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McIntosh (Bob Jaques) 

C. Develop TAC Recommendations to be Made to the Board (Bob Jaques) 
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Number of Storage/Recovery Sites (Bob Jaques) 

6. Schedule (Bob Jaques) 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the February 11, 2015 Meeting 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

 

Draft Minutes from this meeting was 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 

February 11, 2015 

 

 

Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Scott Ottmar 

California American Water – Roger Hulbert 

City of Monterey – No Representative  

Laguna Seca Property Owners – Bob Costa 

MPWMD – Joe Oliver 

MCWRA – Howard Franklin 

City of Del Rey Oaks – No Representative 

City of Sand City – Leon Gomez 

Coastal Subarea Landowners – No Representative 

 

Watermaster 

Technical Program Manager - Robert Jaques 

 

Consultants 

 

Others 

Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh – Leonard McIntosh 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

The meeting was convened at 1:38 p.m. after a quorum had arrived. 

 

1. Public Comments 

There were no public comments. 

 

2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the November 12, 2014 Meeting 

On a motion by Mr. Gomez, seconded by Mr. Oliver, the Minutes were unanimously approved as 

presented. 

 

B. Backup Desalination Projects 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  There were no questions on this 

material. 

 

C. Progress Report on Peer Review of Modeling Data 

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item.  He reported that he had received a 

letter dated February 9, 2015 from the attorney representing Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh 

pertaining to the peer review and TAC discussions at the November 12, 2014 meeting.  However, the 

letter had been received after the agenda packet for today’s meeting had already been sent out, so it 

could not be included in today’s packet.  Mr. Jaques said he would include the letter in the agenda 

packet for the TAC’s March meeting, so there can be TAC discussion on its contents. 

 

There was a brief discussion by TAC members regarding the peer review. 

 

9. Update on Work Pertaining to Calibration of Water Meters 
Mr. Jaques and Mr. Oliver summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 
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Following a brief discussion by TAC members, on a motion by Mr. Oliver, seconded by Mr. Gomez, 

the TAC unanimously agreed that no further action needs to be taken at this time with regard to meter 

calibration issues.  Should future well production or other data indicate that metering accuracy is in 

question, this matter will be revisited. 

 

10.  Application from Cal Am to Increase Storage Quantity and Number of Storage/Recovery 

Sites  

Mr. Jaques summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. 

 

Mr. Hulbert commented that with regard to Question No. 2 on page 22 of the agenda packet, it is 

generally possible to specify the water quality characteristics of the water that will be produced by a 

reverse osmosis plant.  Mr. Oliver suggested that the anticipated water quality from Cal Am’s planned 

desalination plant is probably already known by the designers, and Mr. Hulbert added that he could 

probably obtain the missing data from the design documents. 

 

Mr. Franklin asked Mr. Hulbert if there was any planned priority of what water will be injected into the 

groundwater basin, e.g. desalinated water, Carmel River water, ASR water, or reclaimed water.  No one 

present knew of any priority that had been established with regard to this question.   

 

Mr. Oliver questioned whether the proposed additional quantity of water to be stored included both 

desalinated water as well as ASR Phase 2 water.  He noted that the ASR Phase 1 project is permitted for 

up to 2,426 AFY and the Phase 2 project is permitted for an additional 2,900 AFY, bringing the total 

permitted ASR water quantity to 5,326 AFY.    Mr. Jaques commented that Mr. Sabolsice had indicated 

to him that the full quantity of additional water would be provided by the desalination plant. 

 

There was some discussion regarding the implementation schedule for the groundwater replenishment 

project (GWRP). Mr. Oliver said that the latest projected startup date for the GWRP was late 2017. 

 

Mr. Oliver and Mr. Franklin asked for clarification on the exact makeup of the additional water to be 

stored, and that there be continued discussion of this topic at the next TAC meeting.  Mr. Oliver asked 

that the following information be provided for further discussion:  (1) the additional water quality data 

so that all of the water quality parameters contained in Cal Am’s original Storage Agreement would be 

included with this new application (Mr. Jaques listed the missing water quality parameters as nitrate, 

sulfate, potassium, magnesium, and calcium), (2) the breakdown of the sources of water to be stored, 

and (3) whether there should be separate applications for each source of water to be stored. 

