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M E E T I N G   N O T I C E   AND   A G E N D A 

        TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE   
       OF THE SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 

       DATE:  Wednesday, May 11, 2022 
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/85045558199?pwd=YWs4TGNkeHlxKzZnNm1YaTJWYTB6QT09 

If joining the meeting by phone, dial this number: 
                +1 669 900 9128 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: 850 4555 8199 

Passcode: 097290 
OFFICERS 
Chairperson:  Jon Lear, MPWMD 
Vice-Chairperson:  Tamara Voss, MCWRA 
MEMBERS 
California American Water Company                 City of Del Rey Oaks                         City of Monterey           
City of Sand City                                  City of Seaside                                  Coastal Subarea Landowners 
 Laguna Seca Property Owners                                               Monterey County Water Resources Agency  

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
Agenda Item 

1. Public Comments 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the April 27, 2022 Meeting 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 
C. Make Findings Required Under AB 361 Regarding Holding Meetings Via 
Teleconference 

3. Results from Martin Feeney’s March 2022 Induction Logging of the Sentinel Wells  and 
Recommendation to Reduce Frequency of Induction Logging 

4. Approve Contract with Montgomery & Associates to Perform Additional Replenishment 
Water Evaluations Using Different Assumptions (RFS No. 2022-04) 

5. Resumed Discussion of Pros and Cons of Using the Sustainable Yield (SY) Approach in 
Place of the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) Approach for Basin Management 

6. Schedule 
7. Other Business  
The next regular meeting is tentatively planned for Wednesday June 8, 2022 at 1:30 p.m. That 
meeting will likely also be held via teleconference.  
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.A 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes from the April 27, 2022 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 versions.   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

April 27, 2022 
(Meeting Held Using Zoom Conferencing) 

 
 
Attendees: TAC Members 

City of Seaside – Nisha Patel 
California American Water – Tim O’Halloran 
City of Monterey – Cody Hennings 
Laguna Seca Property Owners – Wes Leith (joined part way into the meeting) 
MPWMD – Jon Lear 
MCWRA – Tamara Voss 
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 
Montgomery & Associates – Pascual Benito 
 
Others 
MCWDGSA – Patrick Breen 
EKI – Vera Nelson, Tina Wang, Aaron Lewis (consultants to MCWD) 
MPWMD – Maureen Hamilton, Dave Stoldt 
Luhdorff & Scalmanini – Peter Leffler (consultant to Cal Am) 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 1:33 p.m.  
 

1. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 

 
2. Administrative Matters: 

A. Approve Minutes from the January 12, 2022 Meeting 
On a motion by Mr. O’Halloran, seconded by Ms. Voss, the minutes were unanimously approved as 
presented. 
 
B. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

Mr. Jaques presented the agenda packet materials for this item and there was no other discussion. 
 
C. Make Findings Required Under AB 361 Regarding Holding Meetings Via Teleconference 

Mr. Jaques briefly summarized the agenda packet materials for this item. A motion was made by Mr. 
Lear, seconded by Ms. Voss, to adopt the findings contained in the agenda packet. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
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3. Discuss Correspondence Received Regarding Replenishment Water and Monterey Subbasin 
Final GSP  

Mr. Jaques introduced this agenda item. 
 
Mr. Lear said he concurred with coordinating between basins for SGMA success. 
 
Mr. Leffler gave an overview of his comments. He recommended pursuing replenishment water for the 
Seaside groundwater basin. He said there are many uncertainties of what will actually be achieved from 
implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) in the adjacent basins. Also, climate 
change uncertainty is another issue because those GSP’s do not use a conservative climate change 
approach. 
 
Mr. Lear and Ms. Voss both supported the need for replenishment water for the Seaside basin. 
 
Mr. Benito said that the replenishment water modeling that was completed in January 2022 did not 
assume any GSP projects were implemented. It maintained current hydrologic boundary conditions. 
 
Mr. Breen said he disagreed with many of Mr. Leffler’s comments. 
 
Ms. Nelson provided a response on behalf of Marina Coast Water District. She said that no model is 
perfect, and that efforts would continue to make the EKI model more accurate. The Salinas Valley 
Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) included only two data points in the Monterey subbasin. So the 
Monterey Subbasin GSP Groundwater Flow Model (MBGWFM) developed by EKI is the first model for 
that subbasin has been prepared using extensive data. She reported that calibration of that model exceeds 
that of the SVIHM, so it was concluded that it was appropriate to use it for the Monterey Subbasin. The 
EKI model produced similar cross-boundary flow estimates to those produced by the Watermaster’s 
Seaside Basin model. The intent is to address the issues that Mr. Leffler raised and to update the 
MBGWFM with more data as the GSP is implemented. The MBGWFM incorporates data collected 
throughout the Monterey Subbasin. The 180/400-Foot Aquifer GSP Implementation Committee is 
evaluating projects at this time. Ms. Nelson said that she sees great difficulty for the Monterey Subbasin 
achieving sustainability, if the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin does not create the Seawater Intrusion 
Protective Condition. If the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin goes for an extraction barrier instead, it will 
be very difficult for the Monterey Subbasin to achieve sustainability. She went on to say that she felt that 
the MBGWFM has been fully and thoroughly calibrated. 
 
