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

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
       DATE:  Wednesday, May 12, 2021 

MEETING TIME:  1:30 p.m. 
IN KEEPING WITH GOVERNOR NEWSOMS EXECUTIVE ORDERS N-29-20 AND N-35-20,  

THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING WILL BE CONDUCTED BY 
TELECONFERENCE AND WILL NOT BE HELD IN THE MONTEREY ONE WATER OFFICES.  

 
YOU MAY ATTEND AND PARTICIPATE IN THE MEETING AS FOLLOWS:  

JOIN FROM A PC, MAC, IPAD, IPHONE OR ANDROID DEVICE (NOTE: ZOOM APP MAY NEED 
TO BE DOWNLOADED FOR SAFARI OR OTHER BROWSERS PRIOR TO LINKING) BY GOING 

TO THIS WEB ADDRESS: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88336842063?pwd=dDlZWkpWUTlSSncyVDhPT3RLbXkwZz09 

If joining the meeting by phone, dial either of these numbers: 
        +1 408 638 0968 US (San Jose) 
        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 

If you encounter problems joining the meeting using the link above, you may join from your Zoom 
screen using the following information: 

Meeting ID: 883 3684 2063 
Passcode: 448666 

OFFICERS 
Chairperson:  Jon Lear, MPWMD 
Vice-Chairperson:  Tamara Voss, MCWRA 
 
MEMBERS 

California American Water Company                 City of Del Rey Oaks                         City of Monterey           
City of Sand City                                  City of Seaside                                  Coastal Subarea Landowners 
 Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources Agency     

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
Agenda Item 

1. Public Comments 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the April 14, 2021 Meeting 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

3. Report on Findings and Conclusions from Video Inspection of Monitoring Well FO-9 
4. Board Discussion at its May 5, 2021 Meeting Regarding Concerns about Possible Detection 

of Seawater Intrusion in Monitoring Wells FO-9 and FO-10 Shallow  
5. Discuss 2012 Cross-Aquifer Contamination Study and Develop Recommendations 
6. Datalogger Issues with Monitoring Well PCA-West Shallow 
7. Datalogger Issues and Contract Amendment with MPWMD 
8. Schedule 
9. Other Business  
The next regular meeting is tentatively planned for Wednesday June 9, 2021 at 1:30 p.m.  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the April 14, 2021 Meeting 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Minutes from this meeting 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve the minutes 

 
 

D-R-A-F-T 
MINUTES 
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Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

April 14, 2021 
(Meeting Held Using Zoom Conferencing) 

 
 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Scott Ottmar 
California American Water – Tim O’Halloran 
City of Monterey – Cody Hennings 
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Wes Leith 
MPWMD – Jon Lear  
MCWRA – Tamara Voss 
City of Del Rey Oaks – John Gaglioti 
City of Sand City – Leon Gomez  
Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 
 
Watermaster 
Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 
Administrative Officer – Laura Paxton 
 
Consultants 
Montgomery & Associates – Georgina King 
Martin Feeney – Martin Feeney 
 
Others 
City of Seaside – Nisha Patel 
California American Water – Ian Crooks and Catherine Stedman 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:31 p.m.  
 
1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the March 10, 2021 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. Gaglioti, seconded by Mr. Ottmar, the minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented. 
 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. Ms. Voss noted that the date of the 
extra (special) SVBGSA Monterey Subbasin GSP Committee listed on page 9 of the agenda packet 
as being scheduled for May 23 was in fact scheduled for March 23.  There was no other discussion 
on this item. 
 
C. Water Quality Sampling Results from SNG Well 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  
 
Mr. Gaglioti noted that the SNG well provides another data point showing seawater intrusion into the 
Basin.  
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Mr. Feeney commented that the SNG well is old (nearly 60 years) and that its steel casing may be 
“shot”. He felt that the high chloride level may be due to water going down the gravel pack for this 
well.  
 
Ms. King recommended that this well be fixed to keep it from being a cross-contamination source to 
the Paso Robles aquifer. Ms. Voss said she concurred with Ms. King’s recommendation. Since the 
dune sands are known to be intruded it is not surprising that it could be cross contaminating the Paso 
Robles aquifer.  
 
Mr. Lear asked if the cross-contamination issue should be agendized as a future item for the TAC.  
 
Mr. Stoldt said he believed that Cal Am has a tee in its water system to serve this parcel in the future, 
and noted that there is a wheeling agreement for this purpose.  
 
