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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the July 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 Approve the minutes
ACTION:




D-R-A-F-T
MINUTES

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
July 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 (joined at 1:49 p.m.)
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

Others
MCWD - Ramleh Scherzinger, Patrick Breen

The meeting was convened at 1:34 p.m.

1. Public Comments
There were no public comments.

2. Administrative Matters:
A. Approve Minutes from the June 9, 2021 Meeting
On a motion by Ms. Voss, seconded by Mr. Gaglioti, the minutes were unanimously approved as
presented.

B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update
Mr. Jaques highlighted several of the topics covered under this item.

Mr. Gaglioti asked if were more than 16 deep aquifer wells. Ms. VVoss responded that MCWRA
estimates there are approximately 40 wells in the deep aquifer at this time.

3. Update on Water Quality Issues at Monitoring Wells FO-9
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.

Mr. Lear said he concurred with Mr. Jaques’ summary. He went on to say that if the small diameter PVC
in well FO-9 shallow can be removed, then destruction can proceed following internal review by
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MPWMD of the well destruction documents prepared by Mr. Feeney. He said it would probably be a
few months before the bid process to perform that work would be completed. He said discussions within
MPWMD about sharing the cost of constructing a replacement well will first go to the Water Supply
Committee which will have its next meeting in August.

4. Continued Discussion of 2012 Cross-Aquifer Contamination Study and Development of
Recommendations
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item

Mr. Lear explained that this study had been a database search of three databases. He went on to say that
Figure 6 shows the wells that MPWMD attempted to inspect. However, only one of the five wells shown
in that Figure were found.

Following brief discussion there was TAC consensus that no action should be pursued with regard to
conducting conductivity profiling of these wells.

5. Discuss Pros/Cons of Preparing a Sustainable Yield Analysis

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. He reported that Mr. Yates of Todd
Groundwater had been asked to join the meeting today to contribute to this discussion. However Mr.
Yates was apparently unable to join.

Mr. Gaglioti said he concurred with Mr. Jaques’ recommendations, but that this topic should be
presented to the Board for its consideration. He noted that a lot of work would be required to change
from the Natural Safe Yield approach to the Sustainable Yield approach.

Ms. King said that the 3,000 acre-feet per year Natural Safe Yield in the Decision is too high, and that
groundwater levels have been continuing to fall even with pumping at that level. In performing a
Sustainable Yield analysis it would necessary to take into account Pure Water Monterey project affects,
climate change, and other issues.

Mr. Gaglioti questioned how we should go about lowering the Natural Safe Yield. Ms. Voss felt the
TAC is a technical body and that political and policy issues rested with the Board.

Mr. Gaglioti recommended staying with Natural Safe Yield approach for the time being. Ms. Voss felt
the TAC should make a recommendation to the Board from a technical standpoint with regard to using
either Natural Safe Yield or Sustainable Yield in the future.

Ms. King said that many agencies are now using groundwater levels to manage their basins meaning that
they would set pumping limits for each pumper in order to stabilize groundwater levels.

Ms. Voss felt that the Watermaster could go to great effort and expense and still not reach protective
levels water levels, even though groundwater levels might be stabilized. She pointed out that it would
still be necessary to get replenishment water in order to raise groundwater levels.

Referring to the comment responses contained in the agenda packet, Ms. King noted that consultants
have different thoughts about whether seawater intrusion is a direct intrusion risk to the Santa Margarita
aquifer. She felt that a Marine Electromagnetic Survey in Monterey Bay [as discussed later under agenda
item 8] could help investigate this issue. Ms. Voss pointed out that there is still a concern about vertical
migration as well, not just horizontal migration of seawater.



Ms. King wondered what other adjudicated basins might be doing with regard to the Natural Safe Yield
versus Sustainable Yield approach. Mr. Jaques said that Ms. Paxton could contact other adjudicated
basins and inquire.

Mr. Ottmar did not feel that further pumping reductions are possible, but agreed that Sustainable Yield is
a technically superior approach compared to Natural Safe Yield.

Mr. Lear suggested recommending to the Board that the TAC recognizes that Sustainable Yield is a
more robust basin management approach than Natural Safe Yield, and that other basins under SGMA
will have to use the Sustainable Yield approach as they implement their Groundwater Sustainability
Plans over a 20-year period.

Mr. Jaques recommended that he be given the opportunity to attempt to capture the points made in
today’s TAC discussion in the form of a proposed recommendation to the Board, and to bring that back
to the TAC at its August meeting for final review and approval before sending anything to the Board
regarding Sustainable Yield. There was consensus to support this recommendation.

6. Discuss Background and Scope of Work for Replenishment Modeling
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.

One question that Ms. King asked the TAC to provide direction on was over how long a time period the
simulation to reaching protective water levels should be, and at what year the simulation should start.
She noted that it would be necessary to extend the existing model beyond 2041 if a simulation period
that extended beyond that date was selected, since that is where the model currently ends. She noted,
however, that the model may have been extended in conjunction with work on the Pure Water Monterey
Project.

Mr. Lear pointed out that SGMA requires sustainability to be achieved within 20 years after approval of
Groundwater Sustainability Plans. Mr. Gaglioti, Mr. O’Halloran, and Ms. Voss said they concurred with
using a 20-year simulation period to achieve protective water levels.

Mr. Jaques also asked for TAC input on whether to evaluate the Cal Am Desalination Plant and Pure
Water Monterey Expansion Project scenarios.

Mr. Lear said there would be six ASR wells into which only desalinated water, not Pure Water Monterey
Advance Treated Water, could be injected. Under the Pure Water Monterey Expansion Project there
would be either five or six injection wells where Advance Treated Water could be injected. If more
Advance Treated Water injection wells were to be needed, they would probably need to be located
further inland or to the north in order to avoid travel time problems to nearby production wells.

Using this information, Mr. Jaques and Ms. King will draft a scope of work for a contract for the
replenishment modeling update and bring it to the TAC at its next meeting.

7. Initial Discussion Regarding Scope of Work for Monitoring and Management Program
(M&MP) for FY 2022

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. He said that he was including

replenishment remodeling in the 2022 Monitoring and Management Program, even though it is included

in the 2021 Monitoring and Management Program. He said he was doing this in case the Board decided

to defer doing that work until 2022.

Mr. Lear and Ms. Voss said they concurred with reducing the monitoring frequency of the Camp
Huffman well to once every five years.
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No other revisions were recommended. Mr. Jaques will proceed to develop the final draft of the 2022
Monitoring and Management Program for presentation to the TAC at its next meeting.

8. Update on Marine Electromagnetic Surveying in Monterey Bay
Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.

Ms. Voss asked whether this work would be looking for the freshwater/seawater interface in the offshore
area. Ms. King said that the Soquel Creek Water District did some airborne electromagnetic on-shore
survey work, but could not get data from the offshore area due to the limitations of the technology. The
marine electromagnetic technology can apparently look for this interface in the offshore area. Ms. VVoss
will see if MCWRA has any reports that might be of use to Rosemary Knight in developing her work.
She also noted that the Department of Water Resources airborne electromagnetic survey work will not
cover the coastal areas, at least not initially.

9. Schedule
Mr. Jaques highlighted certain items in this agenda item. There was no other discussion.

10. Other Business
There was no other business.

The meeting adjourned at 3:52 PM.



SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 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 anything from the State that impacts the Watermaster.

At the Monterey County level:
Attached are summaries of meetings held in July 2021.

Questions for the TAC:
e Are these monthly meeting summary reports of value or interest to the TAC?
e Should I continue to include them in the TAC agenda packets?

ATTACHMENTS: Meeting Summaries
RECOMMENDED None required — information only
ACTION:




SUMMARY OF
PURE WATER MONTEREY,

SALINAS VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY, AND

MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY

ZOOM MEETINGS
INJULY 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, July 15, 2021

This meeting was attended by Laura Paxton. She reported that there was nothing discussed at this
meeting that would impact the Watermaster.

SVBGSA Monterey Subbasin GSP Committee Meeting July 22, 2021 :

Topics discussed included:

e Draft Chapter 8 of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Sustainable Management Criteria. | had
reviewed and submitted extensive comments on this draft chapter and they will be considered as
the chapter is revised to reflect input that the SVBGSA receives. My comments pertained mainly
to ensuring that the impacts on the Seaside Basin from pumping in the Monterey Subbasin are
taken into account. In particular, that monitoring wells in the Seaside Basin which are near the
boundary between the Seaside Basin and the Monterey Subbasin be included in the Monterey
Subbasin’s monitoring network. This will enable the SVBGSA and MCWDGSA to determine if
their projects and/or management actions are having any adverse impact on the Seaside Basin.

¢ Projects and management actions to be led by MCWD (or Marina-Ord Area agencies) that will
primarily benefit the Marina-Ord Area include:

o
(0}
o
(0}

MCWD Demand Management Measures

Stormwater Recharge Management

Recycled Water Reuse Through Landscape Irrigation and/or Indirect Potable Reuse
Monitoring Well(s)

e Projects and management actions to be led by SVBGSA that will primarily benefit the Corral de
Tierra Area include:

(0}

O 0000 O0

Pumping Allocations and Controls

Check Dams

Recharge Basins from Surface Water Diversions

Wastewater Recycling for Indirect Potable Use

Decentralized Residential In-Lieu Recharge Projects

Decentralized Stormwater Recharge Projects

Increase Groundwater Production in the Upper Corral de Tierra Valley for Distribution to
Lower Corral de Tierra Valley (Artesian Well)



SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 2.C

AGENDA TITLE: Information from MPWMD on the Pure Water Monterey Expansion
Project

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY::

MPWMD’s August 2, 2021 Water Supply Planning Committee agenda packet included this information
on the Pure Water Monterey Expansion Project:

e At the June 2021 M1W Board meeting, moving forward with final permitting and design of the 2,250
AFY Expanded PWM Project was approved by the Board. Up to $2,000,000 of the initial Expanded
PWM soft costs will be funded by Cal Am.

e Following a brief review of the Expanded PWM schedule at the June 2021 M1W Board meeting, the
attached integrated PWM and Expanded PWM schedule was prepared.

e Expanded PWM permitting and design have been initiated, with construction scheduled to start in
early September 2022, driving substantial completion of the new facilities by the end of 2023.

ATTACHMENTS: Integrated PWM and Expanded PWM schedule
RECOMMENDED None required — information only
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 2.D

AGENDA TITLE: Geologic Reports from MCWRA
PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

At the last TAC meeting, during the discussion of Rosemary Knight’s plans for performing an offshore
Marine Electromagnetic survey, Ms. VVoss said she would research MCWRA'’s library to see if there were
any reports that might be useful to Ms. Knight in performing that work.

She located these two reference documents:
e Greene, H.G. 1970. Geology of Southern Monterey Bay and Its Relationship to the Ground Water

Basin and Salt Water Intrusion. U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 70-141, 51p.
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=61931.

e Hanson, R.T., et al. 2002. Geohydrology of a deep-aquifer system monitoring-well site at Marina,
Monterey County, California.
https://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri024003/pdf/wrir024003.pdf.

In a quick review of the documents | found the following excerpt (underlining added by me to highlight
it) pertaining to seawater intrusion access into the Paso Robles aquifer in the southern portion of
Monterey Bay adjacent to the Seaside Basin.

The Paso Robles-Aromas unit is more extensive than the overlying Deltaic deposit and contains the
"400-foot™ aquifer. Northern portions of the Paso Robles-Aromas unit appear to outcrop on the
southern wall of Monterey Submarine Canyon. The southern portion of this unit crops out on the
ocean bottom in a relatively narrow zone between the bottom outcrops of the underlying Monterey
Formation and the overlying Deltaic deposit. This zone is a possible entrance area for sea water. Also,
the localities on the walls of Monterey Submarine Canyon where this unit crops out is an area where
salt water encroachment can take place.

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

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 3

AGENDA TITLE: Discuss Recommendation to the Board Regarding Preparing a Sustainable

Yield Analysis

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

At its July 14 meeting the TAC discussed the Pros and Cons of performing a Sustainable Yield analysis.
Using input from that meeting and various documents from previous TAC meetings on that topic, | have
prepared the attached draft paper discussing Sustainable Yield vs. Natural Safe Yield, and a draft
recommendation to the Board regarding preparation of a Sustainable Yield analysis.

