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

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
      DATE:  Wednesday, August 11, 2021 

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

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

OFFICES.  

YOU MAY ATTEND AND PARTICIPATE IN THE MEETING AS FOLLOWS: 
JOIN FROM A PC, MAC, IPAD, IPHONE OR ANDROID DEVICE (NOTE: ZOOM APP MAY 
NEED TO BE DOWNLOADED FOR SAFARI OR OTHER BROWSERS PRIOR TO LINKING) 

BY GOING TO THIS WEB ADDRESS: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84638711466?pwd=K0NjYkJBVG5LUXFMdkg5cFY2cGdjQT09 

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

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

Meeting ID: 846 3871 1466 
Passcode: 900981 

OFFICERS 
Chairperson:  Jon Lear, MPWMD 
Vice-Chairperson:  Tamara Voss, MCWRA 
MEMBERS 
California American Water Company City of Del Rey Oaks City of Monterey           
City of Sand City City of Seaside Coastal Subarea Landowners 

 Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency             Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

Agenda Item 
1. Public Comments
2. Administrative Matters:

A. Approve Minutes from the July 14, 2021 Meeting
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update
C. Information from MPWMD on the Pure Water Monterey Expansion Project
Schedule
D. Geologic Reports from MCWRA

3. Discuss Recommendation to the Board Regarding Preparing a Sustainable Yield Analysis
4. Approve Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2021-01, Amendment No. 2 for

Replenishment Water Modeling
5. Approve Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP) for FY 2022
6. Approve the FY 2022 Monitoring and Management Program (M&MP) Operations and

Capital Budgets
7. Approve Initial RFSs for Montgomery & Associates, MPWMD, Martin Feeney, and Todd

Groundwater for 2022
8. Schedule
9. Other Business
The next regular meeting is tentatively planned for Wednesday September 8, 2021 at 1:30 
p.m.   However, that meeting may not be necessary and may be cancelled.
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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 
ACTION: 

Approve the minutes 
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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. Voss 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. 
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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. Voss 
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. 
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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:   

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: Meeting Summaries 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SUMMARY OF  
PURE WATER MONTEREY,   

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

ZOOM MEETINGS  
IN JULY 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: 

• Draft Chapter 8 of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Sustainable Management Criteria.  I 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 MCWD Demand Management Measures 
o Stormwater Recharge Management 
o Recycled Water Reuse Through Landscape Irrigation and/or Indirect Potable Reuse 
o Monitoring Well(s) 

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

o Pumping Allocations and Controls 
o Check Dams 
o Recharge Basins from Surface Water Diversions 
o Wastewater Recycling for Indirect Potable Use 
o Decentralized Residential In-Lieu Recharge Projects 
o Decentralized Stormwater Recharge Projects 
o Increase Groundwater Production in the Upper Corral de Tierra Valley for Distribution to 

Lower Corral de Tierra Valley (Artesian Well) 
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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: 
 
• 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.  

• 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.  

• 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 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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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. Voss 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: 
 

• 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.  

 
• 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 I 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 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=61931
https://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri024003/pdf/wrir024003.pdf
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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, I 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 
realistically reflect the 
characteristics of the Basin and 
more accurately predict how much 
pumping could be sustainably 
supported without causing Material 
Damage in the Basin. 

1. Performing an SY analysis would be costly.  The cost proposal 
from Montgomery & Associates to do this work is well over 
$100,000.  The proposal notes that modeling the long-term 
optimization of integrated groundwater management at a basin-wide 
scale is a complex process with several technical challenges that 
could arise and could lead to additional effort (and cost) not 
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 III.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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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: 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:   
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 
Tasks: 
 

• Extending the historical hydrology Baseline scenario (from that used in the 2013 modeling) 
• Incorporating all existing and approved/planned projects into the Baseline Model 
• Incorporating sea level rise at ocean boundaries 
• Developing iterative scenarios to achieve protective elevations in 20 years 
• Preparing a Technical Memorandum 
• Making presentations to both the TAC and the Board 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2021-01, Amendment No 2 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Recommend that the Board approve this contract amendment  
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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 I have included doing the replenishment modeling update work in the 2022 M&MP even 
though it is already in the 2021 M&MP.  I 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 
ACTION: 

Approve, or provide revisions to, the Proposed Final FY 2022 
M&MP 
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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 I 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.  I 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.1.c, M.1.d, and M.1.e 
(Derrik Williams, Pascual Benito, and Georgina King).  I 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 I.2.a.1 (Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database Maintenance/Enhancement), I.2.b.2 (Collect 
Water Levels), and I.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 I.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 I.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 I.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 I.3.a.3 (Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and Develop Answers to Basin Management 
Questions): Included in Task I.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 I.3.a.3 is performed 2021 rather than in 2022, the 2022 Budget will be $9,191 lower than the 2021 
Budget. 
 
