Section 5.0 Recycled Water Development
5.0 Recycled Water Development
5.1 Regional Plans

MCWD is coordinating its recycled water plans with MCWRA and MCWD, in
coordination with the MRWPCA as part of its Water Augmentation Project, is
currently planning a transmission line through Marina, the Ord Community, and
into the City of Monterey. MCWD would then build a recycled water distribution
system to serve recycled water within the City of Marina and areas of the Ord
Community. MRWPCA in coordination with MCWD will work with MPWMD and

Cal-Am regarding recycled water deliveries for the Monterey Peninsula.

5.2 District Recycled Water Plans

MCWD and MRPWCA have recently evaluated two recycled water projects. The
first was a 300 AF/Y recycled water project to serve the proposed City of
Marina's Golf Course at the Marina Airport area and landscaping at the
UCMBEST Center on a portion of the former Fort Ord. The remaining recycled
water could be used for construction water use. This project was evaluated in a
Marina Airport Area Recycled Water Pipeline Project Facilities Plan Report
November 2003. MCWD certified an Environmental Impact Report to address
the potential environmental effects of the construction of a pipeline to transmit
recycled water from the SVRP to the Marina Airport area.  Current projections
by the City of Marina indicate that this project will not occur before 2010.

The second project evaluated was the Regional Urban Recycled Water
Distribution Project (RUWWDP) (full scale recycled water alternative of the
Water Augmentation Project). MCWD’s Regional Urban Water Augmentation
Project EIR included 1,727 AF/Y as the amount of water that could be provided
under Phase | of the recycled water project. However, to take advantage of



recycled water available in winter when irrigation demands are low, additional
water storage would have to be constructed. The storage would allow this water
to be then available when irrigation demands are in excess of daily recycled
water production during peak irrigation months of summer. Potential recycled
water demand for the City of Marina and the former Fort Ord is shown in Table 2-
3. Total annual recycled water demand is now estimated to be about 3,656
AF/Y by 2025. This is comparable to previous estimates in the 1996 Urban
Water Management Plan update of 2,810 acre-feet, at 2020, based upon former

Fort Ord development plans and other land use plans known at the time.

As directed by the FORA and MCWD Boards on June 10, 2005, MCWD will
initiate scoping of the hybrid alternative, which includes a 1,500 AF/Y component
of recycled water. This new source of water will augment limited supplies in
Marina and the Ord Community and be an active component in the regional
water augmentation project. This new source of water could also be used in the
Monterey Peninsula, as identified in the RUWDUP and current planning
documents by the California Public Utilities Commission. Extensive cooperation
and coordination will be required among MCWD, MRWPCA, MCWRA, FORA,
MPWMD and Cal-Am to address recycled water delivery issues on Ord
Community lands and for the Monterey Peninsula in order to make the most

efficient use of recycled water which may be made available.
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Section 6.0 Urban Water Shortage Contingency Plan

6.0 Introduction and Background

This Water Shortage Contingency Plan is developed in compliance with California Water
Code Section 10632. Requirements of subsections (a)-(i) are identified below and are

accompanied by the required elements and information.

The Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) obtains all its groundwater from the Salinas
Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB). The SVGB is not adjudicated and provides water for
growers, municipalities and other municipal and industrial uses in the Salinas Valley.
Due to cumulative basin pumping, coastal aquifers are experiencing seawater intrusion.
MCWD continues working with Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) in
developing plans to coordinate and encourage preservation of the SVGB aquifers by all

municipal and agricultural users.

e Systems Interconnection. In 2005 MCWD will intertie its Central Marina and Ord
Community water distribution systems. The intertie is driven by the immediate
need to remove from service the Bayer Tank in Central Marina due to its poor
structural condition. This intertie will enhance the robustness of both water
distribution systems and provide each community an emergency, potable water

source.

e Regional Urban Water Supply Planning. MCWD is an active participant in the
regional urban water supply planning effort being led by the MCWRA. One
possible regional project is the proposed desalination plant at Moss Landing.
Project proponents include California-American Water Company, Pajaro/Sunny
Mesa Water District, and the MCWRA. As planning for this project proceeds,
MCWD will consider becoming directly involved as a water recipient.

Other coordinated efforts include the following:

e Water Awareness Committee of Monterey County (WAC). Representatives from

several agencies throughout Monterey County work together coordinating
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conservation and other water awareness efforts including education programs,
information booths for special events and public understanding of Monterey

County water challenges and opportunities.

California Water Code Section 10632( ¢ ) Actions to be undertaken by the urban
water supplier to prepare for, and implement during, a catastrophic interruption
of water supplies, including but not limited to, a regional power outage, an
earthquake or other disaster.

The MCWD developed and adopted an Emergency Response Plan for emergency and
disaster occurrences with guidelines and agreements for cooperative efforts with other
State and local agencies, as required by the State Health Department. This Plan
contains actions MCWD would initiate in the event of a catastrophic reduction in its water

supply.

6.1 Stages of Action

California Water Code Section 10632(a) Stages of action to be undertaken by the
urban water supplier in response to water supply shortages, including up to a 50
percent reduction in water supply and an outline of specific water supply
conditions which are applicable to each stage.

The MCWD developed a five-stage Water Conservation Plan that includes two voluntary
and three mandatory stages.

Table 6-1

WATER CONSERVATION STAGES AND REDUCTION

Stage Demand Reduction Goal Type Program
Stage 1 10% reduction Voluntary
Stage 2 15% reduction Voluntary
Stage 3 25% reduction Mandatory
Stage 4 35% reduction Mandatory
Stage 5 50%+ reduction Mandatory

Priorities for use of available water, based on California Water Code Chapter 3 are:

1. Health and Safety - interior residential and fire fighting

2. Commercial, Industrial, and Governmental - maintain jobs & economic base
3. Existing Landscaping - especially trees and shrubs

4. New Demand - projects without permits when shortage declared
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California Water Code Section 10632(b) An estimate of the minimum water supply
available during each of the next three water years based on the driest three-year
historic sequence for the agency’s water supply.

This requirement is oriented toward water supply systems that are primarily supplied via
surface waters and therefore can be directly affected by short-term fluctuations in
hydrology i.e., drought conditions. MCWD'’s total current water supply is produced
through groundwater pumping from the large SVGB. MCWD supply availability from this
basin has not historically varied due to short-term hydrologic conditions. The minimum
water supply available within the driest three-year sequence is expected to match

demands as discussed in the Urban Water Management Plan.

CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS AND APPEAL PROCEDURES

The following is MCWD’s conservation requirements by customer type and stage and
the appeals procedures. These requirements and procedures are adopted as part of
MCWD’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan.

Stage 1 Minimal Conservation Requirement: up to 10 percent -Voluntary
Program

MCWD shall:

- notify all customers of the water shortage

- mail information to every customer and reasonably available potential water user
explaining the importance of significant water use reductions

- provide technical information to customers on ways to improve water use efficiency

- conduct media campaign to remind consumers of the need to save water

- publicize the showerhead, toilet rebate and other efficiency programs

- enforce mandatory restrictions on water waste as provided in MCWD Code, Chapter 3

Stage 2 Moderate Conservation Requirement: >10-25 percent - Voluntary
Program

In addition to the actions listed in Stage 1, MCWD shall call for voluntary reductions of
up to 25% for each connection based on the average use during a base period proposed
by the Water Conservation Commission and adopted by MCWD’s Board of Directors.

Stage 3 Severe Conservation Requirement: >25 percent 35 percent -
Mandatory Program
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In addition to the actions listed in Stage 1 and 2, MCWD shall establish mandatory
annual allotments for each connection based on the average use during a base period
proposed by the Water Conservation Commission and adopted by MCWD’s Board of
Directors. When stage three use reduction becomes necessary, administration and
enforcement of water conservation rules becomes the major focus of MCWD. If
necessary, additional temporary personnel may be hired and special meetings of the

Water Conservation Commission and /or Board of Directors may be scheduled.

1. Each water service connection shall receive an allotted quantity of water, typically
specified in hundred cubic feet (hcf) units per billing cycle, as calculated by the Water

Conservation Coordinator.

2. The Board of Directors may pass an emergency ordinance increasing the usage rate
for potable water in order to ensure stable revenues for operation and maintenance of
MCWD.

3. As individual customers are notified of allotments, it is expected that many requests
for special consideration will be received. These petitions must be processed rapidly,
efficiently and fairly. Every application for waiver must be heard, evaluated and acted
upon by the Water Conservation Commission as rapidly as possible. Every action by
the Water Conservation Commission shall be referred to MCWD's Board of Directors for
consideration. The procedures for appeal are defined, below.

4. No building permits will be issued or meters installed for new accounts that had not
received building permits before the “Severe Shortage” was declared.

Stage 4 Critical Conservation Requirement: >35-50 percent - Mandatory
Program

In addition to the actions listed in the previous stages, MCWD shall establish allotments
based upon a 35% -50% curtailment of water use. All new and previous appeals for
waiver shall be evaluated by field audit and shall be reheard by the Water Conservation
Commission, if necessary, upon recommendation of MCWD staff. Water rates may be
increased by the Board of Directors.
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Stage 5 Emergency Conservation Requirement: >50 percent - Mandatory
Program

Appropriate 50% water shortage allotments shall be calculated and noticed to
customers. Appropriate administration and enforcement of this stringent program shall
be the highest priority of MCWD activity. All resources of MCWD will be directed toward
improvement and increase of water supply to the system. Water rates may be further

increased by the Board of Directors.

Appeals Procedure

1. Any person who wishes to appeal a customer classification or allotment shall do so in

writing by using the forms provided by MCWD.

2. Appeals will be reviewed by the Water Conservation Coordinator and staff. Site visits
may be scheduled if required.

3. A condition of granting an appeal shall be that all plumbing fixtures or irrigation

systems be replaced or modified for maximum water conservation.
4. Examples of appeals that may be considered are as follows:

a. Substantial medical requirements.

b. Commercial/Industrial/institutional accounts where any additional water supply
reductions will result in unemployment or inappropriate hardship, after
confirmation by the MCWD staff that the account has instituted all applicable

water efficiency improvements.

5. In the event an appeal is requested for irrigation of trees or vegetation, MCWD staff
may use the services of a qualified consultant in determining the validity of the request.
Costs for such consulting services shall be paid by the party or parties making the
request.

6. The Water Conservation Coordinator shall refer all appeals to the Water Conservation
Commission. The Water Conservation Commission may refer appeals to MCWD’s Board
of Directors.
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7. If the Water Conservation Commission and the applicant are unable to reach accord,
then the appeal shall be heard by the MCWD Board of Directors, who will make the final

determination.

8. All appeals shall be reported monthly to the Board as a part of the Water Supply
Report.

6.2 Triggering Mechanisms

The SVGB is currently the most important source of water for MCWD. In 2004, the
MCWD's groundwater withdrawals of about 4,606 acre-feet accounted for less than one
percent of the estimated basin-wide annual extractions of roughly 550,000 acre-feet.
Given this, MCWD conservation and contingency management activities can play only a
small part within the SVGB. The foremost concern in developing appropriate triggers is
achieving the maximum practical protection of an adequate long-term water supply of
acceptable quality for MCWD customers. To that end, triggering mechanisms should be
tied to factors that, directly or indirectly, have the greatest potential effect on the quality
and quantity of available groundwater.

Two types of general threats could cause MCWD to reduce demands to its system:
unanticipated catastrophic system failure due to an earthquake, terrorist attack or
sudden contamination of water supply, or chronic system shortage due to seawater
intrusion reaching water supply wells in concentrations such that those wells would have
to be removed from service. In the case of a catastrophic failure, the MCWD would
assess the nature and extent of the failure and the General Manager would identify the
appropriate Conservation Stage in accordance with the expected level of water supply
shortage. Should shortages be anticipated in amounts beyond fifty percent of normal
demands, emergency actions will be taken in accordance with the MCWD's Emergency
Response Plan, including enacting emergency ordinances as may be required by
MCWD Board of Directors.

The chronic system threat to MCWD's present water supplies is seawater intrusion,
which has occurred along the coastal margin of the Salinas Valiey in response to historic
overdrafting of the basin. Contamination from volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have

also affected MCWD wells and could pose additional problems. Although seawater
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intrusion has not yet affected the deep zone of the SVGB (which is the source of supply
for Marina's— Well No.10, No.11, and No.12), it is possible that continued extractions in
the 400° Aquifer could ultimately lead to contamination of these water supplies by
seawater. MCWD monitors the rate of seawater intrusion and plans to develop
alternative water resources, which would be insulated from intrusion. However, it is
possible for intrusion to appear in a relatively short time span and reduce overall
supplies available. Consequently, the MCWD structured its Water Shortage
Contingency Plan with the primary goal of reducing water supply demands to allow time
for alternative water supply measures, including the drilling of alternate wells in areas
unaffected by intrusion and/or contamination. A specific triggering mechanism for
various levels of conservation is tied to concentrations of chlorides in MCWD wells, and
possibly concentrations of VOCs such as trichloroethylene (TCE) currently observed at
low levels in Well No. 9 in Central Marina and Well No. 29 in the Ord Community.
Chloride concentration is directly related to the seawater intrusion problem, and both
parameters (chloride and VOCs) are related to the overall basin viability as a secure

source of water supply.