Mr. Lewis described the calibration information for the MBGWFM and for the Watermaster’s Seaside 
Basin groundwater model. He said that the Watermaster’s Seaside Basin model has a 2.9% root mean 
square residual, whereas the MBGWFM has a 1.5% RMS residual. The SVIHM overall had a 6.0% 
RMS percentage, meaning that there was much more variability and deviation of model data versus 
measured data. For the Monterey Subbasin portion of the SVIHM the RMS percentage residual was over 
7%. 
 
Mr. Leffler responded that his review comments were for the Monterey Subbasin overall, with some 
emphasis on the Marina-Ord Subarea. He went on to say that with regard to calibration statistics, if one 
includes the Corral de Tierra Subarea of the Monterey Subbasin, the RMS residual percentage of the 
MBGWFM would be higher. 
 
4. Continued Discussion of Performing Additional Replenishment Water Modeling Using 

Different Assumptions 
Mr. Jaques introduced this agenda item. 
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Mr. Benito provided an overview discussion (see attached PowerPoint slides) on the Scope and Cost 
Proposal that was included in the agenda packet. He said the intent was to hopefully be able to leverage 
the already-completed replenishment modeling work to minimize costs that would be incurred by having 
to re-run additional modeling scenarios. He described the components of the Water Budget, and each of 
the 5 Tasks described in the Scope and Cost Proposal. 
 
Task 4 is a hybrid Water Budget analysis using a spreadsheet approach based on data from the previous 
modeling. It would reanalyze the previously run simulations using revised demand and supply values. 
 
For Task 5 (climate change) various studies have already been done to forecast stream flows. USGS, 
USBR, and DWR have done such studies. Using these studies would give an upper and lower range of 
potential ASR injection quantities. 
 
Scenario 2 would require performing Task 3, because modeling would be needed. The spreadsheet 
approach of Task 4 would not be usable to cover Scenario 2. 
 
Mr. Lear inquired if the technical portions of the “What if” scenarios had been discussed, vetted, and 
agreed upon by the TAC Committee.  Mr. Jaques explained that the scenarios were discussed at an 
earlier TAC meeting and he was given direction to refine the scenarios through discussions with the City 
of Seaside and Cal Am.  This was done and the scenarios described in the agenda packet for today’s 
meeting reflect the results of those discussions.  (Note:  The minutes from the January 12, 2022 meeting 
show that TAC consensus had been reached that Mr. Jaques would discuss with Mr. Benito, Mr. 
O’Halloran, and Mr. Ottmar these various issues and would then come back to the TAC with more 
refined descriptions of potential additional scenario(s) to be modeled, and what the cost to run the 
additional scenario(s) would be.)   
 
Mr. Leffler recommended having a longer modeling period to better see what happens after Cal Am 
water repayment ends. 
 
Mr. Stoldt described a number of what he considered to be faulty assumptions in Cal Am’s Urban Water 
Management Plan. 
 
Mr. Lear said that the ASR program has used 15 acre-feet per day as an average daily injection amount. 
He went on to say that MPWMD is currently in discussions with regulatory agencies to see if the 
streamflow diversion threshold could be reduced, so more diversion days could be authorized through a 
permit revision. 
 
Mr. O’Halloran explained that Cal Am would like a more realistically conservative analysis to be done. 
One that does not count on historical hydrology with wet years being repeated. Rather, they would like 
to have new modeling done as described in Scenario 1 (Task 2). 
 
Mr. Lear said he did not feel Task 3 needs to be done immediately. He felt it would be better to wait until 
the GSP’s get further along in the implementation process. Mr. Jaques noted that he believed the 
Watermaster’s Public Awareness Committee may be looking for this information. 
 
Ms. Voss said that from a technical standpoint she did not feel it would be important to run Scenario 2 
(Task 3) at this time. However, she noted that the Board and/or the Public Awareness Committee may 
feel differently. 
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Mr. Lear and Ms. Voss said if there were fewer wet years, it could take longer and require more water to 
reach Protective Water Levels. Mr. Lear thought the hydrologic cycle in the modeling was constructed 
from data, but was not the direct hydrologic data. Mr. Benito responded that it was not constructed, but 
was based on actual hydrologic data. 
 
There was discussion about how long it should take to achieve Protective Water Levels, e.g. 20 years or 
longer? Mr. O’Halloran felt that seawater intrusion should be expected “at any time” and that 20 years 
would be too long to wait. Mr. Lear said that achieving Protective Water Levels will require both 
technical and financial feasibility. 
 
Mr. Benito said he felt Task 4 would provide a good amount of useful information at a lower cost. It 
would help give upper and lower replenishment water estimates under different assumptions. He noted 
that more replenishment water will be needed under the revised Cal Am assumptions. 
 
Mr. Lear felt it would be good to consider doing modeling to look at different time frames to achieve 
Protective Water Levels. 
 
Mr. Leffler said the higher Seaside Basin groundwater levels that would result from replenishment of the 
Seaside Basin would cause increased cross-boundary losses to the Monterey Subbasin. Mr. Benito said 
he concurred with that conclusion, and that the amount of those flows would depend on what is achieved 
through implementation of the Monterey Subbasin GSP. 
 
There was TAC consensus to: 

1. Do a reduced scope version of Task 1 sufficient to be used in conjunction with Task 4,  
2. In lieu of doing Task 2, do Task 4 as described in the Scope and Cost Proposal using the Cal Am 

and City of Seaside assumptions listed in Subtask 2.2, and  
3. Do a reduced scope version of Task 6 due to having to prepare a less lengthy Technical 

Memorandum.  
4. Not do Tasks 2, 3 or 5 at this time, but consider doing 3 and/or 5 at some future date. 