These draft documents are presented to the TAC at today’s meeting for discussion and finalization, so they
can be presented to the Board at an upcoming Board meeting.

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Paper discussing Sustainable Yield vs. Natural Safe Yield

2. Use of Sustainable Yield vs. Safe Yield by Other Watermaster Adjudicated
Basins

3. Draft Recommendation to the Board regarding preparation of a
sustainable yield analysis

RECOMMENDED ACTION: | Approve, or provide revisions to, the attached draft report and
recommendation, so they can be sent to the Board
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Attachment 1

Should the Watermaster at this time perform a Sustainable Yield analysis to be used
in place of the Natural Safe Yield approach prescribed in the Adjudication Decision
(Decision) for the Seaside Groundwater Basin?

Background
Natural Safe Yield Approach

The Decision uses the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) approach to establish the total quantity of water that
producers may pump from the Seaside Basin, and to allocate that quantity amongst the various producers.
Under the NSY approach used in the Decision, Alternative Producers have first rights to the NSY, and
Standard Producers share in the amount of NSY remaining after the Alternative Producer allocations have
been made. The Decision established an initial Basin-wide NSY of 3,000 AFY, and allocated 1,387 AFY
of this NSY to Alternative Producers. That left 3,000 — 1,387 = 1,613 AFY to be divided among the
Standard Producers. Subsequent to the date of the Decision, one of the Alternative Producers converted
part of its allocation to a Standard Producer allocation, which had the effect of lowering the 1,387 AFY
figure to 1,379 AFY, and increasing the 1,613 AFY figure to 1,621 AFY. The 2018 update of the
Watermaster’s Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) found that the 3,000 AFY NSY in the Decision
IS too high, and that groundwater levels have been continuing to fall even with pumping at that level. The
update concluded that the NSY of the Basin is only 2,370 AFY. If this lower figure replaced the 3,000
AFY in the Decision, the Standard Producers would need to reduce their collective annual pumping to
2,370 — 1,379 = 991 AFY. This means the Standard Producers would have to reduce their pumping by an
additional 630 AFY.

Sustainable Yield Approach

As described in the 2018 BMAP Update, the simplified method used in the Decision to estimate NSY is
now recognized as not being complete enough to take into account the complexities of inflows and
outflows that are occurring in the Basin. These ultimately affect the amount of groundwater that can be
sustainably pumped from the Basin without causing negative effects, which are referred to in the
Decision as “Material Damage.” A more complete approach to managing the Basin would be to use the
Seaside Basin groundwater model to optimize the amount of pumping that can be sustained (the
Sustainable Yield) at existing and/or new wells. The Sustainable Yield (SY) would take into account
management targets such as stopping declining groundwater levels or meeting protective groundwater
elevations.

TAC Findings and Conclusions
The TAC considers itself to be charged with providing only technical advice to the Board, and that it
should not provide policy or other non-technical advice.

The TAC recognizes that SY is a more robust basin management approach than NSY, and that other
basins under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act will have to use the SY approach as they
implement their Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) over a 20-year period. They will be using
groundwater levels to manage their basins. In most cases this is expected to lead them to set pumping
limits for each pumper in order to stabilize groundwater levels.

The SY analysis would involve making numerous assumptions and evaluations. These could include
such things as alternative pumping scenarios and redistribution of pumping locations and quantities in
order to stabilize groundwater levels. The analysis would determine how much can be pumped from
existing wells while maintaining stable groundwater elevations. The SY for the entire Basin would be the
sum of the production quantities that each well could produce and still prevent Material Damage from
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occurring.  However, many of the groundwater elevations would be stabilized below sea level, resulting
in an ongoing threat of seawater intrusion.

The Watermaster’s hydrogeologic consultants have different thoughts about whether seawater intrusion is
a direct intrusion risk to the Santa Margarita aquifer. One consultant (Mr. Yates of Todd Groundwater)
felt that it was unlikely that seawater intrusion would come directly (horizontally) from the Bay into the
Santa Margarita aquifer, or if it does that it will be a slow process. However, he acknowledged that there
IS no geologic data to confirm that horizontal intrusion will not occur in that aquifer at some point in time,
if groundwater levels are below protective elevations as they currently are in that aquifer. All of the
consultants did agree that downward vertical migration of seawater intrusion from the Dune Sands into
the Paso Robles aquifer is a concern, and that seawater intrusion reaching the Paso Robles aquifer could
migrate downward into the Santa Margarita, thus posing a risk to that aquifer as well.

A lot of work (both legal and technical) would be required to change from the NSY approach to the SY
approach. A February 2019 proposal from Montgomery & Associates indicates that it would cost well
over $100K in technical services to perform an SY analysis, which would need to take into account the
impacts on the Basin of the Pure Water Monterey project, climate change, and other issues. If that
analysis led to imposing further pumping reductions (beyond those already required to reach the
Decision-mandated Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY or the updated NSY of 2,370 AFY) protective
water levels would still not be achieved, even though groundwater levels might be stabilized. It would be
necessary to provide replenishment water in order to raise groundwater levels to reach protective
elevations.

Although SY is a technically superior approach compared to NSY, further pumping reductions from the
Basin are likely not possible while still meeting customer water demands. This is because significant
efforts have already resulted in achieving as much water conservation on the part of customers as can be
reasonably expected.

The findings from checking with some of the other adjudicated basins in California as to whether they are
using NSY or SY is discussed in the attached Memo from Administrative Officer Laura Paxton.

Groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the Seaside Basin, in the Laguna Seca Subarea, are heavily
influenced by pumping from outside of the Seaside Basin. There is significantly more pumping just east
of the Laguna Seca Subarea (within the Corral de Tierra subarea of the Monterey Subbasin and outside of
the Seaside Basin boundary) than the total pumping that occurs within the Laguna Seca Subarea itself.
The GSP that is currently under development for the Monterey Subbasin is expected to include pumping
reductions that may help to stabilize groundwater levels in the Laguna Seca Subarea. However, that GSP
will give the Monterey Subbasin up to 20 years to become sustainable, so no near-term improvement in
groundwater levels within the Seaside Basin is expected to result from this GSP.
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The table below summarizes the Pros and Cons of Changing to Using the Sustainable Yield Approach for
Basin Management.

PROS CONS
1. This approach would more 1. Performing an SY analysis would be costly. The cost proposal
realistically reflect the from Montgomery & Associates to do this work is well over
characteristics of the Basin and $100,000. The proposal notes that modeling the long-term
more accurately predict how much | optimization of integrated groundwater management at a basin-wide
pumping could be sustainably scale is a complex process with several technical challenges that
supported without causing Material | could arise and could lead to additional effort (and cost) not
Damage in the Basin. anticipated in the cost proposal.

2. Changing from the NSY approach to the SY approach would
first have to be approved by the Court. Documentation justifying
making this change would have to be prepared and submitted to the
Court. This would involve staff, consultant, and legal counsel time
and expense.

3. If the change was approved by the Court, the SY analysis would
then need to be prepared and submitted to the Court for its review
and approval before it could be used to replace the NSY approach
used in the Decision. If the Court approved the SY analysis, then
the Decision would need to be amended to reflect this. All of this
would involve considerable staff, consultant, and legal counsel time
and expense.

4. If SY were used instead of NSY, a new method of allocating
pumping rights to each producer would have to be developed. This
could be a contentious and time-consuming undertaking.

5. It is very likely that greater pumping reductions will be required
of many of the Producers if the SY approach is used in place of the
NSY approach. It may be difficult if not impossible for some
Producers to make these additional pumping reductions while still
supplying the water demands of their customers.

6. Because of the historical overpumping from the Basin,
regardless of the approach that is used for Basin management, be it
NSY or SY, even reducing pumping levels to match either the NSY
or SY pumping levels will not achieve protective groundwater
elevations. The Basin would therefore still be at risk of seawater
intrusion at some time in the future. An additional source(s) of
water that can be injected into the Basin to raise groundwater levels,
and to maintain them at protective water levels, will be necessary
regardless of which approach is used for Basin management.
Therefore, the expense and complexity of changing to the SY
approach may not be justified until a source for this replenishment
water has been secured.
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Attachment 2

SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN WATERMASTER

MEMORANDUM

TO: Watermaster (WM) Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

FROM: Laura Paxton, Administrative Officer (AO)

DATE: August 11, 2021

SUBJECT: Use of Sustainable Yield vs. Safe Yield by Other Watermaster Adjudicated Basins

RECOMMENDATION: None - Informational only

BACKGROUND: At its July 14, 2021 meeting, the TAC, during a discussion of the pros and cons of preparing a
Sustainable Yield analysis, Georgina King of Montgomery Associates, the WM hydrogeologic consultant,
suggested surveying other watermaster agencies to see if any had converted from Natural Safe Yield (NSY) to
Sustainable Yield. Technical Program Manager, Robert Jaques asked the Administrative Officer to contact other
watermasters in this regard.

DISCUSSION: The Department of Water Resources lists as of early this year 47 adjudicated basins in the state
with 33 basin adjudications filed. After researching several of the basins on line, a trend began to appear that in
general the court decisions for the adjudicated basins were either static from inception or amended decision
inception, or still in litigation. Furthermore, each decision was notably distinct to the particular basin(s) and
predominantly involved overlying agricultural land use. In the interest of time, an attorney known to have
participated in drawing up many southern California basin adjudication decisions was queried as to what basins
might be considering, or have in fact converted through the court by decision amendment, from Natural Safe Yield
to Sustainable Yield. In response, it appears only the recent post-SGMA Borrego adjudication judgment uses
Sustainable Yield. (The attorney noted it was argued during the drafting of SGMA with ACWA that the term “safe
yield” be used for consistency with the common law term, since the common law term “undesirable result” was
being used by SGMA. However, the argument was lost.)

During on-line research, it was found that most southern California watermaster decisions and/or basin
management documents used the term “safe yield.” The term “NSY” was not found in any of the eight sets of
documents reviewed. The term “Natural Recharge” was used in some but was not the basis for pumping
allocations, safe yield was.

Various definitions or components of safe and sustainable yield came to light during on-line research. The Seaside
Groundwater Basin (SGWB) Decision defines Perennial Natural Safe Yield: ... (as defined in Section I11.A. and
hereinafter referred to as "Natural Safe Yield") of the Seaside Basin is solely the result of natural percolation from
precipitation and surface water bodies overlying the Basin. SGMA defines safe yield generally as the maximum
quantity of water which can be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing a gradual lowering
of the groundwater levels resulting in the eventual depletion of the supply. California Water Code section 10721(v)
definition of Sustainable Yield is: the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period representative of
long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that can be withdrawn annually from a
groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result. SGMA further relates that, ... the long-standing
concept of ““safe yield”” utilized by the courts in adjudication of groundwater rights has been complimented by
SGMA'’s use of the term ““Sustainable Yield.” [emphasis added]. In Sustainable Yield in Theory and Practice:
Bridging Scientific and Mainstream Vernacular (Groundwater Issue Paper, Rudestam & Langridge, 2014) it is
noted, ““In operationalizing the term ““safe yield,” the Seaside Basin adjudication moved the definition closer to the
concept of sustainable yield by acknowledging hydrologic and social issues, including that safe yield is not a
*“static” amount, and needs periodic re-evaluation.”
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Southern basins” management documentation gave the impression generally that watermasters used various
established components of respective safe yields to manage basins sustainably. Establishment of water rights was
protracted in many of the reviewed decision cases, and the rights of pumpers, especially overlying landowner
rights, were firmly set in the judgements. Not surprising it appears other watermasters haven’t considered
converting yield methodology, or pursuing it (with likely producer litigation) through the courts. SGWB’s own
decision states: No Power to Alter Allocation or Rights. Watermaster has no power to adjust any Producer's Base
Water Right or the formula for determining Production Allocation, except to accommodate the intervention of a
new Party pursuant to Section 1110.1.b., and, The Court, through its reserved and retained jurisdiction, however,
shall not have the authority to adjust any Producer's Base Water Right or Production Allocation, except to
accommodate the intervention of a new Party pursuant to Section 111.0.1.b.

FISCAL IMPACTS: Formally replacing Natural Safe Yield with Sustainable Yield that impacts producer rights
and/or allocations would necessitate adjudication decision amendment most likely involving a lengthy court
process and substantial litigation costs.