Chloride concentrations, which are the proposed trigger for the most advanced stages of
conservation, are also a key indicator of water quality degradation due to seawater
intrusion. Tests for statistically significant changes in chloride concentrations assist in
the detection of the earliest stages of intrusion and are appropriate indicators of a water
supply emergency. In addition, MCWD currently monitors its Ord Community welis for
the presence of TCE and other organic compounds, and works with the US Army
regarding the Army’s groundwater cleanup actions in the Ord Community. MCWD is
currently retiring Well No. 9 in Central Marina.

PROPOSED TRIGGERING MECHANISMS FOR CONSERVATION STAGES
Triggering Mechanisms

These Triggering mechanisms shall be interpreted as guidelines and are summarized in
Table 6-2. The General Manager and/or Board of Directors may impose any of the
following conservation stages based upon facts and circumstances which may not have
been otherwise anticipated in this plan.
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Table 6-2 Conservation Level Triggering Mechanisms

Conservation Stage
and Shortage Level

Triggering Mechanism

Stage One — 0-10%
- Voluntary

1)

3)

system malfunction resulting in up to 10% shortage
increase in chlorides which do not threaten to exceed
drinking water quality standard

increase in VOC concentrations which do not threaten to
exceed standards with blending

Stage Two - >10-
25% - Voluntary

1)
2)

3)

system malfunction resulting in greater than10% shortage
increase in chlorides which may threaten to exceed drinking
water quality standard

increase in VOC concentrations which do not threaten to
exceed standards with blending

Stage Three — >25-
35% - Mandatory

1)
2)

3)

system malfunction resulting in greater than25% shortage
increase in chlorides which are expected to exceed drinking
water quality standard

increase in VOC concentrations which do not threaten to
exceed standards with blending or when remaining capacity

is reduced by up to 25%

Stage Four =>35-
50% - Mandatory

1)

3)

system malfunction resulting in greater than 35% shortage
increase in chlorides which are expected to exceed drinking
water quality standard

increase in VOC concentrations which do not threaten to
exceed standards with blending or when remaining capacity
is reduced more than 35%

Stage Five - >50% -
Mandatory

1)
2)

4)

system malfunction resulting in greater than 50% shortage
increase in chlorides which may threaten to exceed drinking
water quality standard

increase in VOC concentrations which do not threaten to
exceed standards or when remaining capacity is reduced
more than 50%

STAGE 1: Upto 10% - Voluntary

Stage 1 conservation savings may be called as a result of malfunction of all or portions
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of the water system that reduces supplies by up to 10% on a daily, peak seasonal or
annual basis. It also may be called due to prolonged drought conditions and a need to

focus public attention on water conservation.

Further triggering could also be based on:

1)

2)

detection of a statistically significant increase in chloride concentrations
but where such concentrations do not threaten to exceed the CA DHS
“Upper Level’ secondary (aesthetics) drinking water standard currently
set at 500 mg/l at the well(s) in question.

detection of a statistically significant increase in VOC concentrations but
where such concentrations do not threaten to exceed the primary drinking
water maximum contaminant level (MCL) for each VOC at the well(s) in
question and/or blending of this supply with other well supplies cannot
maintain a distribution system concentration(s) below these standards.

STAGE 2: >10% - 25% -Voluntary

Stage 2 conservation savings may be called upon due to malfunction or failure of all or

portions of the water system that reduces supplies by greater than 10% on a daily, peak

seasonal or annual basis.

Further triggering could also be based on:

1)

2)

detection of a statistically significant increase in chloride concentrations
where such concentrations may threaten to exceed the CA DHS “Upper
Level” secondary (aesthetics) drinking water standard currently set at 500
mg/l at the well(s) in question, or

detection of a statistically significant increase in VOC concentrations, but
where such concentrations do not threaten to exceed the primary drinking
water MCL for each VOC at the well(s) in question and/or blending of this
supply with other well supplies cannot maintain a distribution system
concentration(s) below these standards.
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STAGE 3: >25% - 35% - Mandatory

Stage 3 conservation savings may be called for due to malfunction or failure of all or

portions of the water system that reduces supplies by greater than 25% on a daily, peak

seasonal or annual basis.

Further triggering could also be based on:

1)

2)

detection of an increase in chloride concentrations where such
concentrations are expected to exceed the CA DHS “Upper Level”
secondary (aesthetics) drinking water standard currently set at 500 mg/|

at the well(s) in question, or

detection of VOC concentrations, but where such concentrations do not
threaten to exceed the primary drinking water MCL for each VOC, and/or
blending of this supply with other well supplies cannot maintain a
distribution system concentration(s) below these standards, and/or when
gross reduced well production of up to 25% is necessary to maintain
adequate water quality.

STAGE 4: >35% - 50% - Mandatory

Stage 4 conservation savings may be called for due to malfunction or failure of all or

portions of the water system that reduces supplies by greater than 35% on a daily, peak

seasonal or annual basis.

Further triggering could also be based on:

1)

detection of an increase in chloride concentrations where such
concentrations are expected to exceed the CA DHS “Upper Level’

secondary (aesthetics) drinking water standard currently set at 500 mg/I
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at the well(s) in question, or

2) detection of VOC concentrations, but where such concentrations do not
threaten to exceed the primary drinking water MCL for each VOC, and/or
blending of this supply with other well supplies cannot maintain a supply
within the applicable standard, and/or gross reduced well production of up

to 35% is necessary to maintain adequate water quality.

STAGE 5: >50% - Mandatory

Stage 5 conservation savings may be called for due to in malfunction or failure of all or
portions of the water system that reduces supplies by 50 % or more on a daily, peak

seasonal or annual basis.
Further triggering could also be based on:

1) detection of an increase in chloride concentrations where such
concentrations are expected to exceed the short term primary drinking
water standard of 600 mg/l at the well(s) in question, or

2) detection of VOC concentrations but where such concentrations do not
threaten to exceed the primary drinking water MCL for each VOC, and
biending of this supply with other well supplies cannot maintain a supply
within the applicable standard, and/or gross reduced well production of
over 50% is necessary to maintain adequate water quality.