 

Mr. Franklin asked if it was time critical to get the additional injection/recovery sites approved.  Mr. 

Oliver and Mr. Jaques commented that the sites are already in use, so it would be appropriate to have 

them formally approved at this time. 

 

Mr. Hulbert offered to better define the volumes of water from the Phase 1 and Phase 2 ASR projects 

that would be included in the Storage Application at this time, and that it may be acceptable to delay 

applying for storage of the desalinated water until the volume of desalinated water to be stored is better 

known.  He said he would need to discuss this with Mr. Sabolsice before making that determination. 

 

There was agreement to continue discussion of this topic at the next TAC meeting. 

 

11. Schedule  

Mr. Jaques briefly summarized certain of the items in the schedule.  There was not other discussion on 

this topic. 

 

12. Other Business  
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There was no Other Business. 

 

13. Set Next Meeting Date 

The next regular meeting will be held on Wednesday March 11, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. at the MRWPCA 

Board Room.   

 

The meeting adjourned at 2:26 p.m. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Presentation of Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The contract issued to Todd Groundwater in December 2014 to perform a Peer Review of the recent 

modeling work performed by HydroMetrics contains the following Tasks: 

 

Task 1. Review Reports and Memoranda 

Task 2. First Meeting with HydroMetrics WRI 

Task 3. Sensitivity Testing of Groundwater Model 

Task 4. Second Meeting with Hydrometrics WRI 

Task 5. Prepare Peer Review Memorandum 

 

Tasks 1 through 4 have now been completed.   At today’s TAC meeting Mr. Gus Yates of Todd 

Groundwater will make a presentation on the Task 5 Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum and will 

be available to respond to questions from the TAC on that document.  Depending on the questions and 

comments he receives from the TAC Mr. Yates may edit the Draft prior to presenting it to the Board at its 

April 1, 2015 meeting. 

 

Attached is a copy of the Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum.  

 

Once he has received all input/questions from both the TAC and the Board he will prepare a final version 

of the Technical Memorandum addressing that input and those questions. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Draft Peer Review Technical Memorandum 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide comments to Mr. Yates to clarify any ambiguities in the Draft 

Peer Review Technical Memorandum 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.B 

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Letter from Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:    At the February 11, 2015 TAC meeting I briefly described a letter dated February 9, 2015 

from Mr. Eric Robinson whose law firm represents Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh.  Bishop, McIntosh & 

McIntosh holds the water rights to, and is the landowner and leaseholder of, the Laguna Seca Golf Resort 

which is operated by Laguna Seca Golf Resort.  Mr. Robinson’s letter pertained to the modeling work 

performed by HydroMetrics on the Laguna Seca Subarea and to the Peer Review on that work being 

performed by Todd Groundwater.  Unfortunately, the letter was not received until after the February 11 

TAC agenda packet had been sent out, so it was not included in that packet.  I agreed to include the letter 

in today’s agenda packet for TAC discussion, and it is attached. 

 

The November 12, 2014 letter, which is an attachment to the February 9, 2015 letter, was received too 

late to be included in the TAC’s November 12, 2014 agenda packet, but it was provided to the Board in 

the agenda packet for the Board’s December 3, 2014 meeting.  The following is an excerpt from the 

Board’s agenda packet pertaining to the November 12 letter:   

“Subsequent to the November 12 TAC meeting an additional letter was received from Mr. Robinson. A 

copy of that letter dated November 12 is attached. Due to its arrival after the TAC meeting the letter 

could not be presented to the TAC for its review or discussion. The letter largely clarifies that there is 

little dispute between Mr. Robinson’s client, Bishop McIntosh & McIntosh, and HydroMetrics on the 

points covered in Mr. Robinson’s September 30, 2014 letter, and also provides suggested revisions to 

the Preliminary Draft 2014 Annual Report.  It is my [Technical Program Manager’s] opinion that it 

would be premature to make the revisions to the Annual Report suggested by Mr. Robinson in his 

November 12 letter. I believe that it would be better to leave the language in the Annual Report 

unchanged in order to allow time for the peer review of HydroMetrics’ modeling work to be 

completed, and for the Board to discuss the findings of the peer review and to then determine what 

actions should be taken on this matter. Consequently, the attached body of the Draft 2014 Annual 

Report does not contain the revisions Mr. Robinson has proposed.” 