ATTACHMENTS: DWR list of California adjudicated basins
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Attachment 3

Draft Recommendation to the Board Regarding Preparation of a Sustainable Yield
Analysis

Sustainable Yield (SY) is a more robust Basin management approach than the Natural Safe Yield (NSY)
approach used in the Decision. However, because of the historical overpumping from the Basin,
regardless of the approach that is used for Basin management, be it NSY or SY, even reducing pumping
levels to match either the NSY or SY pumping levels will not achieve protective groundwater elevations.
This is because these approaches only seek to stabilize groundwater levels and do not take into account
that the Basin would still be at risk of seawater intrusion at some time in the future. An additional
source(s) of water (replenishment water) that can be injected into the Basin to raise groundwater levels,
and to maintain them at protective water levels, will be necessary regardless of which approach is used
for Basin management.

Therefore, the expense and complexity of changing to the SY approach may not be justified until a source
for this replenishment water has been secured.
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MEETING DATE:

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM:

4

AGENDA TITLE:

Approve Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2021-01, Amendment
No. 2 for Replenishment Water Modeling

PREPARED BY:

Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

Tasks:

At its July 14, 2021 meeting the TAC discussed a preliminary scope of work to be used in updating the
replenishment water modeling that had been performed in 2013.

Using input from that discussion, and subsequent discussions with Montgomery & Associates, the
attached contract for the replenishment modeling update work was prepared.

In summary, the work will consist of updating the previous replenishment study using the Basin
groundwater model to estimate how much replenishment injection would be needed to achieve
protective elevations in Watermaster coastal protective elevation wells. The work will include these

eExtending the historical hydrology Baseline scenario (from that used in the 2013 modeling)
eIncorporating all existing and approved/planned projects into the Baseline Model
eIncorporating sea level rise at ocean boundaries

eDeveloping iterative scenarios to achieve protective elevations in 20 years

ePreparing a Technical Memorandum

eMaking presentations to both the TAC and the Board

ATTACHMENTS: Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2021-01, Amendment No 2
RECOMMENDED Recommend that the Board approve this contract amendment
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER
REQUEST FOR SERVICE

DATE: September 2, 2021 RFS NO. 2021-01 Amendment No. 2
(To be filled in by WATERMASTER)

TO: __ Hale Barter FROM:__ Robert Jagues
Montgomery & Associates WATERMASTER
PROFESSIONAL

Services Needed and Purpose: Perform additional hydrogeologic consulting services as
described herein.

Completion Date: All work of this RFS shall be completed not later than December 31, 2021, and
shall be performed in accordance with the Schedule described in Attachment 2.

Method of Compensation:_Time and Materials (As defined in Section V of Agreement.)

Total Price The Total Price for RFS No. 2021-01 is increased by $37,510.00 by this Amendment
No. 2, including Optional Task 1.3 pertaining to the incorporation of sea level rise, and the Total
Price for RFS No. 2021-01 is therefore increased to $74,120.00.

Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WATERMASTER in
accordance with Section V. COMPENSATION.

Requested by: Date:
WATERMASTER Technical Program Manager

Agreed to by: Date:
PROFESSIONAL

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2021-01 AMENDMENT NO.2  Page |
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ATTACHMENT 1

SCOPE OF WORK

PROFESSIONAL was authorized by RFS No. 2021-01 to perform general on-call hydrogeologic
consulting services. WATERMASTER wishes to also have PROFESSIONAL perform groundwater
modeling to determine how much replenishment water will be needed to achieve protective

groundwater elevations in the Basin. This Amendment No. 2 to RFS No. 2021-01 authorizes the
performance of the work described in Attachment 2 hereto.

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2021-01 AMENDMENT NO.2  Page 2
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 5

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP) for FY
2022

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:

A Preliminary version of the FY 2022 M&MP was reviewed and discussed with the TAC at its July
14, 2021 meeting. The TAC did not request any revisions at that meeting. A few minor changes were
made by me, and also a few based on input from our consultants. These are shown highlighted in
yellow and red strikeout in the attached proposed Final version of the 2022 M&MP.

The dollar amounts reflect input received from our consultants and contractors.

Note that | have included doing the replenishment modeling update work in the 2022 M&MP even
though it is already in the 2021 M&MP. | did this in case the Board decides to defer doing that work
until 2022, so it can first get the results of the flow direction/flow velocity report that the TAC
approved at an earlier meeting. If the Board elects to proceed with the replenishment modeling
update work in 2021, then I will remove it from the 2022 M&MP.

ATTACHMENTS: Proposed Final FY 2022 Seaside Groundwater Basin M&MP

RECOMMENDED Approve, or provide revisions to, the Proposed Final FY 2022
M&MP

ACTION:
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Seaside Groundwater Basin
2022 Monitoring and Management Program

The tasks outlined below are those that are anticipated to be performed during 2022. Some Tasks listed
below are specific to 2022, while other Tasks are recurring such as data collection, database entry, and
Program Administration Tasks.

Within the context of this document the term “Consultant” refers either to a firm 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, mduction logging, or meter calibration.

__M.1 Program Administration

M.1.a Consultants will provide monthly or bimonthly invoices to the

Project Budget and Watermaster for work performed under their contracts with the

Controls Watermaster. Consultants will perform maintenance of their mternal

($0) budgets and schedules, and management of their subconsultants. The
e Watermaster will perform management of its Consultants.

M.1.b Watermaster staff will prepare Board and TAC meeting agenda materials.

Assist with Board and TAC  No assistance from Consultants is expected to be necessary to accomplish
Agendas this Task.

1
M.1.c,M.1.d, & M.1.e The Consultants” work will require internal meetings and possibly
Preparation for and meetings with outside governmental agencies and the public. For meetings
Attendance at Meetings, with outside agencies, other Consultants, or any other parties which are
and Peer Review of necessary for the conduct of the work of their contracts, the Consultants
Documents and Reports will set up the meetings and prepare agendas and meeting minutes to
($27,560) facilitate the meetings. These may include planning and review meetings

with Watermaster staff. The costs for these meetings will be included in
their contracts, under the specific Tasks and/or subtasks to which the
meetings relate. The only meeting costs that will be incurred under Tasks
M.1l.c, M.1.d, and M.1.e will be:

o Those associated with attendance at TAC meetings (either in
person or by teleconference connection), includmg providing
periodic progress reports to the Watermaster for inclusion in the
agenda packets for the TAC meetings, when requested by the
Watermaster to do so. These progress reports will typically include
project progress that has been made, problem 1dentification and
resolution, and planned upcoming work.

e From tume-to-time when Watermaster statf asks Consultants to
make special presentations to the Watermaster Board and/or the
TAC, and which are not included in the Consultant’s contracts for
other tasks.

Appropriate Consultant representatives will attend TAC meetings (either
in person or by teleconference connection) when requested to do so by
Watermaster Staff, but will not be asked to prepare agendas or meeting
minutes. As necessary, Consultants may provide oral updates to their
progress reports (prepared under Task M.1.d) at the TAC meetings.

When requested by the Watermaster staff, Consultants may be asked to

29



assist the TAC and the Watermaster staff with peer reviews of documents
and reports prepared by various other Watermaster Consultants and/or
entities.

M.1.f A Consultant (MPWMD) will provide general QA/QC support over the
QA/QC Seaside Basin Monitoring and Management Program. These costs are
($0) included in the other tasks.

M.1l.g Section 10720.8 of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
Prepare Documents for (SGMA) requires adjudicated basins to submit annual reports. Most of the
SGMA Reporting documentation that needs to be reported is already generated by the
($2,380) Watermaster in conjunction with preparing its own Annual Reports.

However, some mformation such as changes in basin storage 1s not
currently generated and will require consultant assistance to do so. This
task will be used to obtain this consultant assistance, as needed.

I. 2 Comprehensive Basin Production, Water Level and Water Quality

Monitoring Program

L. 2. a. Database Management

L.2.a.1

Conduct Ongoing Data
Entry and Database
Maintenance/
Enhancement
($23,176)

The database will be maintained by a Consultant (MPWMD) performing
this work for the Watermaster. MPWMD will enter new data into the
consolidated database, mcluding water production volumes, water quality
and water level data, and such other data as may be approprate. Other
than an annual reporting of data to another Watermaster Consultant at the
end of the Water Year, as mentioned in Task I.4.c below, no reporting of
water level or water quality data during the Water Year is required.
However, MPWMD will promptly notify the Watermaster of any missing
data or data collection irregularities that were encountered.

Under this Task, when requested MPWMD will also respond to requests
from consultants and others for data from the database.

At the end of the Water Year MPWMD will prepare an annual water
production, water level, and water quality tabulation in Access format and
will provide the tabulation to another Watermaster Consultant who will use
that data in the preparation of the SIAR under Task No. L4.c of the
Monitoring and Management Program.

No enhancements to the database are anticipated during 2022,

A separate consultant will mamtam the Watermaster’s website.

I.2.a.2

Verify Accuracy of
Production Well Meters
(50)

To ensure that water production data is accurate, the well meters of the
major producers were verified for accuracy during 2009 and again during
2015. No additional work of this type 1s anticipated during 2022.

L 2.b. Data Collection Program

1.2.b.1
Site Representation and
Selection

(50)

The monitoring well network review that was started in 2008 has been
completed, and sites have been 1dentified where future monitoring well(s)
could be installed, if it is deemed necessary to do so in order to fill in data
gaps. No further work of this type is anticipated in 2022,
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.2b.2
Collect Water Levels
($21,490)

L2.b.3

Collect Water Quality
Samples.
($39,335)

Each of the monitoring wells will be visited on a regular basis. Water
levels will be determined by either taking manual water levels using an
electric sounder, or by dataloggers. The wells where the use of
dataloggers 1s feasible or appropriate have been equipped with dataloggers.
All of the other wells will be manually measured.

This Task includes the purchase of one datalogger and parts for the
datalogger to keep in inventory as a spare if needed.

Water quality data will be collected quarterly from certain of the

monittoring wells, but will no longer be collected from the four coastal
Sentinel Wells. Discontinuing water quality sampling in those wells is the
result of the finding made in 2018 that the water quality samples being
extracted from those wells are not representative of the aquifer. Those
wells were designed for the purpose of electric induction logging, and will
therefore continue to be induction logged twice a year in WY 2022,

In 2012 water quality analyses were expanded to include barium and
1odide ions, to determine the potential benefit of performing these
additional analyses. These two parameters have been useful in analyzing
seawater intrusion potential in other vulnerable coastal groundwater
basins, and are brieﬂy mentioned in the Watermaster’s annual Seawater
Intrusion Analysis Reports. These parameters were added to the annual
Watel quahtv samphno hst - : e ;

! ~BA - se for the 3 most
coastal MPVV\/ID 1110111t01111a wells (MSC PCA, and FO-09). Barium and
iodide analyses will continue being performed on the 3 most coastal

MPWMD monitoring wells in 2022., batwilnelonserbeperformedon

As discussed in the 2013 Annual Report, the Watermaster reduced the
frequency of water quality samplina at monitoring well SBWM-5 (the
Camp Huffiman well) to once every 3 years beginning in WY 2014. This
was based on the January 2010 well construction report in which the well
installation hydrogeologic consultant (Martin Feeney) recommended doing
initial sampling annually for several years, then reducing the frequency of
sampling once 1t was felt that the water chemistry had been established.
Mr. Feeney suggested going to once every five years after initial water
quality had been established. Starting with WY 2014 the Watermaster
elected to go to once every three vears as a more conservative approach.
The results from water quality sampling that has performed to date on
these wells shows there has been little change in water quality at these
wells. Therefore, the sampling frequency has been reduced to once every
five years beginning in 2022.

Water quality data may come from water quality samples that are taken
from these wells and submitted to a State Certified analytic laboratory for
general mineral and physical suite of analyses, or the data may come from
induction logging of these wells and/or other data gathering techniques.
The Consultant or Contractor selected to perform this work will make this
judgment based on consideration of costs and other factors.
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Under this Task in 2013 retrofitting to use the low-flow purge approach for
getting water quality samples was completed on all of the wells that are
sampled. This sampling equipment sits in the water column and may
periodically need to be replaced or repaired. Accordingly, an allowance to
perform maintenance on previously mstalled equipment has been included
in this Task. Also, in the event a sampling pump fails or is found to be no
longer adequate due to declining groundwater levels, an allowance of $900
to purchase a replacement sampling pump has been included in this Task.

Improvements to the QA/QC program for the water quality sampling work
were adopted in mid-2017 and will be included in this work in 2022.