Mr. Gaglioti said the Board should be made aware of this potential cross-contamination situation.  
 
Mr. Feeney reiterated that he is certain the casing has holes in it and therefore the well should be 
destroyed to prevent cross-contamination.  
 
Mr. Lear said that the previously completed cross-contamination study could be provided to the 
Board along with a TAC recommendation to have this well destroyed.  
 
On a motion by Mr. Gaglioti, seconded by Ms. Voss, the TAC recommended that the Board (1) be 
informed of the potential risk of cross-contamination from the SNG well, and be provided the 
previously completed cross-contamination report, and (2) that a letter be sent to the owner notifying 
him to destroy the well. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
It was noted that destroying the well will have a cost impact to the well owner, since it can currently 
be used for construction site irrigation. Loss of use of this well, if it were destroyed, would 
necessitate the well owner having to purchase water to meet his needs.  
 
Mr. Stoldt said it was his understanding that the ownership of the parcel were the SNG well is 
located is currently in dispute, and that MPWMD could provide information on that.  
 
Ms. Voss said that Monterey County Health may have a program to help with well destruction costs, 
but it is most likely focused on the agricultural fields of the lower Salinas Valley. Mr. Feeney said he 
was not aware of a program like this at the location of the SNG well. Ms. Voss reported that the 
Agency received a Department of Water Resources Prop 1 grant for well destruction in Zone 2B 
(CSIP area), but not in the location of the SNG well. 
 
 
D. MPWMD Water Supply Committee Meeting Agenda Items 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item 
 
Mr. Gaglioti asked why there was a rush on the part of MPWMD to get rid of the FO-9 Shallow 
monitoring well.  
 
Mr. Lear explained that if video inspection of the well shows a crack, Monterey County Health 
will not approve a repair using a sleeve to seal the leak. Installing a sleeve would restrict the 
diameter of the casing such that water quality sampling could no longer be performed. He went on 
to explain that wells in that area were drilled to get stratigraphic information in the 1990s. When 
the Watermaster’s Monitoring and Management Program was created, regular monitoring of the 
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wells was commenced. MPWMD will also video inspect FO-9 deep to ensure it is okay and not 
also leaking. MPWMD does not want the liability of continuing to have FO-9 left in service if it is 
leaking. Because of the well’s importance to both the watermaster, MPWMD, and Marina Coast 
Water District, there could be a cost sharing approach to have a replacement monitoring well 
installed near that location.  
 
Mr. Gaglioti said he was open to having the existing well repaired it was feasible, or to exploring 
the most cost-effective means of having a new monitoring well installed there. 
 
Ms. Voss went on to clarify that the well cannot be fixed with a sleeve because that would prevent 
it from further use as a water quality monitoring well. She felt it was important to video inspect 
well FO-9 deep to determine whether it is okay. 
 
Mr. Feeney said that if the problem with FO-9 Shallow is just a crack, it might be repairable using 
a “squeeze job” approach with a packer and sealing the crack with bentonite. If there is a 
separated joint, then a sleeve would be necessary. He went on to say that video inspection of the 
well is planned in the next few weeks. 
 
Mr. Lear further explained that MPWMD is the owner of the well and therefore must make the 
final decision on what to do. The well is old, as are the others that were drilled at about the same 
time, and those wells are reaching the end of their useful lives. 
 
Mr. Ottmar asked about the Water Supply Committee table on page 18 of the agenda packet 
which shows 774 AFY as the Cal Am allotment after it reduces its 1,474 AFY by 700 AFY to 
repay its over-pumping. Mr. Lear explained that this table only looks at Cal Am’s supply and does 
not address the City of Seaside municipal water supply system. Mr. Ottmar went on to say that the 
City was having trouble meeting its Adjudication ramp-down requirements and was looking for 
additional water supply sources. Also, the City’s planning department has difficulty with the 
growth projections that are in the AMBAG forecast. Mr. Stoldt noted that portions of Seaside’s 
growth will be in the MCWD service area, not within the City’s municipal water system service 
area. 
 
Mr. O’Halloran commented that Seaside is a good example of the difficulty in making growth 
projections, because they are affected by the water hook-up moratorium. 
 
There was discussion of replenishment water amounts and that more study of this is needed to 
refine the previous modeling work on this subject. 
 