 
5. Schedule  
Mr. Jaques noted that the only change in the schedule in this update was the timing of some of the tasks.  
No new tasks were added. There was no other discussion. 
 
6. Other Business  
There was no other business. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 3:46 PM. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.B 

AGENDA TITLE: Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Update 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

At the State level: 
Since my last update, I have not received any new materials from the State that would impact the 
Watermaster.   
 
At the Monterey County level:    
Attached are summaries of meetings held in April 2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Meeting Summaries 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

None required – information only 
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SUMMARY OF  
PURE WATER MONTEREY, AND   

SALINAS VALLEY AND  
MARINA  COAST WATER DISTRICT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY 

AGENCY ZOOM MEETINGS  
IN APRIL 2022 

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

 
SVBGSA Seawater Intrusion Working Group Meeting April 4, 2022: 

 At this meeting there was discussion about development of the Seawater Intrusion Model. It will 
include all of the Seaside Groundwater Basin will go offshore to the extent possible. 

 There was discussion of four projected model simulations which are the first ones that will be run 
using the new seawater intrusion model: 
1. Baseline (current status) including climate change, sea level rise, and some changes in 

extractions (pumping amounts) 
2. Seasonal release of water to this list River with ASR 
3. Seawater extraction barrier 
4. Pumping reductions 
The purpose of these scenarios will be to see how far toward achieving groundwater stability they 
get. 

 Montgomery & Associates is partnering with Stanford University on calibration of the model using 
Stanford’s AEM data. 

 The SVBGSA got a $7.6 million State grant for GSP implementation. They will be using part of 
that to perform feasibility studies to use in prioritizing projects for implementation. 

 Some people (Peter Leffler, and Bob Abrams) asked if more dire climate change (i.e. drier weather 
forecasts), could be analyzed, as this would require growers to pump more leading to increased 
seawater intrusion. The current climate change predictions show more precipitation in the future 
resulting in more recharge of the aquifers. The current predictions also show higher temperatures 
which means growers would have to irrigate more. Ms. Ostovar (of Montgomery & Associates) 
said they may run additional climate change scenarios at some point in the future.  

 EKI (Vera Nelson) said Marina Coast Water District would like the extraction barrier to be located 
as far north as possible to keep from lowering groundwater levels in the Monterey Subbasin. 

 There was much discussion about the extraction barrier project and how to dispose of the extracted 
water. There seemed to be a strong interest toward including with the extraction barrier project a 
desalination plant so the extracted water could be beneficially reused either for injection into the 
basin or through direct supply to municipal users. 

 
SVBGSA Advisory Committee Meeting April 21, 2022: 
Topics of interest to the Watermaster included: 

 Information was presented on the 180/400-Foot Aquifer GSP 2022 Update.   
o These were largely regulatory and administrative in nature. 
o Data was updated from 2017 (in the original GSP) to 2020 data. 
o Some changes were made to the Water Budget.  Storage losses was changed to being 

calculated based on measured groundwater levels, not model projections.  This led to a 
revised annual storage loss averaging 770 AFY. 

o The Project Sustainable Yields were updated as follows: 
     2030           2070 
111,200 AFY  116,900 AFY 
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o Pumping from this subbasin has historically exceeded the Sustainable Yield. 
o The Projects in the GSP have not yet been prioritized, but work to do that has been 

started. 
 An update was provided on the Deep Aquifer Study: 

o Work on this study has commenced. 
o In the summer of 2022 there will be an update on the findings of the preliminary 

investigations as well as a recommended monitoring program. 
o The Study will include use of AEM data as well as e-logs from existing wells. 
o Work currently in progress is mainly focused on analyzing existing available data. 

 There was an overview presentation on the annual reports for all of the SVGWB GSPs.  Several of 
the participants in the meeting felt there were shortcomings in the GSPs that should be addressed. 

 The GSP Implementation Committees have now been formed and will begin meeting shortly. 
 
Monterey Subbasin GSP Implementation Committee Meeting April 28, 2022: 

 At this meeting it was announced that the implementation committee has now been formed and its 
members are as follows: 

NAME AFFILIATION 
Beverly Bean Corral de Tierra resident and representative 

of the League of Women Voters 
Patrick Breen (elected as Vice Chair) MCWD 
Doug Ayres Toro Park resident and works at Corral de 

Tierra Country Club 
Janet Brennan Carmel Valley resident and representative 

of the Environmental Caucus 
Kent Hibino Corral de Tierra resident and agricultural 

grower 
Sarah Hardgrave (elected Chair) Representing Supervisor Mary Adams 
Michael Wowzowski California Water Company Engineer 
Margaret Carbenal Marina Resident 
Mark Kennedy Toro Park Estates resident 
Mr. Long (he was absent from this meeting) 
Matt Panziera Corral de Tierra resident and agricultural 

grower 
Mike Weaver Corral de Tierra resident and owns/operates 

several small water systems 
 There were general presentations on SGMA, the SVBGSA and the MCWDGSA, GSP’s, and 

annual reports. 
 One attendee asked if there was any way the Corral de Tierra subarea could achieve sustainability 

if the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin did not achieve sustainability. Ms. Ostovar responded that 
even with no pumping in the Corral de Tierra subarea it could not achieve sustainability if the 
180/400 foot aquifer subbasin did not. 

