to the water problems which all of the 4 proposed Projects are intended to
address. A firm time schedule to complete the development of these interagency agreements
should be required from the Regional Project Sponsors, and this should be included in a Schedule
for the Regional Project (both Phases 1 and 2). This Schedule should be included in the response
to comments, so the public and the PUC can determine whether or not the proposed schedule is
realistic.

ES-14

There are many things about which there is future uncertainty, and each of the 4 Projects has their
own sets of uncertainties. The uncertainty regarding the Moss Landing desalination plant’s issues
with once-through cooling should be resolved now, if that is possible. If that is not possible, then
the Project should include in its design the flexibility to adapt to changing requirements as best they
can be anticipated. This uncertainty should not be used as an obstacle to implementing the
Project, if it is otherwise the best choice.

ES-18

1,2

Impact 4.2-3 states that the storage of Carmel River or desalinated water in the ASR program
would increase groundwater storage and water levels in the SGWB. The current MPWMD ASR
program can only divert relatively small amounts of excess winter flows from the Carmel River on a
seasonal basis, and as such is rainfall dependent and thus not a reliable means of raising the water
level in the SGWB. Further, it does not increase storage in the SGWB, since all of the ASR water is
subsequently pumped back out to reduce CAW'’s pumping from the Carmel River Basin. The CWP
ASR wells that use desalination plant source water would increase the amount of water stored in
the SGWB for use in reducing pumping from the SGWB, and therefore would increase the stored
groundwater in the Basin, as well as reliably raising water levels through storage. This distinction
should be made clear in the EIR.

ES-34

For Impact 6.1-13, as commented above for page ES-13, the issue of contamination resulting from
the blending of tertiary treated wastewater with advanced treated wastewater should be resolved by
the Project Sponsors for the GWRP component of the Regional Phase 2 Project before the EIR is
certified, so that it does not receive an “SU” for this impact.
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DEIR
PAGE
NO.

PERTAINS
TO
PROJECT
NOs.

COMMENTS

1-4

All

Section 1.4.2 states that during the process of finalizing the EIR, the Administrative Law Judge will
take into account, among other things, testimony and briefs from parties who have formally
intervened in A.04-09-019. If the opportunity to do so still exists, the SBW intends to file the
necessary documents to formally intervene in these proceedings, for the purposes of being allow to
submit testimony and briefs if it so desires.

1-7, 2-4
, and 2-
5 (Table
2-1)

All

The Court Decision that created the SBW is a complex document. The “Quantity” numbers
contained in Table 2-1 are accurate, except for those listed as being “CalAm’s Eventual Allocations”
for both the Coastal Subarea (which includes the Northern and Southern Subareas and the
Northern Inland Subarea) and the Laguna Seca Subarea. Although the Decision does contain the
ranges in values for the Natural Safe Yield of the Coastal and Laguna Seca Subareas as listed in
Table 2-1, the Decision established a total-Basin Natural Safe Yield figure of 3,000 AFY, and did
not break down this value between the two Subareas. Consequently, the SBW is interpreting the
10% mandatory reductions in pumping to be imposed triennially as being applied on the Basin as a
whole, not separately by Subareas, against the 3,000 AFY value established in the Decision.
Hence, Cal Am’s “Eventual Allocation” if the 10% reductions were carried out until the total
Standard Production allocations were reduced such that the 3,000 AFY Natural Safe Yield is not
exceeded, would be 1,474 AFY for the Basin as a whole, with no distinction made between the two
Subareas. The 1,474 AFY figure is arrived at by subtracting from 3,000 AFY the total of all of the
Alternative Producer allocations, and then distributing the remaining amount between the Standard
Producers in proportion to their share of their total base water rights. Prior to any reductions, the
total base water right available to CalAm is 3,849 AFY and the total base water right available to all
of the Standard Producers is 4,213 AFY. Thus, CalAm has 91.4% of the total base water rights
allocated to Standard Producers. If a series of 10% reductions was imposed to the point that the
3,000 AFY Natural Safe Yield would not be exceeded, the total quantity the Standard Producers
would be allowed to pump would be 1,613 AFY. CalAm would be entitled to 91.4% of this amount,
or 1,474 AFY. Table 2-1 should be revised to clarify this.