 

The Board concurred with this recommendation. 

 

The February 9, 2015 letter reiterates some of the points made in the earlier letters from Bishop, 

McIntosh & McIntosh on this matter, namely that “…the Watermaster should not focus on reducing the 

LSSA natural safe yield based on a groundwater model that predicts pumping by California American 

Water Company ("Cal-Am ') and others in the El Toro area will deplete the natural safe yield of 

groundwater in the immediately adjacent LSSA even if all LSSA pumping were eliminated. Instead, the 

Watermaster should protect the LSSA's natural safe yield by working with Cal-Am and other El Toro 

pumpers to investigate options for solving the El Toro pumping problem.”  The letter further urges that 

“Rather than changing the groundwater model to protect unsustainable Cal-Am pumping located just 

outside the LSSA boundary, the Watermaster should be working on a physical solution to stop that 

pumping problem from harming groundwater conditions in the LSSA,” and states Bishop, McIntosh & 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.B (Continued) 

McIntosh’s agreement that “…the most significant finding of the LSSA modeling is that pumping to the 

east of the LSSA Decision-created boundary is contributing to the continued lowering of groundwater 

levels in the LSSA." The letter goes on to ask the Watermaster to “1. Confirm and disclose how much 

groundwater Cal-Am and others are extracting from wells in the El Toro area; 2. Assess and disclose how 

those extractions reduce groundwater elevations in the LSSA; and 3. Assess and disclose how reducing or 

eliminating El Toro area groundwater extractions would benefit groundwater elevations and protect the 

natural safe yield of the LSSA,” and goes on to recommend that “Such tasks should be completed and 

shared with LSSA alternative producers before the TAC or Watermaster makes any recommendations or 

decisions about whether to recalculate the natural safe yield of the LSSA.” 

 

Regarding the first point raised by Mr. Robinson in the paragraph above, I believe the Watermaster is not 

focusing on reducing the NSY of the LSSA, but is viewing it as one tool among many that may be 

required to arrest dropping groundwater levels in the LSSA.  Regarding the 3 requests listed at the end of 

the paragraph above, I believe all 3 of these items are discussed and described in the HydroMetrics 

Technical Memorandum dated July 30, 2014 titled “Results of Laguna Seca Safe Yield Analysis 

(Revised).”  Specifically, the amounts of groundwater that Cal-Am and others are extracting from wells 

in the El Toro area is shown in Table 3 of that Tech Memo, as shown below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While these are not all of the wells in the El Toro area, they are the wells closest to the eastern boundary 

of the LSSA and thus the ones that likely have the greatest impact on the LSSA. 

 

How pumping from these wells outside the boundary of the LSSA impact groundwater elevations within 

the LSSA, and how reducing pumping from those wells would benefit groundwater elevations within the 

LSSA, is discussed in Subtask 1.5 of the Tech Memo which is excerpted below.  The Tech Memo 

summarizes these impacts in its Conclusions where it states “As expected, well pumping outside of the 

LSSA has a significant impact on groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the LSSA (Figure 27).” 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.B (Continued) 

 

SUBTASK 1.5 – GROUNDWATER LEVEL IMPACTS IN LAGUNA SECA SUBAREA FROM WELLS 

OUTSIDE THE SUBAREA 

 

This additional task was added after the Watermaster Board had been presented with the results of the 

first three subtasks in April 2014. The Board asked what the impact on groundwater levels in the LSSA 

is from pumping outside the eastern and southeastern boundaries of the subarea.  To evaluate impacts 

from outside wells, four scenarios were developed and run, and results compared against each other. 