 Cutting back on Corral de Tierra pumping was discussed. Some felt this should be implemented 
early-on, rather than waiting for a regional water supply project or something else to help achieve 
sustainability. Ms. Ostovar said it will be a “heavy lift” for the Corral de Tierra subarea to 
achieve sustainability. 

 There was discussion regarding prioritization of projects. A grant application will be submitted to 
the Department of Water Resources in the Fall of 2022 to do feasibility studies to help with 
prioritization of projects, similar to what is being done in the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin.  
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Some management actions may not take as long to determine feasibility, such as demand 
management, and therefore could be prioritized to start sooner.  

 One person suggested asking the SVBGSA board to allocate money from its operations budget to 
help get started sooner and not wait for grant funds, which are not a certainty, since grant funds 
are competitive. 

 This Committee will probably meet on a monthly basis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



14 
 
 

 

SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 2.C 

AGENDA TITLE: Make Findings Required Under AB 361 Regarding Holding Meetings 

Via Teleconference 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:  
As discussed at prior TAC meetings, in order to remain in compliance with AB 361 the TAC needs to 
adopt certain findings every 30 days in order to keep meeting remotely. 
 
One action required at today’s meeting is to readopt the same findings the TAC adopted at its November 
17 meeting, namely that: 

(1) The Governor’s proclaimed state of emergency is still in effect, 
(2) The TAC has reconsidered the circumstances of the state of emergency, and 
(3) The Monterey County Health Officer continues to recommend social distancing measures for 

meetings of legislative bodies. 
 
I recommend that the TAC again adopt these three findings. 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve Making the Findings Described Above 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 3 

AGENDA TITLE: Results from Martin Feeney’s March 2022 Induction Logging of the Sentinel 
Wells and Recommendation to Reduce Frequency of Induction Logging  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

Attached are plots of the induction logging data from the March 2022 Sentinel Well logging event.   
 
Mr. Feeney reports that the March 2022 data shows no detectable change in formation conductivity – a 
proxy for seawater intrusion.  Thus, the induction logging does not show any indication of the start of 
seawater intrusion in any of the formations within which production wells are located (primarily the Paso 
Robles and Santa Margarita formations).   
 
Since the results of the logging ever since the start of logging many years ago continue to be the same, and 
do not show any intrusion occurring, Mr. Feeney also recommends that the frequency of induction logging 
of these wells be reduced from semi-annually to annually.   
  
Both Mr. Feeney and Mr. Yates (of Todd Groundwater) have opined that (1) The Santa Margarita may not 
have a direct hydrologic connection to Monterey Bay, and therefore may not be at risk for seawater directly 
entering this aquifer from the Bay. The most likely route for SWI to occur in the Santa Margarita aquifer 
would be from SWI occurring in the Paso Robles aquifer and migrating downward into the Santa Margarita 
aquifer, (2) If SWI were to begin to occur in the Santa Margarita aquifer it would move inland at a very 
slow rate.  
  
Mr. Feeney has gone on to further opine that if SWI were to begin to occur in the Paso Robles aquifer, it 
would also move inland at a very slow rate.  This is confirmed by the recently completed Flow 
Direction/Flow Velocity modeling work by Montgomery & Associates which projected that water would 
move inland in the Lower Paso Robles aquifer slowly and would take years to reach any production wells.  
See attached Figures 12 and 14 from that modeling Technical Memorandum. 
  
Mr. Feeney reports that water movement through both of these aquifers is very slow, so it would take a long 
time for SWI in the Paso Robles aquifer to reach the Santa Margarita aquifer. 
  
For these reasons I concur with Mr. Feeney’s recommendation and ask that the TAC give its approval so 
this can be forwarded to the Board for them to also approve.  Ms. King and Mr. Williams of Montgomery 
& Associates also concurred with reducing the induction logging frequency.  If approved by the Board, 
reducing the induction logging frequency would be reported in the 2022 Annual Report that is filed with the 
Court at the end of each Water Year. 
ATTACHMENTS: Induction Logging Results and Recommendation to Reduce Induction Logging 

Frequency 
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 
 

Approve recommendation to reduce induction logging frequency of the four 
Sentinel Wells from semi-annually to annually starting in Water Year 2022 
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Figure 1. Particle Flow Paths and Inland Velocity Along Fastest Pathway for 8% Effective Porosity Scenario 
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Figure 2. Potential Maximum Inland Travel Times and Distances Along a Preferential Flow Path 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 4 

AGENDA TITLE: Approve Contract with Montgomery & Associates to Perform 

Additional Replenishment Water Evaluations Using Different 

Assumptions (RFS No. 2022-04) 

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

SUMMARY:   
At its April 27th meeting the TAC discussed the Scope and Cost Proposal provided by Montgomery & 
Associates to perform additional replenishment water modeling work using a revised set of assumptions 
suggested by Cal Am, the City of Seaside, and MPWMD.  That Proposal was dated April 18, 2022 and 
was included in the agenda packet for the April 27, 2022 TAC meeting. 
 
The TAC reached the following consensus (The task numbers below refer to the Tasks listed in the April 
18, 2022 Scope and Cost Proposal): 

1. Do a reduced version of Task 1, as necessary to compare with Task 4. 
2. Do Task 4 as presented, using the revised assumptions from Cal Am and Seaside, and  
3. Do a reduced version of Task 6 that reflects not having to prepare a TM covering all 5 of the tasks. 