.2.b.4 All recommendations from prior reviews of the data collection program

Update Program have been implemented. No additional work of this type is anticipated in

Schedule and Standard  2022.

Operating Procedures.

($0)

L.2.b.5 A well to replace Monitoring Well FO-9 Shallow, which in 2021 was

Monitor Well found to have a leaking casing, 1s expected to be installed in 2022. The

Construction costs for this work are included 1n the 2022 M&MP Capital Budget, and

1) DRSOURUUUIOI, (- * [ [l e e BT

L2.b.6

Reports This task was essentially eliminated starting in 2020 by having the data

($3,136) collected by MPWMD under tasks 1.2.b.1, 1.2.b.2, and 1.2.b.3 reported in
the STAR under Task I.4.c. The work remaining under this task is for
MPWMD to prepare and provide the data appendix to the Consultant that
prepares the STAR.
No formalized reporting on a quarterly basis is required. However,
MPWMD will promptly notify the Watermaster and the Consultant that
prepares the SIAR of any nussing data or data collection uregularities in
the water quality and water level data collected under Tasks 1.2.b.2 and
[.2.b.3.

1.2.b.7 On the Watermaster’s behalf MPWMD will compile and submit data on

CASGEM Data Submittal

($4,704)

the Watermaster’s “Voluntary Wells” into the State’s CASGEM
groundwater management database. The term “Voluntary Well” refers to a
well that 1s not currently having its data reported into the CASGEM
system, but for which the Watermaster obtains data. This will be done m
the format and on the schedule required by the Department of Water
Resources under the Sustamable Groundwater Management Act.

12 Basin Management e

I. 3. a.

Enhanced Seaside Basin
Groundwater Model
(Costs listed in subtasks
below)

The Watermaster and 1its consultants use a Groundwater Model for basin
management purposes.
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L3.a.1
Update the Existing
Model

The Model, described in the report titled “Groundwater Flow and
Transport Model” dated October 1, 2007, was updated in 2009 in order to
develop protective water levels, and to evaluate replenishment scenarios

($0) and develop answers to Basin management questions. The Model was
again updated 1 2014.
In 2018 the Model was recalibrated and updated. No further work of this
type 1s anticipated mn 2022.

I.3.a.2 A series of cross-sectional models was created in 2009 in order to develop

Develop Protective
Water Levels

(50)

protective water levels for selected production wells, as well as for the
Basin as a whole. This work 1s discussed in Hydrometrics’ “Seaside
Groundwater Basin Protective Water Elevations Technical Memorandum.”
In 2013 further work was started to refine these protective water levels, but
it was found that the previously developed protective water levels were
reasonable. Protective water levels will be updated, if appropriate, as part
of the work of Task I.3.c.

I.3.a.3

Evaluate Replenishment
Scenarios and Develop
Answers to Basin
Management Questions
($60,000)

In 2009 the updated Model was used to evaluate different scenarios to
determine such things as the most effective methods of using supplemental
water sources to replenish the Basin and/or to assess the impacts of
pumping redistribution. This work is described in HydroMetrics™ “Seaside
Groundwater Basin Groundwater Model Report.” In 2010, and again in
2013, HydroMetrics used the updated Model to develop answers to some
questions associated with Basin management.

Modeling performed to date indicates that the solution to the problem of
water levels in the Seaside Basin being below Protective Water Levels will
be to inject replenishment water.

Within the next few years there may be the ability of either of two projects
to provide additional water for Basin replenishment. One of these is the
Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project’s (MPWSP) desalination plant.
The other is the Pure Water Monterey (PWM) Expansion Project. Growth
1s built into each of these projects’ plant capacity, and the full capacity of
these plants will likely not all be needed for some years into the future.
During the time period that these projects would have excess capacity, they
could potentially provide water for Basin replenishment.

Montgomery & Associates agrees that injection is the quickest way to
bring groundwater levels up in the Seaside Basin. The original 3.500 AFY
PWM Project is already in operation, and construction of either the
MPWSP desalination plant or the PWM Expansion Project is expected to
begin within the next few vears. Modeling to determine the additional
amount of replenishment water needed to achieve protective groundwater
level elevations throughout the Basin, after either or both of those projects
are constructed, would be performed to aid the Watermaster in pursuing
approaches to obtain that additional water for Basin replenishment.

Based on input from Montgomery & Associates it is expected to cost about
$40,000 to update the earlier replenishment water modeling that was
performed in 2013. Hence, this Task includes a $40,000 allowance to
perform this modeling, if so directed by the Watermaster Board.
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newly identified by the work performed in 2012. That data has now been
mcorporated into the Database. In 2021 the Watermaster TAC examined
the feasibility of performing conductivity profiling of certain of the near-
coastal wells that were evaluated in the 2012 Memorandum, as a method
of determining if any of those wells was allowing downward migration of
mtruded water from the shallow dunes aquifer to enter the Paso Robles
aquifer. However, it was concluded that conditions in those wells would
make it infeasible to perform such work.

In late 2017 a request was made to MPWMD to destroy one of its no-
longer-used monitoring wells that 1s perforated i multiple aquifers (Well

PCA-East Multiple). MPWMD performed this work in 2018.

No further work of this type 1s anticipated in 2022.

I.3.e.

Seaside Basin Geochemical
Model

($10,000)

When new sources of water are introduced into an aquifer, with each
source having its own unique water quality, there can be chemical
reactions that may have the potential to release minerals which have
previously been attached to soil particles, such as arsenic or mercury, into
solution and thus into the water itself. This has been experienced in some
other locations where changes occurred in the quality of the water being
mjected into an aquifer. MPWMD’s consultants have been using
geochemical modeling to predict the effects of injecting Carmel River
water into the Seaside Groundwater Basin under the ASR program.

In order to predict whether there will be groundwater quality changes that
will result from the ntroduction of desalinated water and additional ASR
water (under the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project) and advance-
treated water (under the Pure Water Monterey Project) geochemical
evaluations, and potentially modeling, will be performed in the areas of the
Basin where mnjection of these new water sources will occur.

In 2019 a geochemical evaluation of introducing advance-treated water
from the Pure Water Monterey Project was performed. That evaluation
concluded that there would be no adverse geochemical impacts as a result
of introducing that water into the Basin. A similar evaluation of the
mmpact of introducing ASR water also concluded that there would be no
adverse geochemical impacts. An evaluation of introducing desalinated
water will be performed, if the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project’s
desaliation plant proceeds into the construction phase.

If the geochemical evaluation of injecting desalinated water indicates the
potential for problems to occur, then Montgomery and Associates may use
the Watermaster’s updated groundwater model, and information about
mjection locations and quantities, injection scheduling, ete. provided by
MPWMD for each of these projects, to develop model scenarios to see 1f
the problem(s) can be averted by changing delivery schedules and delivery
quantities. This Task includes an allowance of $10,000 to have
Montgomery and Associates perform such modeling. if necessary.
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If the modeling predicts that there may be adverse impacts from
mtroducing these new sources of water, measures to mitigate those impacts
will be developed under a separate task that will be created for that
purpose when and if necessary.

1. 4 Seawater Intrusion Response Plan (formerly referred to as the

I. 4. a.

Oversight of Seawater
Intrusion Detection and
Tracking

(50)

Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan)

Consultants will provide general oversight over the Seawater Intrusion
detection program under the other Tasks in this Work Plan.

I. 4. c.

Annual Report- Seawater
Intrusion Analysis
($26,290)

Yae

Refine and/or Update the
Seawater Intrusion
Response Plan

_(50)
I. 4.f.
If Seawater Intrusion is
Determined to be
Occurring, Implement

Contingency Response Plan

At the end of each water vear, a Consultant will reanalyze all water quality
data. Water level and water quality data will be provided to the Consultant
i MS Access format. The Consultant will put this data into a report
format and will include 1t as an attachment to the Seawater Intrusion
Analysis Report. If possible, semi-annual chloride concentration maps will
be produced for each aquifer in the basin. Time series graphs, trilinear
graphs, and stiff diagram comparisons will be updated with new data. The
annual EM logs will be analyzed to identifv changes in seawater wedge
locations. All analyses will be incorporated into an annual report that
follows the format of the initial, historical data report. Potential seawater
mtrusion will be highlighted i the report, and if necessary,
recommendations will be included. The annual report will be submitted
for review by the TAC and the Board. Modifications to the report will be
incorporated based on input from these bodies, as well as Watermaster

_staff.

At the beginning of 2009, and again in 2021, it was thought that it might
be beneficial or necessary to perform work to refine the SIRP and/or to
update it based on new data or knowledge that was gained subsequent to
the preparation of the SIRP. However, this did not prove to be necessary,
and no further work of this type is anticipated in 2022.

The SIRP will be implemented if seawater intrusion, as defined in the
Plan, is determined by the Watermaster to be occuring.

s
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 6

AGENDA TITLE: Approve the FY 2022 Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP)
Operations and Capital Budgets

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY::

Attached are the proposed M&MP Operations and Capital Budgets for 2022 and 2023. The Board has
asked that two-year budgets be developed to alert the Board to potential changes in scope and/or cost in
near future years. Only the 2022 budgets are before the TAC for approval, the 2023 budgets are for
information only.

The following are comments and/or principal revisions from the 2021 M&MP Budget:

Technical Program Manager: Due to the large number of meetings being held by the Salinas Valley
Basin’s and Marina Coast Water District’s Groundwater Sustainability Agency’s committees that | serve
on representing the Watermaster, and the increasing work associated with working toward obtaining
replenishment water to protect the Seaside Basin against the threat of seawater intrusion, the budget
amount for the Technical Program Manager had to be increased in 2021 through a mid-year budget
amendment from an initial $60,000 to $95,000. | anticipate that this increased workload will begin to
reduce in 2022 after the Monterey Subbasin GSP has been completed. Therefore, the proposed line-item
budget amount has been reduced to $75,000 in 2022.

Tasks M.1.c, M.1.d, and M.1.e (On-call/as-needed Consulting Services): In 2020 and again in 2021
we have needed a greater amount of assistance from Montgomery and Associates in evaluating a number
of different issues that have come before the TAC, than has been the case in prior years. In 2022 there
will be some hourly rate increases for the Montgomery and Associates staff that will likely be the ones to
provide on-call/as-needed hydrogeological consulting services under Tasks M.1l.c, M.1.d, and M.l.e
(Derrik Williams, Pascual Benito, and Georgina King). | also anticipate that there may be an ongoing
need for a greater amount of services in 2022, and have accordingly increased the on-call consulting
services allowance for this budget line-item.

Task M.1.g (SGMA Documentation Preparation): Although the scope of work for this Task is
unchanged from 2021, in 2022 there will be some hourly rate increases for the Montgomery and
Associates staff that perform this work. Therefore, the amount proposed for 2022 is slightly increased
from 2021 amount.

Tasks 1.2.a.1 (Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database Maintenance/Enhancement), 1.2.b.2 (Collect
Water Levels), and 1.2.b.3 (Collect Quarterly Water Quality Samples and Perform Sentinel Well
Induction Logging): Although the scope of work for these Tasks is essentially unchanged from 2021, in
2022 there will be significant hourly rate increases for the MPWMD staff that perform this work, and
additional charges for direct and indirect MPWMD costs associated with performing this work. Also,
under the new Scope of Work being used with MPWMD under the new Master Agreement starting in
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

AGENDA ITEM: " 6 (Continued) ]

2022, some of the cost allocations between their work on these Tasks is slightly different than in 2021.
The proposed cost for the induction logging work that is performed by Mr. Feeney and his subcontractor
in Task 1.2.b.3 is slightly higher than it was in 2021. This is because more maintenance work on the
Sentinel wells is anticipated in 2022, and the induction logging contractor’s costs have gone up.

Therefore, the amounts proposed for these Tasks in 2022 differ significantly from the 2021 amounts, and
are generally higher than they were in 2021.

Task 1.2.b.6 (Reports): Although the scope of work for this Task is unchanged from 2021, in 2022 there
will be hourly rate increases for the MPWMD staff that perform this work. Therefore, the amount
proposed for 2022 is slightly increased from 2021 amount.

Task 1.2.b.7 (CASGEM Data Submittal for Watermaster's Voluntary Wells): MPWMD has been
able to reduce the amount of time needed to format and submit this data to DWR in 2022 to comply with
the SGMA requirements for adjudicated basins. Even with MPWMD'’s hourly rate increases, it has been
possible to reduce the budget for this Task in 2022 from the amount budgeted in 2021.