Mr. Riley said he felt the Watermaster should be working on two tracks with regard to water 
supply (1) is a replenishment water supply available? and (2) who pays for replenishment water?  
He said he felt the burden is on the watermaster to generate the funding and protecting the basin. 
 
Ms. King remarked that it will be complex process to make the decisions on what assumptions 
and conditions are to be used in the replenishment modeling work, including the various projects 
and how they affect groundwater conditions in the Basin. There was consensus to agendize this 
topic for further discussion at a future TAC meeting. 
 

3. Report on Findings and Conclusions from Induction Logging of Monitoring Wells FO-9 and 
FO-10 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
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Mr. Feeney provided a more detailed explanation of the work that was done and its findings. He reported 
that FO-9 Shallow has high chloride due to an apparent casing leak. He said he did not have an 
explanation of the cause for the findings in the FO-10 Shallow induction logging which shows high 
conductivity over nearly the entire depth of the casing, but noted that the data shows that the water 
quality samples from that well are valid. In response to a question from Mr. Jaques, Mr. Feeney said he 
did not feel videoing of FO-10 Shallow would tell us anything of value. He noted that FO-10 is outside 
of the Seaside Basin, and said he felt that the MCWDGSA should take on the responsibility of 
investigating this well. 
 
Mr. Jaques said he would send Mr. Feeney’s report to MCWD and their consultant, EKI, and ask them 
to address the FO-10 issues in the Monterey Subbasin GSP. 
 
Mr. Lear recommending making sure that MCWD plans to sample the FO-10 wells on a quarterly basis 
once they begin their GSP water quality sampling program. 
 
4. Continued Discussion of Board Direction Regarding Concerns about Possible Detection of 

Seawater Intrusion in Monitoring Wells FO-9 and FO-10 Shallow  
Mr. Gaglioti recommended including the FO-9 and FO-10 induction logging results in the Discussion 
Paper. Other than this revision, there was consensus that the Discussion Paper was suitable for 
presentation to the Board as-is. 

 
5. Continued Discussion of Opinions of Consultants and TAC Members Regarding 

Implementation of the Seawater Intrusion Response Plan and Ionic Analysis 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 

 
Mr. Lear commented that the data does not look like seawater intrusion that has been seen in other 
locations. 
 

6. Recommendations and/or Contract Amendments with Martin Feeney, MPWMD, and 
Montgomery & Associates 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Gaglioti, seconded by Mr. O’Halloran, to recommend to the Board approval 
of Montgomery and Associates Amendment No. 1. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
7. Discussion of  Projected ASR Volumes 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Lear explained that citations of the 1,300 acre-feet per year ASR value came from earlier Cal Am of 
documents. Mr. Stoldt went on to say that in 2012 a group with many diverse representatives met and 
discussed the five-year average of water demand figures. ASR was discussed and 1,300 AFY came out 
of that discussion. That value was used in early documents.  He said he felt it appears to be a reasonable 
value, and might even be a little low.  
Mr. Lear provided background information on the development and operations of the ASR program. 
 
There was discussion of other topics related to the ASR figures, including climate change. 
 
Mr. Ottmar asked if ASR has proven to be cost-effective. He wondered if more could be stored under the 
ASR problem program in very wet years, or would it not be cost-effective to scale-up the size of the 
ASR facilities to be able to do that. Mr. Lear responded that some initial analysis has been done on the 
cost-effectiveness of the ASR program. Mr. Stoldt went on to say that increasing well capacity, iron 
removal capacity at the Begonia iron removal plant, delivery pipeline capacity, and injection well 
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capacity all have cost impacts, and it appeared not to be cost-effective to scale-up the ASR facilities, 
compared to up-scaling some of the other water supply projects. 

 
Mr. O’Halloran reported that he had met with Mr. Stoldt and Mr. Lear earlier today and that the 1,300 
FY figure “has legs” based on their analysis. He said, however, that he was still concerned about 
counting on this level of ASR in future years. 
 
8. Discussion of Potential for Providing Recycled Water for Irrigation of Laguna Seca Golf 
Course 
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
 
Mr. Ottmar reported that the City of Seaside is negotiating with MCWD for reclaimed water for the 
Seaside golf courses. 

 
Mr. Stoldt explained that MCWD retained rights to receive as much reclaimed water as they contributed 
to the Regional Treatment Plant in the form of wastewater. He went on to describe the Pebble Beach 
reclaimed water project and the additional treatment that was required there to irrigate tees and greens in 
order to prevent turf burn from the reclaimed water. He felt the cost of reclaimed water for golf course 
irrigation at the Laguna Seca golf courses would be higher than the $2,800 per acre foot that is currently 
estimated. He felt it was costing the Pebble Beach recycled water users between $6,000 and $7,000 per 
acre foot. 
 