 
Mr. Benito of Montgomery & Associates provided me a revised Scope and Cost Proposal to accomplish 
this reduced scope of work.  He and I discussed possible ways of further reducing and scope and cost, but 
mutually concluded that the revised Scope and Cost Proposal he presented incorporated all of the scope 
reductions that could be achieved and still provide the Watermaster with the desired information. I used 
the revised Scope and Cost Proposal to draft the attached Request for Service (RFS) No. 2022-04 that 
would authorize Montgomery & Associates to perform the work. 
 
If the TAC approves this RFS, I will present it to the Board for their approval at its June 1, 2022 meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

ATTACHMENTS: 
Montgomery & Associates RFS No. 2022-04  

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Approve RFS No. 2022-04 and forward it to the Board with the TAC’s 
recommendation for approval 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

AGENDA TITLE: Resumed Discussion of Pros and Cons of Using the Sustainable Yield (SY) 

Approach in Place of the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) Approach for Basin 

Management  

PREPARED BY: Robert Jaques, Technical Program Manager 

At TAC meetings held in early 2019 there was discussion about the Pros and Cons of Using the 
Sustainable Yield (SY) Approach in Place of the Natural Safe Yield (NSY) Approach for Basin 
Management purposes.  During those meetings the cost, complexity, and interactions that would be 
required with the Court to make such a change were discussed. 
 
As a result of those discussions, at the TAC’s May 8, 2019 meeting the TAC approved making the 
following recommendation to the Board: 

1. An SY analysis not be performed at this time. 
2. That the concept of using the SY approach to replace the NSY approach be revisited after the 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Monterey Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin has been completed, and its impacts on the Seaside Groundwater Basin have been 
determined. 

3. However, if something is learned or events occur, that would warrant performing a Sustainable 
Yield analysis sooner, the Board should revisit the decision at that time.  

 
At its June 5, 2019 meeting the Board approved the TAC’s recommendation. 
 
At its September 1, 2021 meeting the Board I again presented this topic to the Board for its direction.  
Specifically, the Board was asked to determine if developing an SY analysis would be justified without a 
source for replenishment water first being secured, taking into account the expense and complexity of 
changing to SY and that with either approach (NSY or SY) the Basin would still be at risk of seawater 
intrusion. The consensus of the Board was to wait to adopt an SY approach. 
 
Several of the current TAC members were not on the TAC when the 2019 meetings were held,  Therefore, 
the Agenda packet materials from the 2019 TAC meetings are attached as information for the TAC’s use 
in resuming discussion of this topic at today’s meeting. 
     Attachment 1 contains the Proposal received from Montgomery & Associates to perform an SY 
analysis.  (Note that since this Proposal’s scope and cost was prepared in 2019, it would need to be 
updated if this work were to be performed now.) 
     Attachment 2 contains Background information from Montgomery & Associates and Todd 
Groundwater on NSY and SY. 
     Attachment 3 contains a summary of pertinent information gained from previous groundwater 
modeling work.  From this modeling work it seems apparent that the Basin cannot sustain pumping at any 
level without the injection of a new source of water to raise groundwater levels to protective elevations.       
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 
5 (Continued) 

     Attachment 4 contains a discussion of potential Pros and Cons of developing and using the SY 
approach.  
 
The GSP for the Monterey Subbasin (and GSPs for all of the other subbasins in the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin) has now been prepared.  In accordance with the TAC’s 2019 recommendation, which 
the Board approved, the concept of using the SY approach to replace the NSY approach should now be 
revisited. 
 
For the reasons listed below, it is my conclusion that there would be little, if any, benefit to the 
Watermaster to at this time proceed with performing an SY analysis: 

1. Without a source for replenishment water to raise Seaside Basin groundwater levels, revising the 
Basin’s yield based on an SY analysis would still leave the Basin at risk of seawater intrusion and 
the Basin would therefore not be sustainable. 

2. The completed GSPs for the Monterey and 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasins do not provide a 
reliable basis upon which to determine the impacts on the Seaside Basin that will result from the 
implementation of those GSPs, for a number of reasons including: 

a. The projects and management actions that will actually be implemented have not yet been 
determined.  At this point in time the 180/400-Foot Aquifer GSP Implementation 
Committee is just starting to work on prioritizing the projects and management actions in 
that GSP.  That process will likely take many months because feasibility studies of the 
various projects and management actions will need to be performed in order for the 
Committee to have sufficient information to prioritize them.   

b. The feasibility and potential beneficial impacts from the implementation of projects and 
management actions in the GSPs can at this time only be roughly estimated due to a lack 
of information and data in those subbasins. 

c. The Monterey Subbasin GSP Implementation Committee has just been formed and is just 
starting to conduct meetings.   

i. For the Marina-Ord Subarea of the Monterey Subbasin: 
1. The GSP is largely relying on the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin achieving 

sustainability in order to reduce cross-boundary groundwater losses from 
the Monterey Subbasin to the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.   