The scenarios all included pumping in LSSA at current rates. Each of the scenarios included a 

different assumption about well pumping outside the LSSA. Figure 18 shows the location of the wells 

outside the LSSA that were varied in each scenario. The scenario differences in the outside pumping 

were: 

1. Maintain existing pumping rates for wells south and east of the LSSA. 

2. Eliminate all pumping from the three Toro wells. 

3. Reduce by half the existing pumping for wells south and east of the LSSA. 

4. Eliminate all pumping from wells south and east of the LSSA. 

 

Hydrographs for the same wells used in Subtask 1.4 were used to show the relative impacts of the four 

scenarios on different portions of the LSSA. Figure 25 through Figure 27 show the hydrographs for 

each well with separate lines for each of the four predicted groundwater levels.   

 

Figure 25 shows that reducing pumping south and east of the LSSA has only a minor impact on 

monitoring well FO-04 Deep. This monitoring well is the farthest from the outside pumping wells, and 

is expected to have the least impact from the simulated pumping changes. Similar to the results in 

Subtask 1.4, groundwater elevations in monitoring well FO-04 Deep do not appear to exceed a certain 

elevation, regardless of the pumping scenario.   

 

Figure 26 shows that reducing pumping south and east of the LSSA has a small but discernible impact 

on the Laguna Seca Driving Rage well in the central LSSA.  None of the four scenarios run for this 

subtask had enough effect on the Laguna Seca Driving Range well to completely eliminate long-term 

water level declines.  The impact in this area from reducing pumping south and east of the LSSA was 

notably less than the impact from reducing Alternative producer pumping. 

 

As expected, reducing well pumping south and east of the LSSA has a significant impact on 

groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the LSSA. This is shown in the hydrograph of monitoring 

well FO-06 Shallow on Figure 27. In this portion of the subarea, reducing outside pumping or 

eliminating Toro well pumping has a similar impact. However, to completely eliminate declining 

water levels in this area, all pumping from wells south and east of the LSSA must be eliminated. 

 

Figures 25 through 27 are contained in Attachment 2 at the end of this Agenda Transmittal.  

 

In summary I concur that the issues raised in the Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh letter are issues of 

concern to the Watermaster, but that they are properly evaluated through the modeling work 

HydroMetrics has already performed, or additional modeling work that the Watermaster may have 

HydroMetrics perform.  I believe that the purpose of the peer review is to evaluate HydroMetrics’ model 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.B (Continued) 

itself to determine its accuracy and validity, but not to generate data or to evaluate additional scenarios.   

 

Therefore, I do not recommend modifying the scope of the peer review to respond to the issues raised in 

the Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh letter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 1.  February 9, 2015 letter from Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh 

2.  Figures 25-27 from the HydroMetrics Technical Memorandum 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager on any actions to 

be taken or recommendations to be made to the Board in response to the 

Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh letter 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 3.C 

AGENDA TITLE: Develop TAC Recommendations to be Made to the Board 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   

The Board will want to know what the TAC’s recommendations are with regard to the Draft Peer Review 

Technical Memorandum when Mr. Yates presents it to the Board at its April 1, 2015 meeting. 

 

Under this Agenda item the TAC is asked to develop its recommendations and provide direction to the 

Technical Program Manager on presenting those recommendations to the Board. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to Technical Program Manager regarding TAC 

recommendations to be made to the Board regarding the Peer Review 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: 
Preliminary Discussion of Work Plan to Address Findings of Laguna 

Seca Modeling Work 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:  The Board is considering retaining an attorney to prepare documents to file with the Court 

regarding several issues:  (1) requesting a stay of the 2015 through 2018 Operating Yield reduction, (2) 

updating the Court concerning recent regional water supply developments pertinent to the Seaside Basin, 

and (3) updating the Court concerning the recent modeling results and findings concerning the Laguna 

Seca Subarea (LSSA) and the Watermaster’s intended work plan to address long-term water reliability for 

the subbasin.  

 

With regard to the 3
rd

 of the 3 items listed above, if the Board moves forward with this work I anticipate 

that they will seek input from the TAC on development of the work plan.  I also think it is likely that the 

work plan would at some point include reaching out to the pumpers in the Toro area to seek a joint means 

of resolving the problems associated with falling water levels in the LSSA.   