9. Schedule 
Mr. Jaques said he had nothing to add to the information in the agenda packet on this item. 

 
10. Other Business  
There was no other business. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:17 PM. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B 

AGENDA TITLE: Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

At the State level: 
Since my last update, I have not received any new materials from the State that would impact the 
Watermaster.   
 
At the Monterey County level:    
Because so many Board meetings are being cancelled, the Board asked that I keep them updated on issues 
related to my participation in meetings pertaining to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act issues 
and Pure Water Monterey issues by sending out meeting summaries on a monthly basis.  Attached are 
summaries of those meetings held in April 2021. 
 
Also, because of the workload demands of attending the many meetings that are being held on SGMA 
issues, I have withdrawn as a voting member of the SVBGSA’s Seawater Intrusion Work Group and will 
only be attending that Group’s meetings as an attendee, when there are topics of interest to the 
Watermaster on their agendas.  I will also be having Laura Paxton, the Watermaster’s Administrative 
Officer, serve as my Alternate on the SVBGSA’s Advisory Committee.  She will attend meetings of that 
Committee in my place when their agendas contain mainly administrative items or other items that do not 
have a direct impact on the Watermaster. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Meeting Summaries 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SUMMARY OF  
PURE WATER MONTEREY,   

SALINAS VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY, AND  
MARINA  COAST WATER DISTRICT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY  

ZOOM MEETINGS  
IN APRIL 2021 

Note: This is a synopsis of information from these meetings that may be of interest to the Seaside Basin 
Watermaster 

 
SVBGSA Advisory Committee meeting, April 15, 2021 
Topics discussed included: 
 It was reported that the Salinas Valley Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) is not well calibrated in 
the Monterey or Seaside Subbasins, and therefore a new Monterey Subbasin model is being developed by 
Marina Coast Water District’s consultant, EKI.  This new model will be used for development of the GSP 
for the Monterey Subbasin.  The SVIHM will not be used for that purpose.  
 In the discussion about the model being developed by EKI for the Monterey Subbasin, I stressed the 
need for it to be coordinated with the Watermaster’s Seaside Basin model so they will match well at the 
subbasin boundaries.  Derrik Williams confirmed that EKI is doing this and making adjustments as 
necessary so that the two models will match at the basin boundaries. 
 
SVBGSA Seawater Intrusion Work Group meeting, April 26, 2021 
I reviewed the agenda for this meeting and did not see any items of impact to the Watermaster, so I did 
not attend this meeting.  There was an item from Derrik Williams describing progress on development of 
the SVBGSA’s seawater intrusion model, and I reviewed his report. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Report on Video Inspection of Monitoring Well FO-9  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
On April 29, 2021 Martin Feeney performed video inspections of Monitoring Wells FO-9 Shallow and 
Deep.  The purpose of doing this was to see if the source of the leakage in the well casing of FO-9 
Shallow could be identified, and to see if there were any apparent structural defects in FO-9 Deep.  
Attached are the reports provided by the video inspection company for both of these wells. 
 
Mr. Feeney reported that the video inspection of FO-9 Shallow was inconclusive as to the nature of the 
leak, but that the conductivity log shows that it is obviously leaking. MPWMD has asked him for a 
proposal to destroy that well. 
 
He provided this link to view the actual videos:   
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/6j80n4tjwq9k8go/AADgfz1uNyEtK9DhAiRb0Irua?dl=0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Video inspection reports  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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 SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: 
Discussion of Board Direction at its May 5, 2021 Meeting Regarding 

Concerns about Possible Detection of Seawater Intrusion in Monitoring 

Wells FO-9 and FO-10 Shallow  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
At its May 5, 2021 meeting the Board approved the TAC’s recommendations regarding follow-up actions to 
take in response to concerns about possible seawater intrusion starting to occur at Monitoring Wells FO-9 and 
FO-10 Shallow.  Those recommendations were: 
1. The Watermaster should right now: 

a. Start negotiating with both Cal Am and MPWMD/M1W to establish terms and conditions 
under which replenishment water could be provided by the Desalination Project or the PWM 
Expansion Project, respectively.  Because of the highly political nature of local water issues, 
Staff believes this process should be conducted at the Board level, not at the staff level, and that 
this could best be done by forming a committee comprised of Board representatives of each of 
these entities.  

b. Determine if a new monitoring well should be installed to replace Monitoring Well FO-9 
Shallow, and if so, how the cost to do that would be funded.  Because Monitoring Well FO-9 is 
part of the Watermaster’s monitoring well network, is a well that Marina Coast Water District 
intends to use as part of the monitoring well network for the Monterey Subbasin Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan, and is a well that has historically been used by MPWMD for monitoring 
purposes, a cost-sharing agreement among these parties may be possible. 