 
 
 
 



40 
 

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 
ACTION: 

Approve, or make changes to, the attached Budgets and then 
recommend these for approval by the Board 
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MPWMD Private 
Consultants

Contractors

Technical Project Manager(18) $0 $75,000 $0 $75,000 $60,000 

M.1.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
M.1.c, 
M.1.d, & 
M.1.e

Preparation for and Attendance at Meetings 
and Peer Review of Documents and 
Reports(8)

$0 $27,560 $0 $27,560 $23,000 

M.1.f QA/QC $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

M.1.g SGMA Documentation Preparation $0 $2,380 $0 $2,380 $2,320 

I. 2. a. Database Management
I. 2. a. 1. Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database 

Maintenance/Enhancement(15)

$20,776 $2,400 $0 $23,176 $17,004 

I. 2. a. 2. Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. Data Collection Program 
I. 2. b. 1. Site Representation and Selection(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 2. Collect Water Levels(6) $21,490 $0 $0 $21,490 $3,726 

I. 2. b. 3. Collect Quarterly Water Quality Samples 
and Perform Sentinel Well Induction 
Logging(1)(5)

$18,770 $0 $20,565 $39,335 $42,101 

I. 2. b. 4. Update Program Schedule and Standard 
Operating Procedures.  

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 5. Monitor Well Construction(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 6. Reports $3,136 $0 $0 $3,136 $2,086 
I. 2. b. 7. CASGEM Data Submittal for 

Watermaster's Voluntary Wells
$4,704 $0 $0 $4,704 $5,960 

I. 3. a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater 
Model

I. 3. a. 1 Update the Existing Model(11) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. a. 2 Develop Protective Water Levels(12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
I. 3. a. 3 Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and 

Develop Answers to Basin Management 
Questions(10)

$0 $60,000 $0 $60,000 $70,000 

I. 3. b. Complete Preparation of Basin 
Management Action Plan

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. c. Refine and/or Update the Basin 
Management Action Plan

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer 
Contamination Potential

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. e Seaside Basin Geochemical Model(13) $0 $10,000 $0 $10,000 $10,000 

I. 4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection 
and Tracking(17)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion 
Analysis(16)

$0 $26,290 $0 $26,290 $27,502 

I. 4. e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater 
Intrusion Response Plan(2) (9)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. f. If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be 
Occurring, Implement Contingency 
Response Plan(2)

$68,876 $128,630 $20,565 
$218,071 $203,699 
$21,807 $20,370 
$75,000 $60,000 

$314,878 $284,069 

I.3  Basin Management
(Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)

I.4  Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan

(No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will Likely 
Not be Necessary During 2021.  If it Does Become Necessary, 
Use of Contingency Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely 

be Necessary)
TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS

SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager =

Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 10%(4)=
Technical Program Manager =

TOTAL(19)=

I.2  Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring

Comparative 
Costs from 

2021 Budget

For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2022

Task Subtask Sub-
Subtask

Cost Description

CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS(3)

Total

         Monitoring and Management Program Operations Budget                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

Labor

M.1  Program Administration

I.1  Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed 
in Phase 1)
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Footnotes:

(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.

(16) MPWMD's costs to assist in this Task are included in its costs under Task I.2.b.6.
(17) MPWMD's and Montgomery & Associates' costs to provide oversight in this Task are included under their other Tasks.

(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.

(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.

(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.

(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.

(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 covered 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.

(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.

(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 services, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD).  The term “Contractor” refers to a firm 
providing construction or field services such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.
(4)  Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the larger Tasks listed above 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 I.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 invoices 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, 
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MPWMD Private 
Consultants

Contractors

Technical Project Manager $0 $75,000 $0 $75,000 

M.1.a Project Budget and Controls $0 $0 $0 $0 
M.1.b Assist with Board and TAC Agendas $0 $0 $0 $0 
M.1.c, 
M.1.d, & 
M.1.e

Preparation for and Attendance at Meetings 
and Peer Review of Documents and 
Reports(8)

$0 $28,387 $0 $28,387 

M.1.f QA/QC $0 $0 $0 $0 
M.1.g SGMA Documentation Preparation $0 $2,451 $0 $2,451 