Task 1.3.a.3 (Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and Develop Answers to Basin Management
Questions): Included in Task 1.3.a.3 is $40,000 to perform work to update modeling performed in 2013
pertaining to injection of water to raise groundwater levels. This additional work was initially proposed
for 2020, but was removed based on input from Todd Groundwater and Montgomery & Associates that
pointed out that if all the water injected by the PWM and desalination plant projects is subsequently
extracted, there would be little if any net increase in groundwater levels. Reinstating that work was
proposed for 2021 in order to work on getting additional water above and beyond that which would be
injected by the desalination plant or the PWM Expansion Project (depending on which of these moves
forward to construction) and not extracted, in order to raise groundwater levels to protective elevations
Basinwide. However, in the event the Board decides to defer this work until 2022, funds to perform that
work have been included in the 2022 budget for this Task. If the Board proceeds with that work in 2021,
the scope and budget for this Task in 2022 will delete that work.

Task I.4.c (Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis): Although the scope of work for this Task is
essentially unchanged from 2021, Montgomery & Associates has been able to slightly reduce its costs to
prepare the 2022 Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report, and no costs for MPWMD to perform work under
this Task is anticipated. Therefore, the amount proposed for 2022 is lower than the 2021 amount.

As indicated by the right-hand column titled “Comparative Costs from 2021 Budget” in the proposed
2022 M&MP Operations Budget in Attachment 1, the proposed 2022 Budget is $30,809 higher
($314,878-$284,069) than the 2021 Budget. However, if the replenishment water modeling update work
in Task 1.3.a.3 is performed 2021 rather than in 2022, the 2022 Budget will be $9,191 lower than the 2021
Budget.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

AGENDA ITEM: " 6 (Continued)

Following TAC approval of the 2022 M&MP and Budgets, they will be forwarded to the Budget and
Finance Committee and then to the Board for approval.

It is anticipated that a new well to replace monitoring well FO-9 Shallow will be constructed in 2022.
The 2022 M&MP Capital Budget includes the estimated Watermaster cost to perform that work.

ATTACHMENTS- 1. 2022 and 2023 M&MP Operations Budgets

2. 2022 and 2023 M&MP Capital Budgets
RECOMMENDED Approve, or make changes to, the attached Budgets and then
ACTION: recommend these for approval by the Board
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Monitoring and Management Program Operations Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2022

Comparative
Task | Subtask | Sub- Cost Description Total Costs from
Subtask 2021 Budget
CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS®
MPWMD Private Contractors
Consultants
Labor
Technical Project Manager®® $0 $75,000 $0 $75,000 $60,000
M.1 Program Administration
M.la Project Budget and Controls $0| $0 $0| 30| $0
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0| $0 $0| 30| $0
M.1l.c, Preparation for and Attendance at Meetings $0, $27,560) $0| $27,560] $23,000,
M.1d, & and Peer Review of Documents and
M.1l.e Reports@
M.1.f QA/QC $0 $0, $0 $0] $0|
M.1.g SGMA Documentation Preparation $0 $2,380| $0 $2,380| $2,320|
1.1 Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed
in Phase 1)
1.2 Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring
1. 2. a. Database Management
1. 2. a. 1. |Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database $20,776) $2,400 $0| $23,176) $17,004
Maintenance/Enhancement™®
1. 2. a. 2. |Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters| $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.2.b. Data Collection Program
I. 2. b. 1. |site Representation and Selection™” $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.2.b. 2. |collect Water Levels® $21,490 $0 $0 $21,490] $3,726
1. 2. b. 3. |Collect Quarterly Water Quality Samples $18,770 $0, $20,565) $39,335) $42,101
and Perform Sentinel Well Induction
Logging®®
1. 2. b. 4. |Update Program Schedule and Standard $0| $0 $0| $0| $0
Operating Procedures.
I. 2. b. 5. [ Monitor Well Construction™ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
1. 2. b. 6. |Reports $3,136) $0 $0 $3,136) $2,086
l. 2. b. 7. |CASGEM Data Submittal for $4,704 $0) $0| $4,704 $5,960]
Watermaster's Voluntary Wells
1.3 Basin Management
l.3. a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater (Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)
Model
I.3.a. 1 [Update the Existing Model™? $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
. 3.a. 2 |Develop Protective Water Levels®? $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
I. 3. a. 3 |Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and $0 $60,000] $0 $60,000] $70,000]
Develop Answers to Basin Management
Ouestions®®
1.3.h. Complete Preparation of Basin $0| $0| $0| $0| $0
Management Action Plan
1. 3.c. Refine and/or Update the Basin $0| $0 $0| $0| $0
Management Action Plan
1.3.d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer $0| $0 $0| $0| $0
Contamination Potential
I.3.¢e Seaside Basin Geochemical Model®® $0 $10,000 $0 $10,000 $10,000
1.4 Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan
I. 4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection $0| $0| $0| $0| $0
and Tracking®”
1. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion $0 $26,290] $0 $26,290] $27,502]
Analysis®®
I. 4. e Refine and/or Update the Seawater $0, $0, $0| $0| $0
Intrusion Response Plan® ©
. 4.1 If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be (No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will Likely
Occurring, Implement Contingency Not be Necessary During 2021. If it Does Become Necessary,
Response Plan® Use of Contingency Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely
be Necessary)
TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS $68,876| $128,630| $20,565
SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager = $218,071 $203,699
Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 10% 9= $21,807 $20,370
Technical Program Manager = $75,000] $60,000]
TOTAL®- $314,878 $284,069
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Footnotes:

(1) Under this Subtask the Watermaster will directly contract with an outside contractor to perform the Sentinel Well induction logging work,
and to also collect water level data in conjunction with doing the induction logging. MPWMD will perform the other portions of the work of this
(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 senices, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The term “Contractor” refers to a firm
providing construction or field senices such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.

(4) Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the larger Tasks listed abowve at the time of preparation of this Budget it is
recommended that a Contingency of approximately 10% be included in the Budget.

(5) The MPWMD portion of this Task includes: (1) $900 to purchase a new sampling pump if an existing one needs to be replaced, (2) $476 for
vehicle mileage costs for both this Task and Task 1.2.b.2, (3) $6,200 for laboratory analytical costs, (4) $150 for CO2 bottles to run the sample
pumps, and (5) $504 of administrative support costs for preparing billings and processing inwices from the water quality laboratory.

(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. Includes the purchase and installation of one new replacement datalogger at a price of $850 including installation
parts, or to keep in inventory as a spare if needed,

(7) A replacement for monitoring well FO-9 Shallow is expected to be constructed in 2022. The costs for this work are contained in the Capital
Budget for 2022 and no costs for it are included in the Operations Budget for 2022.

(8) This cost is for Montgomery and Associates, Todd Groundwater, and Martin Feeney 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. This
work may include, but not be limited to, participation in conference calls and reviewing documents prepared by others.

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

(10) The 2021 budget line-item for this Task included doing replenishment water updated modeling for an estimated $50,000. A cost proposal for
this work was received and it was found that this work could be performed for approximately $40,000.The 2021 budget also included $20,000 for
evaluating other issues the Board might wish to evaluate. Depending on direction from the Board, the replenishment modeling update work may
be performed in 2021. If so, the funds in this Task would only be used if there were other issues the Board wished to evaluate and which were
not cowvered in the updated BMAP, and the budget amount for this Task would be reduced from $60,000 to $20,000.

(11) The Model was updated and recalibrated in 2018, so no costs for this Task are anticipated in 2022.

(12) The protective water levels developed in 2009 were examined in 2013 to see if they needed to be updated. It was concluded that the 2009
protective levels were still satisfactory for Basin management purposes, and that no revisions were needed. No work under this Task is
anticipated in 2022.

(13) This was a new Task that was started in 2018, and was completed for the PWM AWT water in 2019. Funds allocated for this Task in 2022
would only be used if geochemical modeling is performed in 2022 for the MPWSP desalination plant water, and if that modeling indicates the
need to have Montgomery and Associates use the Seaside Basin groundwater model to provide additional information needed by the
geochemical model to develop miitgation measures for any adverse water quality impacts the geochemical model predicts could occur from
introducing desalinated water into the Basin.

(14) This Task is included to provide funds for the Watermaster to perform modeling and other investigative work to aid in making Basin
management decisions.

(15) Includes $200/month for an outside consultant to maintain the Watermaster's website and post documents on it. Also includes $1,960 for
MPWMD to respond to requests from consultants and others for data from the database.

(16) MPWMD's costs to assist in this Task are included in its costs under Task 1.2.b.6.

(17) MPWMD's and Montgomery & Associates' costs to provide oversight in this Task are included under their other Tasks.

(18) The amount originally budgeted for the Technical Program Manager in 2021 was $60,000. However, this was increased to $95,000 by a
budget amendment in mid-year when it became apparent that more work needed to be done than was originally anticipated.

(19) As noted in footnote 10, the Total Cost for the 2022 M&MP budget would be reduced by $40,000 if the replenishment water modeling
update is performed in 2021.

42



Monitoring and Management Program Operations Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 20232

Task |Subtask | Sub- Cost Description CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS® Total
Subtask MPWMD Private Contractors
Consultants
Labor
[ Technical Project Manager $0] $75,000] $0| $75,000]
M.1 Program Administration
M.l.a Project Budget and Controls 30| $0) $0) 30|
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas 30| $0) $0) 30|
M.1.c, Preparation for and Attendance at Meetings $0) $28,387 $0 $28,387|
M.1.d, & and Peer Review of Documents and
M.l.e ReportS(B)
M.L1.f QA/QC $0) $0 $0) 30|
M.1g SGMA Documentation Preparation $0) $2,451 $0 $2,451]
1.1 Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed
in Phase 1)
1.2 Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring
1.2 a. Database Management
1. 2. a. 1. [Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database $21,399 $2,472 $0 $23,871
Maintenance/Enhancement
1. 2. a. 2. |Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters| $0| $0| $0 $0
1.2. b Data Collection Program
I. 2. b. 1. |site Representation and Selection™ $0 $0 $0 $0
I. 2. 0. 2. {Collect Monthly Water Levels® $22,135 $0 $0 $22,135
1. 2. b. 3. [Collect Quarterly Water Quality $19,333 $0) $21,182 $40,515
Samples®™®®
1. 2. b. 4. |Update Program Schedule and Standard $0| $0| $0 $0
Operating Procedures.
. 2. b. 5. | Monitor Well Construction™ $0 $0 $0 $0
1. 2. b. 6. |Reports $3,230 $0| $0| $3,230
1. 2. b. 7. |CASGEM Data Submittal for $4,845 $0| $0 $4,845
Watermaster's Voluntary Wells
1.3 Basin Management
l.3. a Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater (Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)
Model
1. 3. a. 1 |Update the Existing Model $0 $0) $0| 30|
1. 3. a. 2 |Develop Protective Water Levels $0| $0| $0| $0,
1. 3. a. 3 |Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and $0 $20,000 $0 $20,000]
Develop Answers to Basin Management
Questions
1.3.b Complete Preparation of Basin $0 $0|
Management Action Plan
1.3.c Refine and/or Update the Basin $0 $0|
Management Action Plan %
1.3.d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer $0] $0] $0| $0,
Contamination Potential®®
l.3.e Seaside Basin Geochemical Model®” $0 $0 $0 $0
1.4 Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan
1. 4. a Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection $0| $0| $0 $0
and Tracking
1.4.b. Analyze and Map Water Quality from (Costs Included Under 1.4.a)
Coastal Monitoring Wells
l.4.c Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis| $27,079) $0 $27,079
l.4. e Refine and/or Update the Seawater $0) $0 $0
Intrusion Response Plan® ©
.41 If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be | (No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will Likely Not be

Occurring, Implement Contingency
Response Plan®

Necessary During 2019. If it Does Become Necessary, Use of

Contingency Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely be

Necessary)
TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS|  $70,942] $80,389] $21,182]
SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager = $172,513
Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 10% = $17,251
Technical Program Manager| $75,000
TOTAL= $264,764
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Footnotes:
(1) Under this Subtask the Watermaster will directly contract with an outside contractor to perform the Sentinel Well induction logging work, and to
also collect water level data in conjunction with doing the induction logging. MPWMD will perform the other portions of the work of this Subtask.