2. In the near future the Watermaster should: 
a. Update the 2013 groundwater modeling to provide a more accurate indication of current 

replenishment water needs. 
b. Start developing a plan to finance the cost of obtaining such replenishment water for the Basin. 
c. Update the SIRP to provide site-specific indicators of SWI (e.g. chloride threshold levels) for 

additional wells. 
d. Consider developing flow direction and flow velocity maps 

 
Items 1.b and 2.a, 2.c, and 2.d are items for the TAC to pursue.  Item 2.b will be pursued by the Watermaster’s 
Administrative Officer.  I will be contacting Montgomery & Associates to obtain scope of work and cost 
proposals for items 2.a, 2.c, and 2.d so they can be presented to the TAC for review and approval at future 
TAC meetings.  In conjunction with item 1.b the Board supported having a new well installed to replace the 
existing FO-9 Shallow which has been determined to have a structural defect that allows Dune Sand intruded 
water to leak downward into the Paso Robles aquifer.  The Board Chair will be sending a letter to MCWD and 
MPWMD citing the importance of maintaining a Paso Robles aquifer monitoring well in that location, and 
seeking their cooperation in having a replacement well installed there. 
ATTACHMENTS: None  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   None required – information only 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Discuss 2012 Cross-Aquifer Contamination Study and Develop 

Recommendations 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
In 2012 the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District was requested by the Watermaster to 
evaluate Seaside Groundwater Basin wells for contamination potential between two primary aquifers: the 
confined Santa Margarita aquifer and the unconfined Paso Robles aquifer.  Mr. Lear of MPWMD 
prepared a report that compiled well log data from multiple sources into a single database, thus 
facilitating the ability to identify wells that may pose a contamination risk based on screened intervals, 
age, construction material, and current status (i.e., abandoned).   
 
In preparing the report records from 279 wells were extensively reviewed.  Well construction material 
was identified, with steel being recognized as the most prone to deterioration.  The screened aquifers were 
identified for as many as possible, based on available records.  155 Wells were in the "unknown status" 
category.  83 were reportedly destroyed according to the Monterey County Department of Environmental 
Health.  68 of these were field-verified as having been properly destroyed.  It was noted that the wells that 
are screened in all three aquifers are well inland from the coastline.   
 
The report was presented to the TAC at its August 12, 2012 meeting.  At that meeting Mr. Lear said he 
would not be recommending that any further work be done on this matter, unless seawater intrusion or 
some other form of contamination is detected.  If that occurs, the wells that are screened in more than one 
aquifer should be further examined. There was consensus that no further work needed to be done to verify 
that wells have been properly abandoned, beyond the work that Mr. Lear has already completed. 
 
Attached is the report.  In Table 8 (cross-screened wells) I have yellow-highlighted those wells that are 
perforated in both the Aromas Sands and the Paso Robles aquifers. The Aromas Sands overlie the Paso 
Robles. We do not know how far inland the intrusion in the Aromas Sands goes.  There is concern that if 
the seawater intrusion in the Aromas Sands reaches a well that is perforated in both of these aquifers, the 
intrusion could leak downward in those wells and contaminate the Paso Robles.   
 
Even though seawater intrusion has not yet been detected, it may be desirable to video inspect the 
highlighted wells which have not already been destroyed in order to determine if they pose a 
contamination threat to the Paso Robles aquifer. 

ATTACHMENTS: 2012 Cross-Aquifer Contamination Study 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager regarding video 

inspection of selected wells 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

AGENDA TITLE: Datalogger Issues with Monitoring Well PCA-West Shallow 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
At a previous meeting the TAC was informed that the datalogger in Monitoring Well PCA-West Shallow 
had become stuck due to tangling of the cables in that well for the datalogger and the sampling pump.  
This has left that well with no useable datalogger.  Mr. Feeney recommended that the existing datalogger 
be abandoned in place, and that a new datalogger be installed with a cable allowing it to be downloaded 
from the surface, rather than having to pull it out of the well to download it. 
 