I. 2. a. Database Management
I. 2. a. 1. Conduct Ongoing Data Entry/ Database 

Maintenance/Enhancement
$21,399 $2,472 $0 $23,871 

I. 2. a. 2. Verify Accuracy of Production Well Meters $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. Data Collection Program 
I. 2. b. 1. Site Representation and Selection(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 2. Collect Monthly Water Levels(6) $22,135 $0 $0 $22,135 

I. 2. b. 3. Collect Quarterly Water Quality 
Samples(1)(5)(6)

$19,333 $0 $21,182 $40,515 

I. 2. b. 4. Update Program Schedule and Standard 
Operating Procedures.  

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 5. Monitor Well Construction(7) $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 2. b. 6. Reports $3,230 $0 $0 $3,230 
I. 2. b. 7. CASGEM Data Submittal for 

Watermaster's Voluntary Wells
$4,845 $0 $0 $4,845 

I. 3. a. Enhanced Seaside Basin Groundwater 
Model

I. 3. a. 1 Update the Existing Model $0 $0 $0 $0 
I. 3. a. 2 Develop Protective Water Levels $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. a. 3 Evaluate Replenishment Scenarios and 
Develop Answers to Basin Management 
Questions

$0 $20,000 $0 $20,000 

I. 3. b. Complete Preparation of Basin 
Management Action Plan

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. c. Refine and/or Update the Basin 
Management Action Plan (11)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. d Evaluate Coastal Wells for Cross-Aquifer 
Contamination Potential(13)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 3. e Seaside Basin Geochemical Model(14) $0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. a. Oversight of Seawater Intrusion Detection 
and Tracking

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. b. Analyze and Map Water Quality from 
Coastal Monitoring Wells

I. 4. c. Annual Report- Seawater Intrusion Analysis $0 $27,079 $0 $27,079 

I. 4. e. Refine and/or Update the Seawater 
Intrusion Response Plan(2) (9)

$0 $0 $0 $0 

I. 4. f. If Seawater Intrusion is Determined to be 
Occurring, Implement Contingency 
Response Plan(2)

$70,942 $80,389 $21,182 
$172,513 
$17,251 
$75,000 

$264,764 

Labor

M.1  Program Administration

Monitoring and Management Program Operations Budget 
For Tasks to be Undertaken in 2023(12)

Task Subtask Sub-
Subtask

Cost Description CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS(3) Total

I.1  Initial Phase 1 Monitoring Well Construction (Task Completed 
in Phase 1)

Contingency (not including Technical Program Manager) @ 10%(4)=
Technical Program Manager

I.4  Seawater Intrusion Contingency Plan

I.3  Basin Management

I.2  Production, Water Level and Quality Monitoring

(Costs Included Under I.4.a)

TOTALS CONSULTANTS & CONTRACTORS
SUBTOTAL not including Technical Program Manager =

(No Costs are Included for This Task, as This Task Will Likely Not be 
Necessary During 2019.  If it Does Become Necessary, Use of 

Contingency Funds or a Budget Modification Will Likely be 
Necessary)

(Costs Shown in Subtasks Below)

TOTAL=
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Footnotes:

Watermaster, beyond that associated with performing other specified Tasks, when requested to do so by the Technical Program Manager.

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

(10) Not used.

(14) It is assumed that all work of this Task will be completed 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.

(8) For Montgomery and Associates, Todd Groundwater, and Martin Feeney to provide hydrogeologic consulting assistance to the 

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

(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.

(7)  No additional monitoring well is expected to be constructed in 2023.

(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.

(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.

(2)  The response plan would only be implemented in the event sea water intrusion is determined to be occurring. 
(3)  Within the context of this document the term “Consultant” refers either to a Private Consultant providing professional engineering or other types of 
technical services, or to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD).  The term “Contractor” refers to a firm providing construction 
or field services such as well drilling, induction logging, or meter calibration.
(4)  Due to the uncertainties of the exact scopes of some of the Tasks listed above at the time of preparation of this Budget, 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.
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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: 

• 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. 
• 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, I 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 
ACTION: 

Discuss and either modify or approve the proposed contracts  
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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, I will provide the TAC with an updated Schedule of 
the activities being performed by the Watermaster, its consultants, and the public entity (MPWMD) 
which are performing certain portions of the work.  
 
Attached is the updated schedule for 2021 activities.   
 
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 I 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 3rd, not the 2nd, 
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 
 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 
Corrections or Additions to the Schedules 
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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 
ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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