a. If the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin achieves sustainably (which 
will be an extremely difficult and costly undertaking) by installing 
an extraction barrier (a series of wells pumping seawater out along 
the coast, so it cannot flow inland) to halt seawater intrusion, the 
newly-created Monterey Subbasin groundwater model indicates 
that if the Minimum Threshold in the 180/400-Foot Aquifer 
Subbasin  is met, there will be significant (well over 5,000 AFY) of 
cross-boundary groundwater losses from the Monterey Subbasin to 
the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.  Under this scenario, there 
would also be significant (well over 2,000 AFY) cross-boundary 
groundwater losses from the Seaside Basin to the Marina-Ord 
Subarea of the Monterey Subbasin. Those losses would make it  
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* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 
5 (Continued) 

very difficult for the Seaside Basin to raise its groundwater levels, 
through replenishment, in order to protect the Seaside Basin against 
seawater intrusion.  The Monterey Subbasin GSP states that under 
this scenario, projects and management actions would need to be 
taken in order to achieve sustainability in the Monterey Subbasin.  
However, of the Projects listed in this GSP the Project providing 
the largest benefit is constructing a regional desalination plant to 
provide an estimated 15,000 AFY of water as a new municipal 
supply source.  Given the difficulties Cal Am is experiencing in 
trying to get permits and approvals for its proposed desalination 
plant, and the large cost of constructing a regional desalination 
plant, this could prove to be an extremely difficult undertaking.    

b. If the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin achieves sustainability by 
raising its groundwater levels to prevent seawater intrusion 
(something that is very unlikely to be accomplished because of the 
substantial pumping reductions that would be required) the newly-
created Monterey Subbasin groundwater model indicates there 
could be a modest reversal of cross-boundary flows, with the 
Monterey Subbasin actually providing some inflow (on the order of 
400+ AFY) of groundwater into the Seaside Basin. 

ii.  For the Corral de Tierra Subarea of the Monterey Subbasin: 
 The Monterey Subbasin GSP for that Subarea states that even if all pumping 
within the subarea were stopped, the subarea could still not achieve sustainability 
until the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin achieves sustainability. 
 

3. The methodology used to develop the “sustainable yield” values presented in these GSPs is not the 
same as the methodology that would be used to develop the Seaside Basin’s sustainable yield using 
the approach described in Attachment 1.  Rather, the GSPs use the Water Balance method, which 
is the same method that was used to develop the NSY in the Adjudication Decision.  That method 
looks at the subbasin as a whole, without regard to the locations within the subbasin where 
pumping occurs.  SGMA’s definition of sustainable yield appears to accept using the Water 
Balance approach, as it does not go into detail as to how the sustainable yield is to be determined.  
It may be that the GSAs will eventually try to use the methodology described in Attachment 1, but 
that would likely take a significant effort and cost, and would require more data than currently 
exists. 
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* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

AGENDA ITEM: 
5 (Continued) 

The TAC is asked to resume its discussion of the topic of the NSY and SY approaches, and to provide its 
recommendation as to whether or not the Watermaster should now undertake performing an SY analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Proposal from Montgomery & Associates to Perform an SY Analysis of the 

Seaside Basin 
2. Background information on NSY and SY 
3. Summary of  pertinent information from previous groundwater modeling work 
4. Discussion of potential Pros and Cons of staying with the NSY approach vs. 

developing and using the SY approach 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: 

Provide the TAC’s recommendation regarding performing an SY analysis.   
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Attachment 2 
 

Background Information from Montgomery & Associates and Todd 
Groundwater on Natural Safe Yield and Sustainable Yield 

 
 

Natural Safe Yield is defined in the Decision as the quantity of groundwater existing in the Seaside 
Basin that occurs solely as a result of natural replenishment. The only truly natural replenishment is 
from percolation of rainfall into the aquifers and inflow of groundwater from adjacent basins.  Through 
the use of the groundwater model we have come to understand that although some replenishment occurs 
from inflow from neighboring basins, more subsurface groundwater leaves the Seaside Basin than 
enters it, and there is a net subsurface loss from the Basin to neighboring basins. The amount of net 
outflow from the Basin over the past five years is more than the long-term average (1988-2017). If one 
assumes that rainfall recharge has remained essentially the same, then the biggest change to natural 
replenishment is increased outflow to neighboring basins.  Increased injection for temporary storage of 
imported water and decreased native groundwater pumping have changed how groundwater moves 
within, and in and out of, the Basin. Another way to look at it is that increased Basin outflows are due to 
groundwater levels in the neighboring basins being lower than those in the Seaside Basin, thereby 
causing increased flows out of the Seaside Basin. 
 
The method used to estimate Natural Safe Yield is now recognized as not being complete enough to 
take into account the complexities of inflows and outflows that are occurring and changing operations 
and conditions.  These ultimately affect the amount of groundwater that can sustainably be pumped 
from the Basin. A more robust method would be to use the groundwater model to optimize the amount 
of pumping that can be sustained (Sustainable Yield) at existing and/or new wells, using management 
targets such as meeting protective groundwater elevations and/or stopping declining groundwater levels.  
 
The Draft Updated BMAP includes a recommendation (the first bulleted recommendation in Section 1.5 
and Recommendation 2 in Section 6  ) to use the groundwater model to conduct additional model runs 
to simulate a combination of basin management actions and supplemental water supply projects that 
would be able to raise groundwater levels to protective levels. This would be part of the approach to 
estimate Sustainable Yield for the Basin. 
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Attachment 3 
 

Summary of Pertinent Information from  
Previous Groundwater Modeling Work 

 
The information provided below comes from modeling reports prepared for the Watermaster by 
HydroMetrics. 
 