 

In order to begin the process of developing a set of technical issues that the Board may wish to address in 

its work plan, below is a preliminary list of some issues that I would appreciate getting initial TAC input 

and direction on.  This discussion can also serve as a starting point for soliciting other issues from TAC 

members so they can be further discussed at future TAC meetings.  

 

Issue 1:  The LSSA Natural Safe Yield (NSY) values that are reported in the Yates 2002 and CH2M 

2004 reports (referred to on page 18 of the LSSA Modeling Tech Memo of July 28, 2014) were as 

follows: 

Yates 2002 Report:  Estimated the LSSA NSY to be 400 AFY.  However, that estimate included an 

assumed pumping level of 1,000 AFY from the LSSA.  The WY 2007 Production Report showed that 

only 961 AF was pumped from the LSSA in that year.  The WY 2013 and 2014 Production Reports show 

that only 912 and 920 AF, respectively, was pumped from the LSSA in those years. The continuing 

decline in water levels with even these lower pumping levels than were assumed in the Yates 2002 Report 

suggest that the NSY may be less than was estimated when that Report was prepared.  

CH2M 2004 Report:  This Report did not break out the individual subarea NSYs, and only provided a 

total-Basin NSY of 3,400 to 3,500 AFY.  No estimate of the LSSA NSY was provided in that Report.  

However, if the area of the LSSA as a fraction of the area of the total-Basin was used to approximate the 

portion of the total-Basin NSY attributable to the LSSA, the estimated LSSA NSY would be 

approximately 600 AFY.  Again, that Report did not contain that calculation and did not provide an 

estimate of the LSSA NSY. 

Question:  With differing NSY estimates contained in prior reports, the Decision itself (which uses 3,000 

AFY for the Basin as a whole with no breakout for the LSSA), and the more recent work by 

HydroMetrics, what approach should be taken to reach consensus with all affected parties on what the 

best estimate of the LSSA NSY is? 

 

Issue 2:  While stopping all pumping from the LSSA is unrealistic, if all LSSA pumping were stopped by 

2018 (one of the Scenarios evaluated in the Tech Memo) only the eastern LSSA wells FO-6 Shallow and 

Deep continue to experience falling water levels. Both of these wells are monitoring wells not production  
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 (Continued) 

wells. 

Question:  Should the work plan address issues pertaining to monitoring wells as well as production 

wells, or should it only address issues pertaining to production wells? 

 

Issue 3:  With no CAW pumping from the LSSA once the regional desalination project goes online, the 

rate of decline in LSSA groundwater levels will decrease considerably.   

Question:  Would it be useful to run the Model further out into the future (beyond 2014 where it currently 

ends) for the Baseline scenario with no CAW LSSA pumping to see if all the other LSSA production 

wells will finally achieve stabilized groundwater levels at their projected pumping rates? 

 

Issue 4:  If the answer to Issue 3 is “yes”, the stabilized groundwater levels may or may not be within the 

water-bearing thickness of the aquifer from which these wells are pumping. 

Question:  Would it be useful to determine the depth of the bottom of the aquifer at the location of each 

LSSA production well in order to determine if it would be feasible to lower the pump and/or casing 

perforations to enable the wells to continue to serve as operational production wells to meet the water 

needs of these producers?  
 

Issue 5:  The Board at some point may conclude that the southeastern boundary of the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin is incorrectly shown in the Decision, and that the boundary in fact is either further to 

the east or further to the west. 

Question:  What would be the best way of determining more accurately the southeastern boundary of the 

Seaside Groundwater Basin?  What additional information would be needed to be able to do this? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to Technical Program Manager regarding further 

topics for TAC discussion on this issue 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: 
March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 
5 

AGENDA TITLE: 
Continued Discussion of Application from Cal Am to Increase Storage 

Quantity and Number of Storage/Recovery Sites 

PREPARED BY: 
Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:  At the TAC’s February 11, 2015 meeting there was initial discussion of Cal Am’s draft 

Application to amend its Storage and Recovery Agreement with the Watermaster (executed in October 

2011) to include the Seaside Middle School injection and recovery wells and to increase the non-native 

water storage amount. The following questions and requested clarifications were raised by TAC members 

during that discussion:   

 

1. Is it appropriate to process an application to increase the storage amount this far in advance of when 

the additional water for storage will become available, and while the final quantity of desalinated 

water to be stored is still being determined?   