6.4 Mandatory Prohibitions on Water Use

California Water Code Section 10632(d). Additional, mandatory prohibitions
against specific water use practices during water shortages, including, but not
limited to, prohibiting the use of potable water for street cleaning. Section
10632(e) Consumption reduction methods in the most restrictive stages. Each
urban water supplier may use any type of consumption reduction methods in its
water shortage contingency analysis that would reduce water use, are appropriate
for its area, and have the ability to achieve a water use reduction consistent with
up to a 50 percent reduction in water supply.
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The MCWD adopted a "Water Waste/Water Conservation" Ordinance (Ordinance No.
20) in April 1990, which prohibits water waste and promotes water conservation. Since
the initial adoption, revisions were adopted by the Board of Directors on 14 April 1992
and 4 October 1993. The ordinance has most recently been revised on 25 May 2005
and now appears as Chapter 3.36 of MCWD Code. Section 3.36.030, Mandatory
Restrictions on Water Waste, details the applicable prohibitions of use. These
prohibitions are in force at all times. Additional water use reduction methods available to
water users or MCWD to adopt in order to comply with use reductions during the more
restrictive stages of water shortages (Stages 4 and 5) include but are not limited to the

following:

a) elimination of turf irrigation with potable supplies

b) restriction of landscape watering to shrubs and trees by hand or drip irrigation
only

c) elimination of vehicle washing except in car washes that have water
recirculation systems

d) prohibition on filling or topping off of swimming pools where damage to
pumping equipment will not result

e) elimination of water served in food service establishments uniess requested

f) elimination of the issuance of construction meters

g) shut-off of dedicated landscape irrigation meters

h) moratorium on provision of new supply meters

If water use reductions called for in Stages 3-5 are not achieved, the MCWD may amend

this Water Shortage Contingency Plan to make any of the above available conservation
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tactics mandatory.

6.5 Penalties or Charges For Excessive Uses
California Water Code Section 10632(f) Penalties or charges/or excessive use.

Section 3.36.050 of MCWD Code provides for a system of violations and notices.
Violation of provisions of this Water Shortage Contingency Plan shall be enforced under
Section 3.36.050 of MCWD Code.

6.6 Revenue and Expenditure Impacts

California Water Code Section 10632(g) — An analysis of the impacts of each of the
actions and conditions described in subdivisions (a) to (f), inclusive, on the
revenues and expenditures of the urban water supplier, and proposed measures
to overcome those impacts, such as the development of reserves and rate
adjustments.

Enforcement of the water shortage contingency plan is assumed to be covered by
enhance revenues due to application of excess use charges and penalties. MCWD
reserves may be utilized temporarily should revenues remain below expectations.
MCWD'’s rate structure is based upon adopted rate ranges and allows for modification of
rates on short notice within those ranges. MCWD retains the ability to modify rates to
meet all legitimate MCWD needs. Revenue impacts from water sales losses are
estimated as follows based upon marginal commodity rates of $2.81/hcf and recognizing

approximately 40% of MCWD’s supplies are not metered as of 2005.

6.7 Water Shortage Contingency Plan Implementation

California Water Code Section 10632 (h) A draft water shortage contingency
resolution or ordinance.

MCWD Board of Directors adopted this Water Shortage Contingency Plan in Resolution
No. 2005-31, which enables implementation of the Plan upon advice of staff based in
part on the triggering mechanisms discussed herein.
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Table 6-3
Potential Revenue Impacts of Implementation of Water Shortage Contingency Plan

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5
Assumed Reduction |10 percent |20 percent (30 percent |40 percent |50 percent
Water Sales Loss $ (321,135)| $ (642,270)| $ (963,404)| $ (1,284,539)| $(1,605,674)
Revenue Source
Pumping Savings
at $135/af $ 35411 |$ 70,821 |$ 106,232 |$ 141,642 |$ 177,053

Net Revenue
Reduction $ (285,724) | $ (571,449)| $ (857,173) $ (1,142,897) $(1,428,622)

Percent of Total
Annual water System
Revenue Loss 5% 10% 16% 21% 26%

6.8 Water Use Monitoring Procedures

California Water Code Section 10632 (i) A mechanism for determining actual
reductions in water use pursuant to the urban water shortage contingency plan.

Normal Monitoring Procedure

In normal water supply conditions, production figures are recorded daily by MCWD O&M
personnel. Totals are reported monthly to the Water Conservation Coordinator and
Water Quality Manager. Production figures are reported in the Annual Report to the
Drinking Water Program, which is submitted to the California Department of Health
Services each year.

Stage 1 and 2 Water Shortages

During a Stage 1 or 2 water shortage, daily production figures will be reported to the
O&M Superintendent and Water Conservation Coordinator. The Water Conservation
Coordinator compares the weekly production to the target weekly production to verify
that the reduction goal is being met. Monthly reports are forwarded to the General
Manager, the Water Conservation Commission and the MCWD Board of Directors. If
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reduction goals are not met, the General Manager may notify the Board of Directors so

that corrective action can be taken.

Stage 3 and 4 Water Shortages

During a Stage 3 or 4 water shortage, the procedure listed above will be followed, with
the addition of a daily production report to the General Manager and weekly reports to
the Water Conservation Commission and Board of Directors. Special meetings may be

called for administration of the Water Shortage Contingency Plan.

Stage 5

During a Stage 5 shortage, production figures will be reported to the O&M
Superintendent hourly, and to the General Manager and the Water Conservation
Coordinator daily. Reports will also be provided to MCWD's Board of Directors, the
Monterey County Office of Emergency Services, and land use jurisdictions located within

MCWD's service territory.

6-15






Section 7.0 References

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Division of Health
Assessment and Consultation, Public Health Assessment Fort Ord Marina,
Monterey County, California. September 24, 1996.

California Urban Water Conservation Council. BMP_Costs and Savings Study.
2003

Denise Duffy & Associates in association with RBF Consulting, Draft
Environmental Impact Report Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project. June
2004.

Denise Duffy & Associates in association with RBF Consulting, Final
Environmental Impact Report Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project.
September, 2004.