Mr. Lear has expressed these concerns about doing this: 
He said that MPWMD agrees with the TAC that installing a data logger in PCA West Shallow would be 
helpful.  However, even though Mr. Feeney’s recommendation provided the least cost option to move 
forward with installing a data logger while also retaining the ability to obtain water quality samples from 
this well, as the owner of the well MPWMD feels it is not the best option for MPWMD.  There is already 
instrumentation stuck in the well and installing more instrumentation in the well without correcting the 
blockage is not a conservative approach to protect and extend the life of the well.  In MPWMD’s view, 
following Mr. Feeney’s recommendation would be deferring required maintenance, since the sampling 
pump will eventually fail (as the one in PCA West Deep just did) and this work (clearing the blockage) 
will need to be completed eventually.  MPWMD feels that taking care of this maintenance now is the best 
course of action before installing a new datalogger.  
 
Mr. Feeney is in the process of preparing a proposal to clear the blockage in this well and it will be 
presented to the TAC for consideration at a future meeting.  He will attend today’s meeting and provide 
an oral update on this. 
 
The TAC is asked to discuss this issue and provide input on the action that should be taken to resolve the 
datalogger problem in this well. 
 
 
 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Determine the best course of action to resolve the datalogger problem in 

this well 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

AGENDA TITLE: Datalogger Issues and Contract Amendment with MPWMD 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
At its March 10, 2021 meeting the TAC provided approval to proceed with certain actions, including: 

 Revising the datalogger program by having dataloggers in specified wells and relocating some 
dataloggers from their existing wells to other wells 

 Installing a replacement datalogger in PCA-West Shallow 
 Processing the historical data which has been downloaded from the existing dataloggers but has never 

been processed 
 
All of this work is outside of our consultants’ current contract authorizations, so I will need to issue 
amendments to their existing contracts to authorize them to perform this work.  In order to do this I requested 
that they provide me scope of work and cost proposals for their portions of the work.  Specifically, I asked for 
the following: 
Montgomery & Associates: 

1.   Proposal to process historical downloaded datalogger data. 
 

Martin Feeney: 
1.  Proposal to replace the datalogger in PCA-W Shallow. As reported at the April 14 TAC meeting, Mr. 

Feeney recommended that the existing datalogger there be abandoned in place and that a new 
datalogger be installed.  He said that this work could be performed by MPWMD without his 
assistance, so no proposal from Mr. Feeney was needed. 

 
MPWMD: 

1.  Proposal to relocate dataloggers to different wells per Georgina King’s Tech Memo on this, Table 3, 
and for the purchase of any new dataloggers needed to accomplish this work. 

2.  Proposal to provide and install a new datalogger for PCA-W Shallow, per Mr. Feeney’s 
recommendation.  

3. Proposal to compile the historical datalogger data so it can be sent to Montgomery & Associates for 
processing. 

 
The scope and cost proposal from Montgomery & Associates was presented to the TAC at its April 14 
meeting, and the TAC recommended it for approval by the Board.  The cost proposed by Montgomery & 
Associates to perform its portion of the datalogger work is $7,400.  Since the proposal from MPWMD was 
not received in time for inclusion in the April 14 TAC agenda packet, I held off on forwarding Montgomery 
& Associates’ RFS to the Board until MPWMD’s Proposal has been received and approved by the TAC. 
 
Attached is the scope and cost proposal from MPWMD to do the datalogger work, as well as their cost  
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proposal to perform the additional sampling of Monitoring Well FO-10.  The additional monitoring work was 
recommended by the TAC and authorized by the Board at their earlier meetings. Included with their proposal 
is a new set of hourly rates they will be charging, reflecting an increase of about 30% in Mr. Lear’s rate 
compared to the rate being charged under their current contracts.  They will also be including other charges in 
their future work.   
 
MPWMD has informed the Watermaster that it is only willing to execute one further amendment to its 
contract under the existing Professional Services Agreement, under which MPWMD has been performing 
work since 2008.  MPWMD said that any further additional work that the Watermaster may wish to have 
MPWMD perform would have to be done under a new Master Agreement that MPWMD would develop to 
replace the existing Professional Services Agreement. 
 