Report Title:  Seaside Groundwater Basin Modeling and Protective Groundwater Elevations 
Report Date:  November 2009 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. The Decision-required triennial pumping reductions will result in a gradual rise in most 
groundwater elevations.  The pumping reductions will decrease, but not eliminate, inflow into 
the Basin from the ocean. 

2. The “Physical Solution” required in the Decision, consisting of triennial pumping reductions 
until pumping has been reduced to a Natural Safe Yield of 3,000 AFY, by itself will not achieve 
protective groundwater level elevations.  

3. Significant injection of water that is left in storage and not taken out through pumping will be the 
most successful means of raising groundwater elevations to protective water level elevations.   

4. It will take a long time for the Santa Margarita aquifer to achieve protective water levels without 
artificial recharge. This is because the Santa Margarita aquifer is highly confined and does not 
receive significant deep percolation recharge near the coastline. 

5. The amount of water in storage is highly dependent on rainfall. Artificial recharge will increase 
the amount of groundwater in storage. 

6. New wells in the Paso Robles aquifer will be required in order to recover much of the stored 
groundwater. 

7. Moving California American Water’s major production wells inland has little benefit and is 
therefore a not a good option to pursue. 

8. The quantity of groundwater flowing into and out of the Seaside Basin, from or to the Salinas 
Valley Basin, is highly dependent on groundwater elevations in the Salinas Valley Basin. 

 
 

Report Title: Groundwater Modeling Results of Temporary Suspension of Triennial Pumping 
Reductions 
Report Date: September 2012 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. Skipping one triennial pumping reduction for a three-year period from 2011 to 2014 would have 
a negligible effect on the rate of advance of seawater intrusion (less than 0.001 feet per day of 
change). 

2. Groundwater levels would reach the same levels by 2031 as they would if the pumping 
reduction had not been skipped. 
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Report Title: Groundwater Modeling Results of Replenishment Repayment in the Seaside Basin 
Report Date: April 2013 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. The protective water level elevations developed in 2009 remain reasonable targets for 
groundwater management and should not be lowered. 

2. California American Water’s 25-year, 700 AFY replenishment payback plan raises shallow 
aquifer groundwater levels by about 1 to 1.5 feet, and deep aquifer groundwater levels by about 
3 feet, but does not achieve protective water level elevations in any of the six protective water 
level wells, except PCA-West-Shallow, which is already above its protective water level 
elevation. 

3. Stopping all Standard and Alternative Production pumping beginning in 2017 (which would 
reduce Basinwide pumping by approximately 2,000 AFY) would finally achieve protective 
water level elevations in all six of the protective water level wells by 2041 (the assumed end of 
the 25 year payback used for this scenario.) 

4. Assuming the 25-year, 700 AFY repayment plan began in 2017, and 1,000 AFY of water was 
injected at the four ASR wells near General Jim Moore Boulevard and left stored in the Basin 
and not pumped back out, protective water levels would be achieved in all six of the protective 
water level wells by 2041. 

 
 
Report Title: Groundwater Modeling Results of Coastal Injection in the Seaside Basin 
Report Date: July 2013 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. All of the findings and conclusions listed below are based on the assumption that California 
American Water’s replenishment repayment program of forgoing 700 AFY of pumping for a 
period of 25 years is being carried out. 

2. Coastal groundwater levels in the Santa Margarita aquifer reach protective groundwater level 
elevations one to ten years faster, and with less injected water, if injection is performed near the 
coast rather than inland at the General Jim Moore Boulevard ASR well locations.  

3. Coastal groundwater levels in the Paso Robles aquifer reach protective water level elevations at 
similar times with injection at either the coastal or General Jim Moore Boulevard locations. 

4. In order to achieve protective water level elevations in all six of the coastal wells for which 
protective water levels were developed, over a 25-year injection period only 850 AFY of 
injection is required using coastal injection wells compared to 1,000 AFY required at the 
General Jim Moore Boulevard ASR well locations. 

5. Injection rates higher than those mentioned in item 4 above would shorten the time needed to 
achieve protective water level elevations. 

6. After coastal protective water level elevations are achieved, injection of 850 AFY would need to 
be continued indefinitely at coastal injection wells in order to keep groundwater levels above 
protective water level elevations. 
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Report Title: Results of Laguna Seca Safe Yield Analysis (Revised) 
Report Date: July 2014 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. The Laguna Seca Subarea Natural Safe Yield was estimated to be 240 AFY. The Decision used 
608 AFY with no explanation of the basis for that value. 

2. Stopping all California American Water Laguna Seca Subarea pumping stabilizes groundwater 
level elevations in the western portion of the subarea, but they continue to decline in the central 
and eastern portions of the subarea. 

3. Stopping all Laguna Seca Subarea pumping (pumping by California American Water and all 
Alternative Producers) results in stable or rising groundwater levels in the western and central 
portions of the subarea, but groundwater levels continue to decline in the eastern portion of the 
subarea. 

4. There is significantly more pumping just east of the Laguna Seca Subarea (within the Monterey 
Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Basin and outside of the Seaside Basin boundary) than the total 
pumping that occurs within the Laguna Seca Subarea itself. 

5. Groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the Laguna Seca Subarea are heavily influenced by 
pumping from outside of the Seaside Basin. 