Denise Duff & Associates, et. al. , Final Draft Groundwater Inventory and Status
Report, March 18, 2004.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority. Reuse Plan EIR. 1997

Mactec Engineering and Consulting Inc., Former Fort Ord Environmental
Cleanup. Fortordcleanup.com. 2005

Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project,
June 2001

Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Responses to Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, Vols. 1&2.
April, 2002

Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Annexation Agreement and
Groundwater Mitigation Framework For Marina Area Lands (1996), document
recorded in the Office of the Monterey County Recorder on August 7, 1996, at
Reel 3404 Page 749

RBF Consulting, Water Conservation Feasibility Study Draft. September 2003

RBF Consulting, Regional Urban Recycled Water Distribution Project. 2003

7-1



Wrime, Deep Aquifer Investigative Study. May, 2003

7-2



APPENDIX |

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WATER SHORTAGE
CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS AND PLAN






Resolution No. 2005-31
Resolution of the Board of Directors
Marina Coast Water District
Authorizing the Approval of a Water Shortage Contingency Plan

May 25, 2005

RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors™) of the Marina Coast Water District
{(*District™), at a regular meeting duly called and held on May 25, 2005 at the business office of
the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows:

WHEREAS, Section 10632 of the California Water Code requires the Marina Coast
Water District to mainiain a water shortage contingency analysis within its Urban Water

Management Plan; and,

' WHEREAS, the District maintains a Water Shortage Contingency Plan and desires to
update said plan to conform to the current Water Code and provide & guidance document for
management of water shortages within the MCWD; and,

WHEREAS, the District posted notice of its intent to modify its Water Shoriage
Contingency Plan and offered opportunity for public comment on the intended modifications.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Marina Coast
Water District as follows:

1. The Water Shortage Contingency Analysis and Plan is hereby adopted and ordered to
be filed with the California Department of Water Resources included in the District’s
2005 Urban Water Management Plan.

2. The General Manager shall recommend to the Board of Directors regarding additional
procedures, rules, and regulations to carry out the effective and equitable allocation of
water resources during a water shortage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on May 25, 2005, by the Board of Directors of the Marina
Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Directors Nishi, Scholl, Gustafson, Brown, Moore
Noes: Directors None
Absent: Directors None

Abstained: Directors None




Somaod Netu

Thomas P. Moore, President

Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary

" CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY

The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-31 adopted
May 25, 2005.

Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary
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LAND USE DATA FOR MCWD 2004 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Residential- Low Dcnsity (<4 du’s facre), (DU) 360 1333 50 0 V 0
Single Family Residential ( 5 - 8 DU’s /acre) 7983 778 250’ o 0
Residential Moderate Density (8 — 15 di’s /acre), 126 | 1.286° | 100" 0 0
(L[*l)sl?i-family Residential (DU) > 15 du’s/acre 95M 53512 17943 100 60"

Total Housing Uwnits| 809 2,732 579 100 60

Land Use - Commercinl

Hotel/Motel (rooms) {excluding MBEST) o | es0 | 400 | O 0
Retail/Service (sq fi), includes new restaurants 10,000 |7 41,30016 96,000” 46’0001‘8 0
Office / R&D (sq i) (excluding MBEST R & D) 0 249390019 445’0002 0 0
Other Commercial (sq ft) (i.e., Cypress Knotls) 0 60,000 | 60,000 0 0
Total Commercial sq. ft1 10,000 [1,050,300| 601,000 | 46,000 | 0
Land Use~ Industrial and Other (Sq Ft)
Light Industrial (sq ft) 0 [430,000%| 630,000 |520,000| 0
gsze‘;l'dm:ﬁl S{;g sftn)tni-;;lbrary, MST Transit Center, 0 . 40,000 0 0 0
Institutional (sq. f1.)—churches, Cypress Knolls Seniorf 0 21,000 | 5,000 | 5,000 0
Center :
Schools (K-12) (sq f) 0 | 34,160 77,7607 {110,500| 0
I:;l;gggz Education (exchiding CSUMB) (sq ) — 099 /E’;?_?\ 5 0 - :
Landscape {acres) (open spacc, improved)”™ 426 {*’ (-3 727) 152 142 0
Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres) 50 | \52)3’ 173% 163 0

Total Industrial and Other sq. fi.

! Darived from AMBAG 2004 Population and Employment Forecast for City of Marina; data adjusted to exclude
CSUMB and UCMBEST proposed housing and housing alrcady constructed in the City -e.g., Abrams B and
Monterey Meadows, to incorporate the 60 bod assisted living facility in Cypress Knolls as residential units, and to
reflect the most current known status of major projects in Marin with respect to number of units, commercia
square [ootage and phasing (e.g., the 1,237 umits anticipated for University Villages). : .

? Includes 360 Cypress Knolls duplex units and 60 Marina Heights estate units.

3 108 Cypress Knolls duplex wnits; 25 Marina Hoights estate units.




4 50 units -—Armstrong Ranch,
5 includes 265 Marins Fleights single-family homes; the remainder would be transitional housing in former Fort Ord
and new homes in Central Marina.
¢ Includes 410 Marina Heights units and 368 Armstrong Ranch units.
7 250 units-—Armstrong Ranch.
¥36 unils—Central Marina; 100 Marina Heights town home and cottage units.
9 Inchudes 952 University Village units, 190 Marina Heights town home and cottage units and 144 Armstrong
Ranch units.
1> Armstrong Ranch.
" Infif}--Central Marina.
12 jnelndes 72 new apartment umits and 60 bed assisted living facility (each hed connted as one unit) for Cypress
Knolls, 285 University Villages apartment and town house units and 100 Armatrong Ranch units.,
* 91 ynits—Central Marina; 88 units—Asmstrong Ranch.
4 Central Marina infil.
1% Central Marine infill.
16 587 000 square foet in University Villages; 123,300 squarc feet in Armstrong Ranch.
17 50,000 square foet in Armstrong, Ranch; 46,000 square fect in Central Marina,
o 8mtral Masna, y

niversity Village s J
 University Village PRt 4y,
2 | 58 million squate foet of light industrial use prajected: $30,000 square feet in the Airport; 750,000 square feet
on Armstrong Ranch. e .
2 gquare footage based upon the State Education standards of 55 squarc feet per student for K through 6* grades, 75
square feet per studant for 7% and 8 grade levels, and 85 squarc feet per student for high school students,
Approximately 1,740 elementary school age students, including 600 studemts from CSUMB and MBEST residential
projects, 581 middle school age students (6% & 7™ grade levels) and 1,300 high school students are projected based
upon residential development levels projected herein and in the Marina vicinity. For purpose of these development
groiections, it is assumed that existing Marina elementary schools can accommodate up to 500 additional students.