(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 senices, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The term “Contractor” refers to a firm providing construction
or field senices such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.

(4) Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the Tasks listed abowe at the time of preparation of this Budget, it is recommended that a
10% Contingency be included in the Budget.

(5) A portion of this cost is for maintaining sampling equipment that was installed in prior years.

(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 additional monitoring well is expected to be constructed in 2023.

(8) For Montgomery and Associates, Todd Groundwater, and Martin Feeney 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) Not used.

(11) If necessary to reflect knowledge gained from modeling work or other data sources. Since the BMAP was updated in 2018, no work on this
Task is anticipated in 2022.

(12) Includes a 3% inflation factor on most annually recurring costs in the 2022 Budget, except the Technical Program Manager cost which has no
inflation factor applied to it.

(13) No further work on this Task is anticipated in 2023.

(14) It is assumed that all work of this Task will be completed in 2022.
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Monitoring and Management Program Capital Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2022

A replacement for monitoring well FO-9 Shallow is expected to be
constructed in 2022. All costs including consultants for design and the
well drilling contractor for construction are included in this Capital
Budget. It is assumed that there will be a 3-way cost sharing agreement
between the Watermaster, MPWMD, and MCWD for that work. MPWMD
estimated the cost of a replacement well with a depth of 600 feet would
be approximately $114K, based on an estimated per-foot cost of $140 and
a construction supervision cost of $30K. Mr. Feeney estimated it would
cost about $280 per-foot, which would increase the MPWMD estimated
cost to $198K. The amount budgeted for this Task is based on a 3-way
share of an estimated cost of $200K, with the Watermaster's share being
$66,667.

Monitoring and Management Program Capital Budget
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2023

No Capital projects are anticipated to be undertaken in 2023, so this budget
is $0.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 7

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Initial RFSs for Montgomery & Associates, MPWMD, Martin
Feeney, and Todd Groundwater for 2022

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager

SUMMARY:: Attached are the proposed initial contracts for each of the Watermaster’s consultants that are
expected to work on M&MP activities during 2022. Each of these are currently working under a master form of
agreement with the Watermaster called a “Professional Services Agreement” (PSA). Actual work assignments
are made through the issuance of Requests for Service (RFS) under the umbrella language of the PSA.

In mid-2021 MPWMD requested changing from the PSA format to a new format of Master Agreement they had
created. Rather than RFSs, this new Master Agreement calls for actual work assignments to be made through
the issuance of “Scopes of Work” (SOW) under the umbrella language of the Master Agreement.

The attached RFSs and the one SOW constitute the proposed initial 2022 work assignments for each of these

consultants as follows:

e Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2022-01 covering their providing general hydrogeologic consulting
services and for providing assistance in preparing documents that the Watermaster will need to submit to
fulfill its reporting requirements under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2022-02 covering their preparing the 2022 SIAR.

MPWMD SOW No. 2022-01 covering their anticipated 2022 M&MP tasks, and covering their obtaining
water quality and water level data from private producers who ask the Watermaster collect this data for
them. The costs for the latter work are reimbursed by the private producers, and there is no net cost to
the Watermaster for performing that work.

Martin Feeney RFS No. 2022-01 covering his performing induction logging of certain of the
Watermaster’s monitoring wells and providing that data to MPWMD and Montgomery & Associates.
This work also includes performing some maintenance on the Sentinel Wells.

Martin Feeney RFS No. 2022-02 covering his providing general hydrogeologic consulting services.

e Todd Groundwater RFS No. 2022-01 covering their providing general hydrogeologic consulting services.

These consultants have reviewed the cost and scope details of these proposed contracts and their input has been
included in the attached versions of the contracts.

If geochemical modeling needs to be performed on Cal Am’s desalination plant water in 2022, and if that
indicates the need to develop mitigation measures for possible adverse impacts from introducing non-native
water into the Basin, | will develop an additional RFS for Montgomery & Associates during 2022 to use the
Seaside Basin Groundwater Model to provide information to MPWMD’s consultant (Pueblo Water Resources)
to use in performing that geochemical modeling to develop such mitigation measures. Funds for this additional
RFS have been included in the M&MP Operations Budget for 2022. When and if drafted, the RFS would come
to the TAC for approval before going to the Board.
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

AGENDA ITEM: " 7 (Continued)

These contracts are on today’s agenda to provide the TAC with the opportunity to raise questions or make
suggestions for changes to the scopes-of-work or costs before they are presented to the Board for approval, in
order to ensure the contacts can be in effect at the start of 2022.

ATTACHMENTS: 6 - Proposed Consultant Contracts for FY 2022 (2 RFSs — Montgomery &
Associates, 2 RFSs — Martin Feeney, 1 RFS — Todd Groundwater, 1 SOW -
MPWMD)

RECOMMENDED Discuss and either modify or approve the proposed contracts

ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER
REQUEST FOR SERVICE

DATE: January 1, 2022 RFS NO. 2022-01
(To be filled in by WATERMASTER)

TO: Hale Barter FROM:__ Robert Jaques
Montgomery & Associates WATERMASTER
PROFESSIONAL

Services Needed and Purpose: General hydrogeologic consulting and document
preparation services. See Scope of Work in Attachment 1.

Completion Date: All work of this RFS shall be completed not later than December 31, 2022,
and shall be performed in accordance with the Schedule contained in Attachment 2.

Method of Compensation: Time and Materials (As defined in Section V of
Agreement.)
Total Price Authorized by this RFS: $ 21,940.00 (Cost is authorized only when

evidenced by signature below.) (See Attachment 1 for Estimated Costs).

Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WATERMASTER in
accordance with Section V. COMPENSATION.

Requested by: Date:
WATERMASTER Technical Program Manager

Agreed to by: Date:
PROFESSIONAL

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2022-01 Page 1
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ATTACHMENT 1

SCOPE OF WORK

On an ongoing and as-requested basis, PROFESSIONAL will provide general hydrogeologic
consulting services to WATERMASTER on a variety of topics. These may include, but not be
limited to interpretation of water level and water quality data collected by WATERMASTER,
BMAP and SIRP implementation 1ssues, and preparation of documents for WATERMASTER’s
use in fulfilling its Sustamable Groundwater Management Act reporting requirements.

Providing these services will likely mvolve attending certain of WATERMASTER s Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings, most of which will be attended remotely. These TAC
meetings do not include special TAC or other meetings which may be required as part of
performing other work which may be authorized under other RFSs i1ssued to PROFESSIONAL
by WATERMASTER. Any such other scope and cost proposals will incorporate costs for those
meetings.

The Tasks in WATERMASTER’s 2022 Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP) to
which this RFS No. 2022-01 pertains are:

M. 1. ¢ & M.1. d - Preparation and Attendance of Meetings

M. 1. e - Peer Review of Documents and Reports
M.1.g — Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Documentation Preparation

ESTIMATED COSTS

Tasks M.1.c. M.1.d. and M.1.e: General Consulting Services will consist of working on these

Tasks and attending some TAC and other meetings either remotely or in-person m Monterey, as
requested by WATERMASTER.

$19.560 1n labor, travel, and incidental costs of this RFS No. 2022-01 are allocated to performing
work on these Tasks.

Task M.1.g: Section 10720.8 of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires
adjudicated basins to submit annual reports. Most of the documentation that needs to be reported
1s already generated by the WATERMASTER 1n conjunction with preparing its own Annual
Reports. However, information regarding changes in basin storage is not currently generated.
PROFESSIONAL will provide an estimate of the change in basin storage under this RFS No.
2022-01.

$2.380 1n labor costs of this RFS No. 2022-01 are allocated to performing work for Task M.1.g.

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2022-01 Page 2
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All work under this RFS No. 2022-01 will be billed at the following hourly rates, mcluding all
markups and other direct costs:

Derrik Williams = $265.00/hour ~ Georgina King = $220.00/hour ~ Statf = $155.00/hour
The total cost authorized by this RFS No. 2022-01 1s $21,940.00.

These costs are summarnized in the table below.

Derrik  Georgina Staff c i
Williams  King °';2‘;s'“9 Expenses Total Costs
$265/hr  $220/hr $155/hr
Prepare 2022 Change in Storage
Calculation per SGMA Requirements 0 8 4 §2,380 $0 $2,380
General Consulting 24 60 0 $19,560 $0 $19,560
TOTALS 24 68 4 $21,940 $0 $21,940

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2022-01 Page 3
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ATTACHMENT 1

SCOPE OF WORK

The scope consists of providing professional consulting services to WATERMASTER for
preparation of the 2022 Seawater Intrusion Analysis Report (SIAR).

To promote ettficiency. much of the text and graphics from the 2021 STAR will be mcorporated
directly into the 2022 SIAR.

Preparing the 2022 SIAR will involve analyzing all water quality data at the end of Water Year
2022 (October 1, 2021 to September 30, 2022) and producing semi-annual (2°¢ and 4® quarters
2022) chloride concentration maps for each aquifer in the Basin. Time series graphs, trilinear
graphs, and stiff diagram comparisons will be updated with new data. Second and fourth quarter
groundwater elevation maps will also be produced. The annual EM logs will be analyzed to
identify changes in seawater wedge locations. A determination of whether there 1s any evidence
of seawater intrusion will be made, and recommendations will be mcluded as warranted.

Water level and water quality data for WY 2022 will be provided to PROFESSIONAL m MS
Access format. PROFESSIONAL will put this data into a report format and will include it as an
attachment to the 2022 SIAR.

A Draft 2022 SIAR will be provided to WATERMASTER 1n electronic (not printed) form for
review. WATERMASTER will provide 1its review comments and those of its TAC members
through direct discussions with PROFESSIONAL at a TAC meeting which PROFESSIONAL
will attend remotely via teleconference or Zoom. In addition to these oral comments. some TAC
members may also provide recommended editorial changes electronically directly to
PROFESSIONAL. These comments will be addressed in a Final 2022 STAR. PROFESSIONAL
will also present the Fimal version of the SIAR to the Board at a meeting which
PROFESSIONAL will attend remotely via teleconference or Zoom. PROFESSIONAL will
provide to WATERMASTER both a PDF and MS Word version of the final report. No printed
copies of the 2022 STAR will be requured.

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2022-02 Page 2
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ATTACHMENT 3

DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED COSTS

Note: Regardless of the use of the term "Estimated Cost" in this RFS, if the work of this RFS is to be compensated for using Lump
Sum Payment method, it is understood and agreed to by PROFESSIONAL that the Total Price listed on page 1 of this RFS is
binding and limiting as defined in Section V of the Agreement.

2022 Seawater Intrusion Analisis Reiort

Georgina Staff c i
Kin orll:su ng Expenses Total Costs
$220/hr $155/hr ees
Prepare 2022 SIAR, including added
appendices for groundwater levels and 32 108 $23,780 $0 $24 430
quality
Prepare for and Attend One TAC Meeting
and One Board Meeting Online 10 2 $2510 $0 $2,510
| TOTALS 42 110 $26,290 $0 $26,290

MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES RFS NO. 2022-02 Page 4
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ATTACHMENT 3

Agency: Department of Parks and Recreation

RIGHT OF ENTRY PERMIT
Project: Fort Ord Dunes State Park — Monitoring Wells

This Right of Entry Permit (Pennit‘)his made and entered into this 1st dekr of August 2020, between the
State of Californja, acting by and through its Department of Parks and Recreation, hereinafter called
State, and Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster hereinafter called Permittee; State and Permittee
may hereinafter be referred to as a Party, or collectively the Parties.

RECITALS

+ Whereas, the State owns, operates and maintains the State Park known as Fort Ord Dunes State
Park, in the County of Monterey, State of California; and

» Whereas, Permittee has applied to State for permission to access Fort Ord Dunes State Park for
purposes of carrying out Permittee's Monitoring Wells project (the Project); and

+ Whereas, the State desires to accommodate Permittee’s application for permission to enter Fort Ord
Dunes State Park for purposes of the Project.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Now therefore, the State bg"this Permit hereby grants to the Permittee permission to enter upon State's
roperty, conditioned upon the agreement of the Parties that this Permit does not create or vest in
ermittee any interest in the real pmlpgrg hersin described or depicted, that the Permit is revocable and

non-transferable, and that the Permit is further subject to the following terms and conditions:

1. Project Descrépﬁon:_ By this Permit, the State hereby irants to the Permittee permission to enter
onto those lands depicted and/or described on Exhibit A (the Property), attached hereto and
herein incorporated by this reference, solely for the purpose of monﬂonn%four (4) wells twice
yearly, and as described in the completed Project Evaluation Form, Exhibit B, attached hereto.