1-13

3,4

In Subsection 1.8.3 reference is made to a Table 5.1-1, but there is no such table in the DEIR. The
table reference appears to be for Table 5-2.
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DEIR
PAGE
NO.

PERTAINS
TO
PROJECT
NOs.

COMMENTS

2-1

All

The amount of water that will be needed to satisfy the Seaside Basin Adjudication Decision will be
significantly more than the roughly 2,600 AFY of water that would be needed to enable producers to
reduce their production down to the 3,000 AFY Natural Safe Yield established by the Decision.

This is because the water levels in the Basin have dropped below levels high enough to protect the
wells against sea water intrusion. The annual quantity of water that will be needed to replenish the
Basin so as to bring the water levels up to protective levels, and the time period over which that
quantity of water will be required, is being determined through studies currently being performed by
the SBW'’s consultants. The results are expected to be available in late 2009. Until the Modeling
work now being undertaken by the SBW is completed and results are available, it is not possible to
estimate how much additional water should be provided each year for a specified number of years
in order to restore protective ground water levels in the SGWB. Any amount in addition to the 2,600
AFY mentioned above would be helpful, and the larger the additional amount the sooner protective
levels will be restored. The SBW recommends that any project which is implemented include
initially at least 2,000 AFY of additional water supply to the SGWB (for a total of 4,600 AFY) for an
initial period of at least 5 to 10 years, in order to help restore the SGWB. A more refined number
and time frame will be available toward the end of 2009, when the Modeling work has been
completed. At that time the results of the modeling work could be used to update this initial
2,000AFY quantity. The water demands that each of the Projects is designed to meet should
include this additional amount of replenishment water. Therefore, the demand figures shown in
several of the tables in Section 2 of the DEIR should be revised accordingly.

2-3

All

The boundary of the SGWB should be re-described to say that the northern boundary is a dynamic
hydrologic divide, the location of which is dependent, among other things, on rainfall patterns and
pumping rates in the Salinas Valley Basin and the SGWB. The current location of the boundary
passes through the former Fort Ord south of the City of Marina. It should also be noted that the
northern boundaries of the shallow and the deep aquifers in the SGWB are at different locations.

2-4

All

See comment above pertaining to pages 1-7, 2-4, and 2-5 regarding the CalAm 1,494 AFY figure
on page 2-4. The Cal Am figure should be 1,474 AFY.

2-6 & 2-
7 (Table
2-2)

All

See comment above pertaining to page 2-1 with regard to the amount of water that will be needed
to restore the SGWB. The 1,000 AFY stated on pages 2-6 and 2-7 will not be sufficient in the initial
years.
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DEIR | PERTAINS COMMENTS
PAGE TO
NO. PROJECT
NOs.

2-7 All See comment above pertaining to pages 1-7, 2-4, and 2-5 regarding the CalAm 1,494 AFY figure in

(Table Table 2-2. The Cal Am figure should be 1,474 AFY.

2-2)

2-7 All Footnote “c” to Table 2-2 should state that the allocations are for the first three, not four, years, after

(Table which if certain conditions are not met, there will be 10% pumping reductions triennially.

2-2)

2-7 All It is not clear where the figure of 272 AFY of needed replacement water for “Non-CalAm”

(Table production was derived. This should be clarified.

2-2)

2-14 All Footnotes “f” and “g” in this Table are transposed.

(Table

2-5)

2-14 All See comment above pertaining to pages 1-7, 2-4, and 2-5 regarding the CalAm 1,494 AFY figure in

(Table Table 2-5, and in footnote “c”. The Cal Am figure should be 1,474 AFY.

2-5)

3-4 1,2 See comment above pertaining to pages 1-7, 2-4, and 2-5 regarding the CalAm 1,494 AFY figure in
Table 2-5, and in footnote “c”. The Cal Am figure should be 1,474 AFY.