New elementary school and new middle school.

=2z 2 An e-mail request was sent to MPC on 05/28/04 for information concerning its development projections.

Requested information has not yet been received.

- % Landscaping and park turf equivalent to roughly one-half of the total acreage of improved parkland. A total of
133 acres of parkiand projected fhrough 2020, including: 7 acres of neighborhood parks for Marina Heights; the 22
acrc Abrams Community Park and 27 acre site currently used as Equestrian Center; 23 acres of recreational
conveyances in University Villages including the 19 acre Sporis Complex; 35 acres of neighborhood parks and
greepbelt in University Villages; and approximately 16 acres of parkland in Armstrong Ranch. Landscaping/turf

for the new MPC Satellite Campus is NOT inchuded in acreage.
f“’ Landscaping associated with new library, Cypress Knells {total of' 3 acres of estimated parkiand and landscaping;

: 3 acres included in table) and other smaller projects in Central Marina. See Footnote #23.

\ Landscaping and park turf and turf associated with improvement of the Marina Heights park sites, 23 acres of
tecreational conveyamees in University Villages, 35 acres of neighborhood parks and greenbelt in University
Villages, and § acres of parkland in Armstrong Ranch.

B Seo Footnate #25. Consists of 4.0 acres of landscaping and turf (i.e., Y% of 8acres total) in Armstrong Ranch; 11
acres of landscaping and turf as part of improvement of the Abrams Community Park (i.e., ¥ of 22 acros total). -
2 Gee Footnote #25. Traprovement of Equestrian Center site for patk use.

% piay fields for new elomentary school.

*! Play fields for new elementary school.

%2 g acres of ball and play fields for new middle school; 165 acre golf course at Airport Resort.

3 Sports fields for new high school. e

UsMCWDiandusedata—revised06-04.doc
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Development Program Inpuls Include: University Villages, Marina
eights, Cypress Knolls, Airport Business Park, and the Goif

Course / Resort Hotel.
Land Use- Residential 2005 ] 2086] 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Single Family — Low Density (<4/acre), (DU) K | _.w— @— . &‘ 85] 85 8y “L 8 8
Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre) o mﬁ =7 I ST AT T D L N
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (DU) . 3| v34]  209]  oa3]  oa3] 24y 243 43 4y
Multi-Unit Residentiat {DU) o 13§ 4 832] o .wmm. 9604 7 D 96
Total Honsing Uni o 368 1057 1801 2543 2990 3059 3,050 3058 3059 3,05
Land Use - Commercial
Hotel/Motel (rooms) 100 501 5 5 B5( - 8508 85 85 85
Restaurants (sq ft) 52.000] 52,0000 520000 52,0000 52,0000 52,000 520000 52000 52,00
Retail/Service (sq ft) 555,100] 591,300 614,300] 614,300 614.300] 614,300f 614,300] 614,300f 614,30
Office / R&D (sq ft) 30,0000 149,500] 269, 527,020§ 944,0408 1,202,064 1,693,080 1,951,100§ 1,951,10
Other Commercial (sq f) 70,0000 70,000 70, 50,0000 70, 70,0000 70,0000 70,0000 70,00
Total Commercial sq. ft. - I D .
Land Use - Indusirial and Other (Sq Fi)
Industrial (sq f) 0 ® 1 0 | 150,000 |300,000] 450,000 | 600,006 | 750,000 | 750,000
Governmental (sq &)’ WA NA | NA| WA | NA| WA | NA | NA | NaA
Institutional (sq. ) A ] WA | NA| WA | WA | NA | WA | WA | NA
Schools (K-12) (sq ft) ' Al WA} WAl WA | WA ] NA N/A N/A NiA NA |
Higher Education (sq i) NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | NA _J_._.z.m.pH WA | WA _
Landscape (acres) (open space, improved) 6] 0| & | e | ©® | & ® | ® | ® | 2
Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres) > o1 2 14 24 31 | 258 255 | 255 } 255 255 269 —
Total Industrial and Othersq. 6] 0 ] © | © I 0 | 0 | 150,000 [300,000] 450,000 | 600,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 J
Notss:

! KIWA has insufficient information available to estimaie square footages for thesa facifies.

? Excluding 19.3 acres In adificial tusf for the University \illage PBC parcais and exchuding any turf or landscaping that may be
associated with public taciiities including governmental, institutional, roadway medians / parkways.



016 2017 2018 3619 2020 % 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
‘ .&_ ‘ mmﬂ T 85 fa_, "8 ,&ﬂ s & & &
1,771 1771 1,771 1,771 1,771 1,771 1,771 %20 % 1,771
243} 243 243} 243 243 24 24 243 243 249
960 9601 960} 960§ 9600  960] 9608 960( 960} 9604
3,059 3059 3,059 3,05 3,059 3,05 3059 3,059 3,000 3,059
_ 85 &5 85 85 " 850 850 85 S 850} 8504
52,00 52,0000 52,0000 520000 52,0000 52,0000 52,00
ey 614300 [ 6143000 6143000 “614.3000 6143000
1951,1008 1951,1000 1,951,100f 1,951,100 1,951,100f 1,951,100 19511000 1,951,1000 1,951,100f 1.951,100]
70000f 700008  70,000f 70,0004 700 70.000] 700000 700008  70.000f 70,0004
750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 | 730,000 | 750,000
NA | NA NiA Ny TN/A N/A NA 1 NA | NA | N
N/A NiA TN/A NA | NA N/A TNA TN CONA NIA
NA WA NA NA | NA | Na | NA WA | NA | NA
N/A TNiA N/A N/A NiA N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A
53 92 92 92 EE 92 1 = 1 = | =
269 | 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269
750,000 | 730,000 | 750000 | 750000 | 750,000 | 730,000 | 750,000 750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000




TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUMB POTABLE CONSUMPTIONS AND PRQJ ECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH

MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Assoclates amendments
EXISTING GSUMB CONSUMPTION FOR 2003 BASIS OF DEMAND "CURRENT WITIGATION ESTIMATED  CSUMB ESTIMATED