2. Should the Application be processed for approval without first having the required permits and 

approvals in hand? 

3. What are the sources and quantities of the additional water to be stored? 

4. Provide the additional water quality data so that all of the water quality parameters contained in Cal 

Am’s original Storage Agreement will be included with this new application.  The additional 

parameters are nitrate, sulfate, potassium, magnesium, and calcium. 

5. Should there be separate applications for each source of water to be stored? 

6. Would it be better to process an application to add the two new storage and recovery well-sites now, 

and to have a subsequent amendment(s) covering the additional storage/recovery amounts when 

decisions about the quantities of desalinated water and reclaimed water, and their respective water 

qualities, have been made and the necessary permits and approvals have been obtained?  

 

In response to these items Eric Sabolsice of Cal Am provided the following information for further 

discussion at today’s meeting:   

 

Thinking through your questions, I believe we need to develop a plan for this updated storage 

agreement that is focused on the integrity of the basin. We would want to finalize the agreement as 

soon as possible so that we are ready when the time comes to store water under a signed agreement. 

The basin needs to be protected, with that in mind the following are critical in my opinion -  

• Water quality should meet Title 22 standards as they relate to drinking water. If there are 

certain additional parameters like Boron, SDI, Chlorine residual, etc. that are of specific 

concern we can address those individually. The TAC could provide input on what parameters 

should be monitored.  

• Parties to the Agreement, in this case Cal Am and Watermaster  

• Sources - Carmel River, Seaside Basin, Sand City Desal, Water Supply Project  

• The location water will be injected and recovered.  

• The volume of water to be stored in total. 

 

Question 1 - It is appropriate to process now to allow storage of 8,000 AF.  
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AGENDA ITEM: 5 (Continued) 

Question 2 - No, the permits provide nothing regarding protection of the basin. We operate a potable 

water system that is currently permitted by DDW and that condition will continue. When the permits 

are received, we would provide them but I don't see a need to wait.  

Question 3 -Carmel River, Seaside Basin, Sand City Desal, Water Supply Project. GWR would be 

covered under a separate agreement.  

Question 4 - Title 22 standards. The Watermaster and Cal Am could set limits for Nitrate, Sulfate, 

Potassium, Magnesium, and Calcium suitable to protect the basin.  

Question 5 - No reason for separate agreements (exception is GWR due to regulatory requirements)  

Question 6 - No reason to wait on ASR or the Water Supply Project. The volumes produced by any 

project have no relationship to protection of the basin - what's important is how much can be injected, 

stored, and then recovered. We can estimate and set volumetric limits in the agreement and modify 

if/when conditions change. 

 

Following further TAC discussion and direction on Cal Am’s application at today’s meeting, I will either 

ask them to (1) further revise the application to address issues still of concern to the TAC, or (2) will 

process it as-is if the TAC has no further issues of concern and recommends approval.  This could then 

lead to preparing an Amended Storage and Recovery Agreement for presentation to the Board at a future 

meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Draft Amendment Application from Cal Am (same as provided in the 

February 11, 2015 TAC agenda packet for this item) 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide direction to the Technical Program Manager regarding approval 

or further modification of the Revised Amended Application 
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APPLICATION TO STORE AND RECOVER NON-NATIVE WATER  

FROM THE SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN 
NOTE:  This Application is to amend the applicant’s original Agreement for Storage and 

Recovery of Non-native Water from the Seaside Groundwater Basin dated October 21, 2011 

(hereinafter referred to as the “Original Agreement”) 

 
INSTRUCTIONS:   This Application form is for use by Standard Producers in the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin (Seaside Basin) for the purpose of obtaining approval from the Seaside Basin 

Watermaster (Watermaster) to store non-native water in, and to subsequently recover that stored water 

from, the Seaside Basin.  The application process is as described in Section III.L.3.j.xx of the Amended 

Decision of the Monterey County Superior Court, Case No. M66343, filed February 9, 2007.   