3-4&3- |1,2 The volumes of water that are available from the Carmel River ASR project(s) are rainfall

5 dependent, i.e. depend on there being excess flows in the Carmel River so that they can be
diverted to the SGWB for ASR purposes, and thus should not be considered to be reliable sources
of supply on an individual-year basis.

Figures | All Why is the ASR Well Siting Area limited to only the area shown in these Figures?

3-2.b

and 3-

4.d

3-49 1,2 Table 3-14 should include the SBW as an entity which must give its approval to those components

(Table of these Projects that impact the SGWB.

3-14)
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DEIR | PERTAINS COMMENTS
PAGE TO
NO. PROJECT

NOs.

4.1-23 1,2 Table 4.1-5 should include the SBW as an entity which has applicable regulations regarding any

(Table activities or projects that impact the SGWB. Specifically, the SBW is charged with administering

4.1-5) and enforcing the provisions of the Adjudication Decision, which includes implementing the physical
solution described in the Decision to maximize the reasonable and beneficial use of water from the
Basin, and in providing perpetual management of the Basin as a water supply for the Monterey
Peninsula.

42-4& |1,2 The discussion regarding the northern boundary of the SGWB, and the location of this boundary as

Figure shown in Figure 4.2-2, should be corrected as noted in the comment above pertaining to page 2-3.

4.2-2 Based on more recent hydrogeologic data than was available when the Kennedy/Jenks 2004 map
shown in Figure 4.2-2 was prepared, this northern boundary is located differently than as shown in
that figure. The recently completed Basin Management Action Plan, which is accessible on the
SBW'’s website or from HydroMetrics, LLC shows the most recent plot of the location of the
northern boundaries of the upper and lower aquifers in the SGWB.

4.2-6 1,2 The Purisima Formation is also found in the SGWB.

Figures | 1,2 See comment above pertaining to page 4.2-4 and Figure 4.2-2 regarding the location of the flow

4.2-6 & divides. The updated information in the Basin Management Action Plan should be used to update

4.2-7 these figures.

4.2-15 1,2 As noted in the comment above pertaining to pages 1-7, 2-4, and 2-5 (Figure 2-1), the Decision
does contain a ranges in values for the Natural Safe Yield of the Coastal and Laguna Seca
Subareas, but established a total-Basin Natural Safe Yield figure of 3,000 AFY. This 3,000 AFY
Natural Safe Yield is used by the SBW in its management of the Basin.

4.2-18 1,2 The SGWB Model is in the process of being updated for the SBW by HydroMetrics, LLC, and will
be used in the management of the SGWB. By late summer of 2009, the updated Model is expected
to be ready to use for running various scenarios to provide information on how best to utilize water
from the various Projects being considered in the DEIR to benefit the SGWB.

4.2-33 1,2 As noted in the comments pertaining to page 4.1-23 (Table 4.1-5), Table 4.2-4should include the
SBW as an entity which has applicable authority regarding any activities or projects that impact the
SGWB.

5-3 3,4 The City of Sand City’s desalination plant is scheduled to be completed and to start up by June

2009.
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DEIR | PERTAINS COMMENTS
PAGE TO
NO. PROJECT
NOs.

5-3 3 The demand figures referred to should be increased, as noted in the comment above pertaining to
page 2-1, to account for the need to provide additional replenishment water to the SGWB for
sufficient period of time to raise water levels to protective elevations.

5-6 3 The 12,500 AFY figure cited as replacement water to meet existing demands needs to be increased
as noted in the comment above pertaining to page 5-3 regarding demand figures.

5-11 & 3 The RUWAP should be able to provide more recycled water than the 1,000 AFY stated on this

5-12 page. Previous MRWPCA plans were for approximately 1,427 AFY to be provided to the former
Fort Ord.

5-12 3 Subsection 5.1.6.3 discusses the Seaside Basin ASR project. All water from that project is
dedicated to reducing water withdrawals from the Carmel River Basin, and thus does not provide
long-term increased storage to the SGWB. This should be clarified in this Subsection.