MCWD MEASURE IMMEDIATE CURRENT DEMAND
ESTIMATED DEMAND (AFY)
DEMAND (AFY) REDUCTION (AFY}
UssgeArea — —— . .
__Main Campus . Matered — o 61
__Campus Heusing — - < —_—0 20
Main Campua irigstion Melgred N 3 . e 30
East Campiss Housing Estimated Demand by MCWD g - Metering wilt
based on 0.92 afwiunit x 1,138 show uniis have
units 375 wnheme 25 352
demarxds in range
o I , , 0 0.25 afyfunit
Easi Campus Irrigation® Estimated Demand sy MCWD d - Additiona 7.9
based on 2.5 afyiacre acfes of area lode
&7 removad fron: 20 47
irrigation ciring
__mataring project
553 510
+ Estimated demand for imigstion areas has histoscalty been reported ko CSUMB Allocation of Potable CSUMB Allocation of Potabie Water Byf .
be 143 aly assuming 57.2 acres of CSUME land is irigated. Recent Wator By FORA (AFY 10386 FORA {AFY) 1035
CSUMB irigaiion audit irxlicates only 26.6 scsas B served by the edsting
parks. { 40 Reserve (AFY} &0
Surpius (Deficit) Allocation Available to Existing GSUMB (AFY) Surplus {Beflcity Aliocation Avaiiable
4z Exlsting CSUME {AFY
Tl CSUMBTARGET
DEMAND DEMAND BY 2045
REDUCTION BY
2015
1] 61
o B 20
30 [}
365 317
. 47 i 0
112 398

Future Sunplus (Deficit) ANocation Available to CSUME with Mitigation Measures to
Existing Consumption{AFTY

SCHALF & WHESLER CONSULTING ChIL ENGINESRS NORTH GAUPLIS ASSEESVENT
ADBIKISTRAVE DRAST TSURB A MENT.
JULY 2004 WATER SUFFLY
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TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUMB POTABLE CONSUMPTIONS AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH
MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Associates amendments

- _ T Continuod from Acsgemic Development Projects fam 3006 fo 2615
- 80 3 1. & 2 0001-AFY: . u_ . Ve
200014 [ 1 .
£.000% ] -
@ 35 o
- G.O0C- [ - S
1)
144
©e
w
]
-
50
0w
2
Surpius (Defici) Akiocation Avaliabie to CAUMB wiAsademic Devsiopmiont Projecis to Yaar 2018 H m
Fasuity Bt Houslig Projects to Year 2010 (AM
833 une-Product fix ok sstabliehed. ESMASS average demand squal 0.25 AFYIUi B i1+ , zw,.,pn a7 ) 100 T
2SRRI —— N w_— -
jublotal for Othee Eacliy Staff Houslng Projecty (o Yeer $91/ E [m.% \ﬁ
Surphss (Defici) Allocation Avaiebie to CBLUNB wiAcedemic Developmet Projucts and ali Faguth H
Btalt Housing Projects to Year 201§ (AFY)| -
gg;.!gimnﬁrs. CHAA NORTH CAR™ IS ASSESSMENT.
prop-iuaiaiad WATER SUPFLY



TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUMB POTABLE CONSUMFTIONS AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH
MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Associates amendments

Continueg
P e Ay [iﬂuﬁﬁ
CSUMB DEVELOPMENT WATER USAGE PROJECTIONS BASIS OF DEMAND' ESTIMATED MITIGATION ESTIMATED CSUMB TARGET
DEMAND (AFY) MEASURES? DEMAND DEMAND BY 2025
REDUCTION BY
— 2025
Pianning Horizon ! (Academic Year 2015-2025) e o
Academic Building V1 ~ 50,000 2 1. §§ 0.0001-AFYYaf, 5 ) 5
_ Acagemic Baillging Vit 50,000 s, @ D.0001-AFYSL. 5 0 B E
Muli-purpese Varsily Sparis Canter o 3,060 5. (@ 0.0002-4FY'8.f. 18 [i] 1E
Student Housing 48z rooms & ©.08-AFYHoom o8 " 28
. . e SMPVUNDY R
_ New Administrative Buliding _ 36,000 s, @ 0.0001-AFYis.L 4 3 4
Natorium Complex 50 mx 25 yd. Peol W 1 10
Landscaps Iigatahie Area Demand Par Monlerey County 16 d 15 o
Tosth i ] £0.000 5. 0.0001-AFYs7 [ a 5
nt 1o Year 2028 90 15 75
Surpius {Deficlt) Allocation Avallable to CSUMB w/Planning Harizon Il Projects to Year 2015 (AFY) 15z ) 20
Planning Horizon B {(afler 2025) =~
"~ Student Housing ; "483 Raoms @ .08 AFY!room 28 ) - 28
_ Instiwtiona Parinership 50,000 1. & G.0001-AFYis £ o s
Acadamic Building Vil 30,000 5.1 C.000%-AFYS1, 3 ) 3
Academic Building X - N 30,000 6.1, £ 0.0005-AFY/s., 3 c 3
_ 3 AdministrativeiAcademic B 5 20,000 sf ea @ 00001 AFYSs 1, 8 o 5
i Buidi 35,000 sf g9 900Dt AFYist. 4 7 4
48 [ 49
Surplus {Defickt) Aliacation Available to CSUMB wiPlanning Horlzon IR Projects heyond Year 2025 “
{

' Assigned weter usage isctors from MCWE Appandix €, of MCWD Ordinance and Code unless clherwise indicsted

2 Mitigaiion Megsures

a = Install Waber Mebers on lndnidual Uniis {nota miigation messure but raquired to measusa demand regucton;

b = Tiered Ratz Struchare

¢ = Waler Conservation Retrofiffing Measures 1 reduce demand by 15%

d = Usa Racycled WaterEliminate Potable Water Dependancy A

NOTE: SOME IRRIGATION REDUCTIONS ARE CONTINGENT LPON RECYCLED WATER BEING AVAILABLE. CURRENT PROJECTIONS ARE THAT THIS WATER WILL NOT BE
AVAWLABLE BEFORE 2010.