 

California-American Water Company 

Name of Standard Producer (Applicant) 

 

Contact Information for Applicant: 

 

Contact Person:  Eric Sabolsice 

 

Address:  511 Forest Lodge Rd. Ste 100, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 

Telephone:  831-646-3291 

 

Proposed quantity of non-native water Applicant seeks to store through spreading or direct 

injection into the Seaside Basin (acre-feet per year): 

 

Additional quantity to be stored: 5574  

Total quantity to be stored (as amended):  8,000 

 

Proposed location(s) where the spreading or direct injection of non-native water into the Seaside 

Basin will occur.  If injection will be performed using one or more injection wells, provide identifying 

information for those wells including the aquifer(s) into which the injection will occur.  If spreading will 

be performed, provide coordinate location information, as well as any physical street address information 

for the proposed location. 

 

Locations listed in the Original Agreement: 

ASR-1 injection and recovery well located at the Santa Margarita ASR site located at 1910 General Jim 

Moore Blvd., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

 

ASR-2 injection and recovery well located at the Santa Margarita ASR site located at 1910 General Jim 

Moore Blvd., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

 

Additional locations to be added to the Amended Agreement: 

ASR-3 injection and recovery well located at Seaside Middle School, 999 Coe Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 

(Santa Margarita) 

 

ASR-4 injection and recovery well located at Seaside Middle School, 999 Coe Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 

(Santa Margarita)   

 

Proposed location(s) where the stored water may be recovered.  Provide identifying information for 

each well from which the stored water will be recovered, including the aquifer(s) from which recovery 

will occur. 
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Locations listed in the Original Agreement: 

Santa Margarita Well #1, 1910 General Jim Moore Blvd., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita)  

Santa Margarita Well #2, 1910 General Jim Moore Blvd., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

Ord Grove Well #2, 1987 Park Ct., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

Paralta Well, 2014 Paralta Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

Luzern Well #2, 1984 Luzern St., Seaside, CA 93955 (Paso Robles) 

Playa Well #3, 1237 Playa Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 (Paso Robles) 

Plumas Well #4, 1453 Plumas Ln., Seaside, CA 93955 (Paso Robles) 

 

Additional locations to be added to the Amended Agreement: 

Seaside Middle School Well #3, 999 Coe Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

Seaside Middle School Well #4, 999 Coe Ave., Seaside, CA 93955 (Santa Margarita) 

 

 

Water quality characteristics of the non-native water proposed for spreading or direct injection 

into the Seaside Basin.  Provide sufficient physical, chemical, and microbiological information about 

the water being proposed for storage, so that the Watermaster can determine whether or not storing such 

water will have any adverse water quality impacts to the Seaside Basin. Provide this information in the 

form of analytical results from a properly certified water testing laboratory, attached to this Application.  

 

Also provide sufficient information to demonstrate to the Watermaster that the water quality 

characteristics of the water being proposed for storage will meet all of the requirements imposed on the 

Applicant by permits and/or approvals issued to the Applicant by the regulatory agency or agencies with 

jurisdiction. 

 

Attachment A contains projected water quality characteristics of the additional water to be stored under 

this amended Application.  This additional water will be provided by applicant’s planned desalination 

plant. 

 

 

Permits and approvals from regulatory agencies.  Attach copies of all permits and approvals the 

applicant has received from regulatory agencies, which relate to the storage of water in the Seaside 

Basin.  Such agencies will likely include some or all of the following:   

 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• California Department of Public Health 

• County of Monterey Department of Health 

• State Water Resources Control Board 

 

Copies of permits will be provided prior to initial injection of desalinated water. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
(Excerpted from planning and design documents for applicant’s desalination plant) 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

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 is performing certain portions of the work.   

 

Attached is the most recent update of the Work Schedule for FY 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2015 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide Input to Technical Program Manager Regarding Any 

Corrections or Additions to the Schedule 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: March 11, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

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 

 