2. Permit Subject to Laws and Regulatory Agency Permits: This Permit is expressly conditioned [
upon Permiftee's obtaining any and all regulatory permits or aﬁmvals required by the relevant
regulatory agencies for the Project and Permittee’s use of the Property, and upan Permittee’s
compliance with all applicable municipal, state and federal laws, rules and regulations, including all
State Park regulations. Permittee shall, at Permittee’s sole cost and eern_se, comng;]l with the
Project Description, and requirements and mitigations contained in the Environmental Document.

Prior to commencement of any work, Permittee shall obtain all such legally required permits or
approvals and submit to the State full and complate copies of all permits and approvals, including |
documentation related to or referenced in such permits and approvals, along with the |
currespondnga&ncy contact and telephone numbers, and related California Environmental |
Quality Act ( ) and/or National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation as applicable.

3. Term of Permit: This Permit shall only be for the period beginning on August 1, 2020, and ending
on August 1, 2021, or as may be reasonably extended by written mutual agreement of the Parties.

Consideration: Fee waived.

Permit Subject to Existing Claims: This Permit is subject to existing contracts, permits, licenses,
encumbrances and claims which may affect the Property.

8. Waiver of Claims and Indemnity: Permittee waives all claims against State, its officers, agents
and/or encr'p\l,:gees, for loss, injury, death or damage caused by, arising out of, orin any way
connected with the condition or use of the Pégper%y the issuance, exercise, use or implementation
of this Permit, and/or the rights herein granted. Parmittee further agrees to protect, save, hold
harmless, indemnify and defend State, its officers, agents and/or employees from any and all loss,
damage, claims, démands, costs and liability which may be suffered or incurred by State, its
officers, a'?erjts and/or employees from any cause whatsoever, arising out of, or in any way
connected with this Permit, exercise by Permittee of tha rights herein granted, Permitfee's use of
the Property and/or the Project for which this Permit is granted, except those arising out of the sole
active negligence or willful misconduct of State. Permittee will further cause such indemnification
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and waiver of claims in favor of State fo be inserted in each contract that Permittee executes for the
provision of services in connection with the Project for which this Permit is granted.

7. Contractors: Permittee shall incorporate the terms, conditions and requirements contained herein
when contracting out all or any portion of the work permitied hereunder. Permittee shall be
responsible for énsuring contractor/subcontractor compliance with the terms and conditions
contained herein. Failure of Permittee’s contractors to abide by State's terms and conditions shall
constitute default by Permittee (see DEFAULT paragraph below) allowing State to terminate this
Permit and seek all legal remedies.

8. Insurance Requirements: As a condition of this Permit and in connection with Permittee’s
indemnification and waiver of claims contained herein, Permittee shall maintain, and cause its
contractors to maintain, a policy or policies of insurance as follows:

General Provisions Applying to All Policies

A. Coverage Term — Coverage needs to be in force for the complete term of the contract. If
insurance expires during the term of the contract, a new certificate must be received by the
State at least ten (10) days prior to the expiration of this insurance. Any new insurance must
still comply with the original terms of the contract.

B. Policy Cancellation or Termination & Notice of Non-Renewal — Contractor is responsible
to nofify the State within five business days before the effective date of any cancellation, non-
renewal, or material change that affects required insurance coverage. In the event Contractor
fails to keep in effect at all times the specified insurance coverage, the State may, in addition
to any other remedies it may have, terminate this Coniract upon the occurrence of such
event, subject to the provisions of this Contract.

C. Deductible — Contractor is responsible for any deductible or self-insured retention contained
within their insurance program.

D. Primary Clause — Any required insurance contained in this contract shall be primary, and not
excess or contributory, to any other insurance carried by the State.

E. Insurance Carrier Required Rating — All insurance companies must carry a rating
acceptable to the Office of Risk and Insurance Management. If the Contractor is self-insured
for a portion or all of its insurance, review of financial information including a letter of credit

may be required.

F. Endorsements — Any required endorsements requested by the State must be ph;{sicall
attached to all requested certificates of insurance and not substituted by referring to suc
coverage on the cerificate of insurance.

G. Inadequate Insurance — Inadequate or lack of insurance does not negate the contractor
obligations under the contract.

H. Satisfying an SIR - All insurance required by this contract must allow the State to pay and/or
act as the contractor's agent in satisfying any self-insured retention (SIR). The choicé to pay
and/or act as the contractor's agent in satisfying any SIR is at the State's discretion.

.  Available Coverages.'Limits - All coverage and limits available to the contractor shall also be
available and applicable to the State.

J.  Subcontractors - In the case of Contractor utilization of subcontractors to complete the
contracted scope of work, contractor shall include all subcontractors as insured'’s under
Confractor and insurance or supply evidence of insurance to The State equal to policies,
coverages and limits required of Contractar,

COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY: ) o )
Commercial General Liability Insurance covering bodily injury and property damage in a form and
with coverage that are satisfactory to the State. “This insurance shall include personal and
advertising injury liability, products and completed operaticns, and liability assumed under an
insured contracf. Coverage shall be written on an occurrence basis in an amount of not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence. Annual aggregate limit shall not be less than $2,000,000. The State
of California, its officers, agents, and employees are to be covered as additional insureds
with respect to liability arising out of work or operations.

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY INSURANCE:
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Automobile Liability Insurance covering all owned, non-owned, and hired vehicles with a combined
single limit of not less than $1,000,000 for bodily injury and property damage. The State of
California, its officers, agents, and employeés are to be coveréd as additional insureds with
respect to liability arising out of work or operations.

WORKERS COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYERS LIABILITY:

Workers' Compensation insurance as required by the State of Califomia, with Statutory Limits, and
Employer's Liability Insurance with limit of no less than $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury or
disease, The Workers' Compensation policy shall be endo with a waiver of subrogation
in favor of the State of California.

9. Reservation of Rights: State reserves the right to use the Property in any manner, provided such
use does not unreasonably interfere with Permittee's rights herein.

10. Qc%?sts Limits and Conditions: Access to the Property shall be limited to the access designated
y State.

11. Notice of Work: Any required nolices to State shall be sent to the State authorities in charge of
Fort Ord Dunes State Park named below. At least forty-eight ié48) hours prior to any eniry upon the
Propert!| for any of the purposes hereinabove set forth, Permitiee shall provide the State contact[s]
named below with written notice of Permittee’s intent to enter the Property. Permittee shall also
notify the State contact[s] listed below in writing at least -eight (48) hours prior to anﬁ)change in the
Project schedule or cassation or completion of work. Should Staie personnel need to contact
Permittee, State shall notify Permittee’s contact person listed below:

STATE: o PERMITTEE’S CONTACT:
Contact; Brent C. Marshall, District Superintendent  Contact. Seaside Groundwater Basin
L L Watermaster
District: Monterey District Robert S. Jaques, email:
bobj83@comcast.net )
Address: 2211 Garden Road Address: PO Box 51502 Pacific Grove, CA
Monterey, CA 93940 93950
Telephane: 831-649-2836 Telephone: 831-375-0517

12. Limits of Work: In no event shall this Permit authorize work in excess or conirary to the terms and
conditions of any regulatory agency permit or approval. Under no circumstances, whether or not
authorized 5)( a;y regulatory agency, other permit or any person ar entity other than State, shall
work exceed that which is authorized by this Permit.

13. Public Safety: Permittee shall erect orange plastic temporary construction fencing and
appropriate _sngnaq_le ‘)I’IQF to commencement of work to Erevem public access to the construction
zone. Permittee shall remove such fencing within two (2) days after the completion of work.
Permitiee shall take, and shall cause its contractors or subcontractors to take, any and all
necessary and reasonable steps to protect the public from harm in connection with the Project or
implementation of this Permit.

14. Compliance with Project Requirements:

Permittee's activities conducted under this Permit shall comply with all State and Federal )
environmental laws, including, but not limited to, the Endangered Species Act, CEQA, and Section
5024 of the Public Resources Code.

Angmof Permittee’s archaeological consultants working within the boundaries of the Property shall
submit a DPR 412A permit alpplllcatinn to the District cultural resource specialist for approval prior
to commencing any archaeological or cultural investigations of the Property.

Permittee shall immediately advise State’s contact persan if any new site conditions are found
during the course of permifted work. State will advise Permittee if any new historical resources
(including archaeclogical sites), special status species, th_reﬂtenedfgndangered ?g;cies protocaols,
or other resource issues ara identified within the Project site. Permitiee shall abide by District
Superintendent or designee’s instructions to protect the resource(s) during the permitted work or
risk revocation of the Permit.

Permittee shall make all excavation activities on the Progerty available to the State archaeologist
for observation and monitoring. During excavation, the State archaeological monitor may observe
and report to the State on all excavation activities. State archasological monitor shall be
empowered to stop any construction activities as necessary to protect significant cultural resources
from being disturbed.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

In the event that greviously unknown cultural resources, 1nc!udin%_ but not limited to, dark sail
containing shell, bone, flaked stone, groundstone, or deposits of historic trash are encountered
during Project cansiruction by anyone, work will be suspended at that specific location, and the
Permittee’s work will be redirected to other tasks, until a State archaeologist or professionally
ualified designee has evaluated the find and implemented appropriate treatment measures and
isposition of artifacts, as appropriate, in compliance with all applicable laws and department
resource directives.

If human remains are discovered during the Project, work will be immedi_a{ey suspended at that
specific location and the District Superintendent or designee shall be notified by Fermittee. The
specific protocol, guidelines and channels of communication outlined by the Califomia Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and/or contained in Health and Safet¥ Code Section
7050.5 and Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 et seq., will be followed. Those statutes will
guide the potential Native American involvement in the event of discovery of human remains.

If resource monitoring is required to be performed by State staff, the Permittee shall provide a
written work schedule to the State at [east 48 hours In advance of the work. Permittee shall provide
reasonable advance notice of and invite the District Superintendent or designee to any
preconstruction meetings with the prime contractor or subcontractors.

Restoration of Progarty:‘ Permittee shall complete the restoration, repair, and revegetation of the
Property in consuitation with, and to the satisfaction of, the State Environmental Scientist within one
(1) year after complefion of the Project or the expiration or termination of this Permit, whichever
comes first. This obligation shall survive the expiration or termination of this Permit.

Performance Bond: If required by State in order to ensure that Permittee performs and completes
its obligations in accerdance with the terms of the Permit, Permittee shall obtain a Performance
Bond in the amount of from a surety duly licensed in the State of California. Permitiee shall
provide State with a copy of such insurance bond.

Right to Hait Work: The State reserves the right to hait work and demand mitigation measures at
any time, with or withaut prior notice to Permitiee, in the event the State determines that any
provision contained herein has been violated, or in the event that cessation of work is necessary to
prevent, avoid, mitigate or remediate any threat to the heaith and safety of the public or state park
personnel, or to the natural or cultural resources of the state park.

Use Restrictions: The use of tha Propert¥ bf\'r_lPermi;tee. including its guests, invitees, employees,
contractors and agents, shall be restricted to the daytime hours b n sunrise and sunset on a
day-by-day basis, unless otherwise approved in advance in writing by State. No person shali use
or occupy the Property overnight.

Activities on the Pro?erty shall be conducted only in @ manner which will not interfere with the
orderly oE;e_ratlon of the state park. Permittee shall not enga%e in any disorderly conduct and shall
not maintain, possess, store or allow any contraband on the Property. Contraband includes, but is
not limited to: any illegal alcoholic beverages, drugs, firearms, explosives and weapons.

Roads and trails where motorized vehicles are normally prohibited may be used for vehicle access
by Permittee, its employees, agents or contractors for ol, maintenance or repair purposes only,
and only to the extent specified by State, and shall be otherwise subject to all other conditions
anﬁl.’pr restrictions of this Permit and any applicable laws, state park regulations and state park
policies.

Permittee shall not use or allow the Property to be used, either in whole or in [l;:art, for any purpose
other than as set forth in this Permit, without the prior written consent of the State.

State's Right to Enter: At all times durin% the term of this Permit and any extension thereof, there
shall be and is he expressly reserved to State and to any of its agencies, contractors, agents,
employees, representatives, invitees or licensees, the right at any and all times, and any and all
places, to temporarily enter upon said Property to survey. ins , or perform any other lawful State
purposes.