 
Report Title: Groundwater Flow Divides Within and East of the Laguna Seca Subarea 
Report Date: January 2016 
Pertinent Findings/Conclusions:  

1. Under anticipated future pumping conditions, groundwater elevations in the Laguna Seca 
Subarea will continue to decline. The eastern portion of the Laguna Seca Subarea will suffer the 
greatest and most persistent declines. 

2. Pumping by wells located to the east of the Laguna Seca Subarea, outside of the Seaside Basin 
boundary and in the Monterey Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Basin, affect groundwater levels in 
the Laguna Seca Subarea by diverting groundwater which would otherwise flow into, and thus 
recharge, the Laguna Seca Subarea. This diversion results in lowering groundwater levels in the 
Laguna Seca Subarea. 

3. Flow currently goes into the Laguna Seca Subarea from the southeast (from the adjacent portion 
of the Salinas Valley Basin outside of the Seaside Basin boundary), and flows through the 
Laguna Seca Subarea to the west into the Southern Coastal Subarea and to the northeast into the 
Northern Inland Subarea. 

4. With reduced pumping in the Laguna Seca Subarea in the future, groundwater levels will rise 
within this subarea and the flow divide between this subarea and the adjacent Salinas Valley 
Basin will move west. 

5. Because of this flow divide movement, reduced pumping in the Laguna Seca Subarea in the 
future will result in some flow leaving the Laguna Seca subarea and flowing into the Corral de 
Tierra region of the Monterey Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Basin. 
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Attachment 4 
 

Discussion Paper of Potential Pros and Cons of Using the Sustainable Yield Approach  
in Place of  

Using Natural Safe Yield  
for Basin Management  

 
Natural Safe Yield Approach 
Discussion.  The Adjudication Decision (“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 at 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 increasing the 1,613 AFY figure to 1,621 AFY.  If the lower NSY of 
2,370 AFY reported in the Updated BMAP were to replace the Decision’s initial NSY of 3,000 AFY, 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 collectively reduce their pumping by an additional 
630 AFY.   
 
It would likely be very difficult if not impossible for some of the Standard Producers, particularly Cal 
Am and the Seaside Municipal system, to accomplish making these additional pumping reductions while 
still supplying the water demands of their customers.  
 
Pros and Cons of Continuing to Use the NSY Approach for Basin Management. 
 

PROS CONS 
1. This is the approach 
prescribed by the Decision, so 
no change from the current 
approach would be required. 

1. There are some oversights in the numbers included in the Decision 
which slightly complicate the calculation of Producers’ water rights 
after the pumping ramp-downs are all completed.  However, this should 
be fairly easy to work through. 

2.  If the 3,000 AFY NSY 
figure in the Decision 
continues to be used, no 
action will be required. 

2.  The Watermaster’s hydrogeologic consultants report that using the 
NSY approach in the Decision is no longer appropriate for estimating 
yield. The NSY figure in the Decision was developed in 2005 based on 
a simplified water balance equation that accounted for some, but not all, 
flows in the groundwater system. It has now become apparent that there 
are significant flows across the Basin’s boundaries that were not 
accounted for in the 2005 analysis. Unless those flows are also 
accounted for, the relationship between pumping, intrusion and storage 
identified in 2005 will be incorrect. 
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PROS CONS 

3.  If the lower NSY figure of 
2,370 AFY is used, the 
recalculation of water rights to 
each Producer would be  
relatively straightforward by 
following the same 
calculation approach set forth 
in the Decision.  As noted in 
Con No. 1, however,  there 
are some oversights in the 
Decision which would need to 
be resolved. 

3.  The Watermaster’s hydrogeologic consultants recommend that 
Basin management use a “sustainable” or “operational” yield 
approach that takes advantage of the Seaside Basin groundwater 
model. This would allow the maximum pumping rate to reflect all of 
the flows across the basin boundaries as well as the locations of 
wells and the introduction of new sources of recharge (injection, 
stormwater percolation, etc.). They feel that making this change 
from using the NSY approach is essential to linking long-term Basin 
management to reality. 

 4. Given the modeling done to date, and evidenced by continuing 
declining groundwater levels even in years where pumping has been 
close to 3,000 AFY, Material Damage is more likely to occur if the 
3,000 AFY NSY continues to be used rather than using a lower 
value for NSY. 

 



52 
 
 

 

Sustainable Yield Approach 
Discussion.  As described in the recent BMAP Update, the simplified method used in the Adjudication 
Decision to estimate Natural Safe Yield 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 (Material Injury). 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 would take into account management targets 
such as stopping declining groundwater levels or meeting protective groundwater elevations. 
 
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.   
The SY for the entire Basin would be the sum of the production quantities that each well could produce 
and still prevent Material Injury from occurring.     
 
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 
considerable staff, consultant, and legal counsel time and effort. 
3.  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 and legal counsel time and effort. 
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 Sustainable Yield 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. 



53 
 
 

PROS CONS 
 6.  Because of the historical overpumping from the Basin, regardless of the 

approach that is used for Basin management, be it NSY or SY, it is very 
unlikely that even the reduced NSY pumping levels recommended in the 
Updated Basin Management Action Plan will achieve protective groundwater 
levels.  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. 
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SEASIDE BASIN WATER MASTER  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

* * * AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM * * * 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 6 

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 2022 activities. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Schedule of Work Activities for FY 2022 

 

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: May 11, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: 7 

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 

 