As a result of MPWMD’s position regarding only issuing one further amendment, unless the TAC feels that 
the datalogger work could be deferred until a new Master Agreement has been agreed-to, or arrangements are 
made to have another entity perform that work, the TAC needs to provide direction to the Technical Program 
Manager on which of the tasks listed in MPWMD’s proposal should be included in the amendment. 
 
I am concerned about the cost of having the datalogger work performed.  Between Montgomery & Associates 
and MPWMD’s costs, that work would total nearly $20,000.  I believe a strong justification for that level of 
expenditure will be needed in order for the Board to approve it.  From the TAC’s discussion on dataloggers at 
previous meetings, these are what the meeting minutes reflect concerning the basis of the TAC’s 
recommendation to have the datalogger work performed: 

 The more data the better.  
 The data loggers help us to understand what is going on during the time periods between the monthly 

water level measurements that are currently being made and that this “nuanced data” can be helpful in 
better understanding the basin.  

 Being able to review the unprocessed data that currently exists could be helpful. If we find it doesn’t 
provide anything helpful, it might help to better decide where data loggers are providing the most 
helpful data. 

 Having the detailed information from data loggers was good to have in areas where pumping 
depressions and groundwater divides exist. Having a data logger in Monitoring Well FO – 11 might 
help to understand what is causing the groundwater depression there. 

 It would be good to process the historical data to see if it is helpful or not. After doing that, decide  
whether or not continuing to process data from each location is proving to be beneficial, and then 
make a decision about revising how the data logger network data is handled.  

 Data from Monitoring Well PCA-West shallow is important to understanding water quality data in that 
area of the Seaside basin.  

 
Because of the uncertainty of whether performing the TAC’s proposed datalogger work will in fact prove to 
provide beneficial information for making Basin management decisions, I am concerned that the Board may 
be unwilling to authorize this expenditure.  It does not appear that any Basin management decisions the 
Board is currently faced with making would be impacted by the datalogger work.  Undertaking the 
unbudgeted datalogger work is of particular concern, since budget transfers have already become necessary 
this year to fund unanticipated work related to the FO-9 and FO-10 well issues. 
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Other unbudgeted work that the Board will be considering undertaking includes: 
 Having Montgomery & Associates perform modeling to develop flow direction and flow velocity 

mapping to aid in identifying what wells would be at risk if seawater intrusion is detected within the 
Basin.  

 Updating the previous modeling work regarding the quantity of replenishment water that will be needed 
to achieve protective elevations. 

 Updating the SIRP to provide site-specific indicators of SWI (e.g. chloride threshold levels) for 
additional wells.  

 Potentially having to help fund the cost of replacing Monitoring Well FO-9. 
 Performing a Sustainable Yield analysis to replace the current Natural Safe Yield approach to manage 

the Basin. 
 Engaging a financial consultant to help develop a plan to finance the purchase of replenishment water. 

 
In my view, the actions listed above are more important at this time than carrying out the datalogger program 
modifications and processing the historical datalogger data.  I feel that that work might best be deferred until 
the Sustainable Yield analysis is undertaken. 
 
I am asking the TAC to reexamine this topic to determine whether or not the potential value of performing 
the datalogger work warrants its level of expenditure.  If the TAC remains in favor of performing the work, 
the TAC is asked to help in developing a more convincing justification that can be presented to the Board 
when seeking its approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Scope and cost proposal from MPWMD  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager on: 
1. Whether the datalogger program work needs to be performed now 
2. Which of the tasks listed in MPWMD’s proposal should be included in the 

amendment to MPWMD 
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MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 8 

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, I will provide the TAC with an updated Schedule of 
the activities being performed by the Watermaster, its consultants, and the public entity (MPWMD) 
which are performing certain portions of the work.  
 
Attached is the updated schedule for 2021 activities.  Consistent with the determination that seawater 
intrusion is not occurring in Monitoring Well FO-9 Shallow, I have closed out the Task  pertaining to 
implementation of the Seawater Intrusion Response Plan. 
 
As a result of the Board’s direction at its May 5th meeting, in the next update to the Schedule I will 
include Tasks pertaining to the follow-up actions approved by the Board at its May 5 meeting, as 
described in Agenda Item No. 4. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
 Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2021 

 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 
Corrections or Additions to the Schedules 
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MEETING DATE: May 12, 2021 

AGENDA ITEM: 9 

AGENDA TITLE: Other Business  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 

 