Permittee shall not interfere with State's right to enter.
Protection of Pro?erg: Permittee shall Fn_ctect the Property, including all improvements and all
al featul |

natural and cultur: res thereon, at all times at Permittee’s sole cost and expense, and
Permittee shall strictly adhere to the following restrictions:
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21.

23.

(a) Permittee shall not place or dump garbage, trash or refuse anywhere upon or within the
Property, except in self-contained frash receptacles that are maintained to State's satisfaction

by Permittee.

(b) Permittee shall not commit or create, or suffer to be committed or created, any waste,
hazardous condition or nuisance in, on, under, above or adjacent to the Property.

{(c) Permittee shall not cut, prune or remove any vegetation upon the Property, except as
identified in the Project description and herein permitted or subsequently approved in writing
by the District Superintendent.

(d) Permittee shall not disturb, move or remove any rocks or boulders upon the Property, except
as identified in the Project description and herein permitted or subsequently approved in
writing by the District Superintendent.

(¢) Permittee shall not grade or regrade, or alter in any way, the ground surface of the Property,
gxcep; atg hdere;n permitted, or subsequently approved in writing by the District
uperintendent.

(f) Permittee shall not bat, poison, trap, hunt, pursue, catch, kill or engage in any other activit
which results in the taking, maiming or iniuitr()éd wildlife upon the Property, except as Identified
in the Project description and herein permitted or subsequently approved in writing by the
District Superintendent.

(g) Permittee shall not use, create, store, possess or dispose of hazardous substances (as
defined in the California Hazardous Substances Act) on the Property except as herein
permitted, or subsequently approved in writing by the District Superintendent.

(h) Permittee shall exercise due diligence to protect the Property against damage or destruction
by fire, vandalism and any other causes.

Default: In the event of a default or breach by Permittee of any of the terms or conditions set forth
in this Permit, State may at any time thereafter, without limiting State in the exercise of any right of
remedy at law or in equity which State may have by reason of such default or breach:

(@) Maintain this Permit in full force and effect and recover the consideration, if any, and other
monetary charges as they become dus, without tmnlnating[ Permittee's right to use of the
Property, regardless of whether Permittee has abandoned the Property; or

(b) Imquiatelaf_ltenninate.this Permit upon giving written notice to Permittee, whereupon
Permittee shall immediately surrender possession of the Property to State and remove all of
Permittee’s equipment and other personal property from the Property. In such event, State
shall be entitled to recover from Permittee all damages incurred or suffered by State by
reason of Permittee's default, including, but not limited to, the following:

(i) any amount necessary to oomi&ensgte State for all the detriment progimaltilg caused b
Permittee's failure to perform its obligations under this Permit, including, but not limit
to, compensation for the cost of restoration, repair and revegetation of the Property,
which shall be done at State’s sole discretion and comﬁensalinn for the detriment which
in the ordinary course of events would be likely to result from the default; plus

(i) at State's election, such other amounts in addition to or in lieu of the foregoing as may
be permitted from time to time by applicable law.

State’s RI?‘r_llto Cure Permittee's Default: At any time after Permittee is in default or in material
breach of this Permit, State may, but shall not be réquired to, cure such default or breach at
Permittee's cost. If State at any time, by reason of such default or breach, pays any sum or does
any act that requires the payment of any sum, the sum paid by State shall be due immediately from
Permittee to State at the tine the sum is paid. The sum due from Permittee to State shall bear the
maximum interest allowed by California law from the date the sum was paid by State until the date
on which Permittee reimburses State.

Revocation of Permit: The State shall have the absolute right to revoke this Permit for any
reason upon ten (10) days written notice to Permittee. Written notice to Permittee may be
accomplished by electronic or facsimile transmission, and the notice period set forth in this
Faradgraph shall begin on the date of the electronic or facsimile transmission, or, if sent by mail, on
he date of delivery. if Permittee is in breach of the Permit or owes money fo the State pursuant to
this Permit, any prepaid monies paid by Permittee to State shall be held and applied by the State
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Stata of Califomia - The Resources Agency
CALIFORNIA STATE PARKS Project Name 0

PROJECT EVALUATION (PEF)

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED
7.5 minute (quad) map of project area (Required)
[¥] Site Map (Required - Scale should show relationship o existing buildings, roads, landscape features, etc.)
Graphics (Specify - photos, diagrams, drawings, cross-secfions, efc.)
DPR 727 Accessibility Review & Comment Sheet (Note: Environmental Coordinator will send PEF
to the Accessibility Section for review & comment)
[] Sea-Level Rise Worksheet (for coastal park units)
[ Other (Specify):

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1S AN APPLICATION, PERMIT, OR CONSULTATION REQUIRED?

YES MAYBE NO
PRC 5024 - Historical Review/Archaeological Review ( a
Native American Consultation | a
Coastal Development Permit O O
CDFW Stream Alteration Permit | O
State & Federal Endangered Species Consultation Ll O
DPR Right to Enter or Temporary Use Permits O O
US Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permit O O
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Permit O O
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit O O
Stormwater Management Plan (] [
Encroachment Permit (Specify Agency): [] O
Other (Specify) : O O
DEPARTMENT POLICY COMPLIANCE
YES NO
HAS A GENERAL PLAN BEEN APPROVED FOR THE UNIT? = O
If YES, is the project consistent with the GP? [ J
If NO, what is the project justification?
Is it a temporary facility? (No permanent resource commitment) L[] O
Health and Safety project? O O
Is it a Resource Management Project? O (]
Is it repairing, replacing, or rehabilitating an existing facility? O (]
IS THE PROJECT WITH A CLASSIFIED SUBUNIT?
Natural Preserve O
Cultural Preserve O
State Wildemess 0O
IS THE PROJECT CONSISTENT WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S CULTURAL O
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIRECTIVES? DOM CHAPTER 1600
O

IS THE PROJECT CONSISTENT WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S
OPERATIONS MANUAL CHAPTER 0300, NATURAL RESOURCES?

FEENEY RFS No. 2022-01 Page 13
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PROJECT EVALUATION (PEF)

Project Title: Fort Ord Dunes SP — Well Monitoring ROE Permit

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST COMMENTS AND SIGNATURE (REQUIRED FOR ALL FINDINGS)

FINDINGS:
[ No Impact
[ Project Cenditions necessary, see below

1 Potential Significant Impact

EXPLANATION AND COMMENTS:

Vehicles must stay on established routes, minimize vegetation disturbance, and
avolid protected species and their habitat.

SIGNATURE ) PRINTED NAME
Matthew Allen | Matthew Allen .
TITLE o | DaTe B -
SENIOR ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST [ 8/27/2020 [
- — I E— —— S J
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PROJECT EVALUATION (PEF)

Project Title: Fort Ord Dunes SP — Well Monitoring ROE Permit

HISTORIAN COMMENTS AND SIGNATURE (REQUIRED FOR ALL FINDINGS)
FINDINGS:

B No PRC 5024 necessary (explain below)

[ PRC 5024 attached, project approved as written

[ PRC 5024 {, condili ¥
[ FRC 5024 attached, mitigations and/or significant impacts
EXPLANATION AND COMMENTS:

No historical resources at the monitoring well sites. There will be no impacts to
surrounding historical resources as a result of the project either.

SIGNATURE PRINTED NAME
MATT BISCHOFF MATT BISCHOFF
TITLE DATE
HISTORIAN |1l 7128120
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ATTACHMENT 1

On an ongoing and as-requested basis, PROFESSIONAL will provide general hydrogeologic
consulting services to WATERMASTER on a variety of topics. These may include, but not be
limited to, mterpretation of water level and water quality data, and seawater intrusion analysis 1ssues.

Providing these services will likely involve attending certain of WATERMASTER s Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) and /or Board meetings, most of which will be attended telephonically or
via Zoom.

Consulting services will be provided at the rate of $200/hour. Related other direct costs (such as

travel costs) will be billed at actual cost. Services under this RFS No. 2022-02 will only be provided
when specifically requested by WATERMASTER.

The total cost authorized by this RFS No. 2022-02 1s $4,000.

MARTIN FEENEY RFS NO. 2022-02 Page 2
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ATTACHMENT 1

Scope of Work

On an ongomg and as-requested basis PROFESSIONAL will provide hydrogeologic consulting
services to WATERMASTER on groundwater modeling and related topics. These may mclude, but
not be limited to, responding to questions regarding the Seaside Basin Model that HydroMetrics WRI
has prepared for WATERMASTER, assisting 1n the interpretation of modeling results, and other
related activities.

Providing these services may involve attending certain of WATERMASTER’s Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) meetings, some of which may be attended telephonically or via Zoom.

Estimated Costs

Consulting services provided under this RFS No. 2022-01, including attending meetings either remotely
or n-person as requested by WATERMASTER, will be billed at PROFESSIONAL ’s standard hourly
rates for calendar year 2022, including all markups and other direct costs.

The total cost authorized by thus RFS No. 2022-01 1s $4,000.00.

TODD GROUNDWATER RFS NO. 2022-01 Page 2
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SEASIDE BASIN WATERMASTER
SCOPE OF WORK

Note: The work described in this Scope of Work (SOW) will be performed in accordance with the terms
and conditions set forth in the Master Services Agreement tor Groundwater Monitoring and Database
Services (Agreement) executed between the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(DISTRICT) and the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (WATERMASTER). dated xxxx.

DATE: _January 1, 2022 SOW NO. 2022-01
(To be filled m by WATERMASTER)

TO:  Jonathan Lear FROM: Robert Jaques
DISTRICT WATERMASTER

Services Needed and Purpose:

Perform certain Tasks contained within the Watermaster’s Monitoring and Management Plan for 2022 (M&MP)
(See detailed Scope of Work in Attachment 1).

Schedule:
The work of this SOW No. 2022-01 shall be completed in accordance with the column titled “Schedule” in Table 1
of Attachment 1.

Method of Compensation:
Time and Material Payment Method (As defined in Section 6 of the Agreement).

Total Price Authorized by this SOW:
$  68.876.00 (See Attachment 1 for a Breakdown of this Total Price. Cost is authorized only when evidenced

by signature below.)
Total Price may not be exceeded without prior written authorization by WATERMASTER in accordance with

Section 6 of the Agreement (Payment of Services).

Requested by: Date:
WATERMASTER

Agreed to by: Date:
DISTRICT

MPWMD SOW No. 2022-01 Page 1
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ATTACHMENT 1

Detailed Scope of Work for SOW No. 2022-01

Background:
This SOW No. 2022-01 authorizes DISTRICT to perform certain work on certain of the Tasks described
m the WATERMASTER’s 2022 M&MP. The Task numbers listed in the first column of Table 1 below

correspond to the Task numbers 1n the 2021 M&MP. The Task numbers listed 1 the second column of
Table 1 correspond to DISTRICT s task numbering system.

The wells from which water level and water quality data are to be obtained are listed below in Table 2.

The hourly rates for the personnel who will be performing the work of this SOW No. 2022-01 are listed
below in Table 3.

MPWMD SOW No. 2022-01 Page 2
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 2021

AGENDA ITEM: 8

AGENDA TITLE: Schedule

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager
SUMMARY:

As a regular part of each monthly TAC meeting, | 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.

This schedule shows the flow velocity/flow direction modeling and the replenishment water modeling
both starting this fall. Completion of the flow velocity/flow direction modeling is projected to occur
in time for a report on this work to be made to both the TAC and the Board in late 2021. If the Board
elects to perform the replenishment water modeling work in 2021, that report is not shown to be made
to the TAC and Board until early 2022.

If the Board elects to defer doing the replenishment water modeling until FY 2022, the schedule will
be revised to reflect that.

At this point | do not aware of any business that the TAC would need to conduct in September. The
TAC does not normally need to meet in October. Therefore it is likely that there will not be a need for
a TAC meeting in September, and that the next TAC meeting will be on the 3", not the 2",
Wednesday of November — November 17, 2021.

Confirming or updated emails regarding TAC meetings will be sent out prior to the normal meeting
dates in September and October.

ATTACHMENTS: Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2021

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any
RECOMMENDED Corrections or Additions to the Schedules
ACTION:
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

*** AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * *

MEETING DATE: August 11, 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 None required — information only
ACTION:
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