5-34 4 The updated ground water Model discussed above in the comment pertaining to page 4.2-18 will
provide refined information that will be helpful in siting the recharge areas for the GWRP, and in
selecting the best means of accomplishing that recharge.

5-41 3,4 As noted in the comments pertaining to page 4.1-23 (Table 4.1-5), Table 5-6 should include the
SBW as an entity which must grant approval regarding any activities or projects that impact the
SGWB.

6.1-21 4 See comment above pertaining to page ES-13 regarding use of the RUWAP pipeline for both
tertiary recycled water and advanced treated water.

6.2-5 4 The discussion regarding the GWRP on this page mentions a total of 5,785 AFY of water being
provided to help replenish the SGWB. However, elsewhere in the DEIR the figure cited is 6,700
AFY. This should either be corrected or explained.

6.2-6 4 What facilities are being proposed as part of the GWRP in order to provide the “...alternate source
of domestic water supply...” required under the Groundwater Recharge Reuse Project regulations
that are cited on this page?

6.2-8 4 The discussion of the Replenishment project Injection wells states that “...they would potentially be
screened in an area that does not produce water...” This does not make sense, since the purpose
of the replenishment is to provide water that can be pumped (i.e. produced) to meet water
demands.

6.2-9 4 See comment above pertaining to page 6.2-5, except on this page the figure 6,037 AFY rather than

6,700 AFY is cited.
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DEIR | PERTAINS COMMENTS
PAGE TO
NO. PROJECT
NOs.

6.2-9to |4 See comment above pertaining to page 5-34.

6.2-12

6.11-9 4 The subheading titled “Salinas Basin Groundwater Project” appears to refer to the Seaside Basin
Groundwater Project.

6.12-3 4 See comment above pertaining to page 5-34. Use of the SBW'’s updated Modeling results to
design the GWRP may be a condition of the SBW'’s approval of the GWRP.

6.13-13 |4 Cultural resources in the two sites proposed for recharge of the SGWB by the GWRP should be
evaluated now (i.e. as part of the DEIR), in order to determine if there will be environmental
impacts. While the pipelines could be rerouted to avoid such impacts, it does not appear that either
of the two proposed recharge sites could be relocated. If there are unavoidable cultural resource
impacts in the proposed recharge sites, it might not be possible to implement the GWRP.

7-3 All Time is of the essence in selecting the Project that will be implemented to help solve the water
problems of this area. The PUC is strongly urged to reach its decision regarding which Project to
implement based on the FEIR and its associated documents, rather than directing CAW to return to
the Commission at a later date for approval.

7-5 All It is unreasonable for the DEIR to conclude that all of the Projects have components with significant

unavoidable noise impacts. Neither the construction of the slant wells nor the ASR wells would
cause such levels of impact, if reasonable measures to reduce noise, and to schedule the work
during times of minimal impact, were required by the construction documents. These impacts
should be reexamined and mitigation measures proposed to reduce these impacts to less than
significant.
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7-22

2

Section 7.5.2.3 states that the proposed location for the slant wells would be “...inland of the
approximate 2050 beach bluff erosion zone...” Anyone familiar with beach erosion along the
shoreline of central Monterey Bay knows that it is very difficult to accurately predict erosion rates,
and that there is no solution in hand to stop, or perhaps even slow, the erosion rate that is
occurring. The PUC should seek a solution to local water problems that has an infinite lifetime, not
one that can already be predicted to fail in less than 40 years after it is constructed due to coastal
erosion. This would be very poor planning, and would result in significant relocation costs when
erosion reaches these wells. Graphic examples of erosion impacts include the bluffs at Stilwell Hall
in the former Fort Ord, the seawalls being required to protect the Monterey Beach Hotel and the
condominium project located in the Del Monte Beach area of Monterey. This Project should be
redesigned such that the wells are further inland, or otherwise protected against failure from beach
erosion for a much longer time than 40 years.

7-57

Absent from the DEIR is a comparison of the Phase 1 Regional Project (Project 3) to the Moss
Landing CWP (Project 1). Such a comparison should be included in order for the DEIR to truly
compare all of the alternatives.
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