SCHEAF & WHEELER CONSULTING ChVIL EMGINZERS
LMINISTRAVIE DRAFT CSUAIE NORTH CARMPUS ASSESSMENT.
JULY 2004 WATER SUPPLY



Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use —- SEASIDE

Land Use- Residential 2005 20190 2015 2020 2025
Single Family — Low Density (<4/acre), (DU) 60 (ove |91(1) 34 1492(7)
compisted) -
Singlc Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre)
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (DU) 170(2)
Multi-Unit Residential (DU) 287(3)
Total Housing Units
Tand Use - Commercial
Hotel/Motel {rooms) 330
Restaurants (sq fi) 500 seat
Retail/Service (sy ft) 750,000(4)
Office / R&D (sq ft) 2500
Other Commercial (sq )
Total Commercial sq. fL|
Land Use -~ Industrial and Other (Sq Ft)

Industrial (sq ft)
Governmental (sq 1) 25,000(5)
Institutional (sq. ft.)
Schools (IK-12) (sq 1) 450

student .
Higher Education (sq ft)
Landscape (acres) (open space, improved)
Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres) 104

acre(6)

bl adia

NESTE

Total Industrial and Other sq. ft,

Seaside Reson Homes
Seaside Resort timeshare

Alfordable Housing (100-seaside resost, 20 Staie Parks, 110 Lightfighter workloree, 57 Seaside highlands

AfTordubie)

550,000 main gate, 150,000 South lightlighter, 75,000 Firchouse, 13,000 Shopstte
MST 10,000, Scasidc Corp Yard 5,000, Shea’s pym 10,000
100 scres Volerans cemetery, 2 actes Seaside highlands Irrigation, 2 acres Chartwell School

Eastside 550 units, Eucalyptus 942
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Source: East Garrison Water Subiﬂ?{ Asscssment MCWD, 2004

Table 2-1 Projected Demands for East Garrison Development

Use MCWD
Factor Estimated
Unit Type No. Units | afiyvunit | Use In AFYR Factor Source/Notes
Apartments 280 0.23 64 . AMCWD Consumption records 2009-2003
Carriage Units 70 0.2 14.0{BBA Eslimats — no landscaped ared
Towncenter Lofts 40, 0.2 8.0|BBA Estimate — no landscaped area
Live-Work Unit {22'x70°) 49 0.23 11.3{BBA Eslimale +- 100 841t landscaping
Art Habitat Unit 65| 0.23 15.0{BBA Eslimate +- 100 sq.iL landscaping
ITownhouse {22°X70') 186 0.25) 46.5WMP and MCWD Consumption records
Grove Lot (30'X70°) 192 03 578 BBA estimate —weighted svarage of lot sizes =
3374 5q. 1. vs. LWNP faclor of .33 at
S0O0M8000 aq.R.
{Banden Lot {35'%70" 201 0.3 80.3; .
Bungalow Lot (40°%100°) 178 0.3 52.8 .
{Courtyard Lot (70'%65) 50 0. 16.0 -
§Vi||age Lot (50'%1007) 140 0.3 42,0 -
Bluff Lot {50°x100% 21 0.3 6.3 .
[Total Residential 1470 3934
e — ST i e .
Office {sf) asoo0|  0.0002) 7.0 e e
Retail {sf) 20000 0.00004] 0.B|zuo4 MCWD Consumplion Dala Feview
Deli {ef) 4000| 0.00027 1.4[MEWD Procedures and Guidelinas and Design Rex.
Restaurant {410 seats) 160001020 parseat | 11.9IMCWD Progodurss and Guidelines and Dosign Req.
Arts Complex
Art Studios] 55026| 000013 ~  8.98BA based on oucupancy of 159 porsonsty S0g/day
~ Performing ArtThogtr% 15400 0.0001 1.5uwWhE - Acatemic inslistion
Community Art Centel 11900 0.6001 1,2LWMP - Academic institution
Coffee Shop (35 seats 15001020 per saat 1.0MGWD Procedurss and Guidelines amd DesignRaq.
_Cormmercial Gal 2000} 0.000! 0. 1{UwhP - resai
Non-profit © 2200 o.nog% 0.4{UWMP - offica
Mugic sto 1400 0.000 0. 1iLrangs - retail
Food cooperali 3,000, 0.00039} 1.%MGWD Pracedures and Guidelines and Dasign Heqg.
Pubiic Facllities/Clvic (sf) 11 m% 0.0003 3.3|uwmp
Active Parks {acres) 10.44[2.8 affac 26.1I§BA estimate
Landscape Parkways 4.94/2.5 affac 12.4[885 estimate
{Anras} ]
Native Landscape 22.37]2.5 al/ac 0.0 **Thres-year tempotary irrigation only; 55.9 affyr
?mcelacres) o 0 P O,
Iotal Non-Residential 76.9
Total Development T 470.0
__I*note: BBA = Byron Buck and Asso.

6
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Fred Meurcr
April 14, 2004
Page 3 of 3

City of Monterey

AT ; ; 7
ity Hd el ASA
Land {se- Resigentisl 05 2010 2015
Single Family ~ Low Density (<4/acre), (DU)
Single Family Residence {6 - § DUfacre)
Single Family — High Density {8/acre), (DU)

Multi-Unit Residential {DU)

Total Housing Uni

Land Use ~ Cummmjciul
Hotel/Mate! (rooms)

Restaurants {sq ft)
Retail/Service (3q &)
Office / R&D (5q )

| 0 103250 { 206500 308750 (413000

Other Commercial {sq ft)

Tota] Commercial sq. ft,

Land Use- Industrial and Other (SqFi)
Industrial (sq ft)

Govermental {a@#): (actcs) curporation yard | 0 13 13 33 33
Institutional (sq. ft)
Schools (X-12} (sq )
Higher Education (sq ft)
Landscape {acres) (open space, improved) *
Turf (ball fields, goif coum&) {acres)
Total Industrinl and Other sq. fi.

25 25 25 25 25

*Hlenue note that all [igures represant cumiiative totals.



DRO

Land Use- Resideatial

S

2007

2008

2016

2011

2012

2013

2044

2016

57

Single Famtly — Lo Density (<4/ucre),
(Y} - goif vilkas

32

13}

Singls Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre) -
paiia homes

27

Single Family - High Densily (8/ocze).
(DU} - candosiworkforce

2

a3}

83

51

&3]

106§

54§

Multi-Unit Residential (DL} -
terwnhomesisenior casitas

18

11

Total Housing Uui

Land Use - Commercial

HatelfMote! {rooms)

)

]

0

k]

Timeshase {umits)

30

36

0

Restaurents (sq ff) - chubhouse

1,917

9,108

RetailiServics (sq fi}

3738

1 14260

Officc { R&D (3q i) - gffice’ maintenance

6,423

100,000

100,090

100,003

100,000

Other Commercis] (sg 1) - spe

&

0,300

1750

1,230

Other Comnmercial (sq 1) - cdubhowse’
conference’ wanis & swim

408

ol
i
1
ba

30,350

7563

2,500

Tuotsl Commereial sg. ft)

Land Use - Indusirial and Ckher (5q Fi)

Industsial {sq )

CGioveramenss] (sq )

Tnstituricamal {sq. L.} Senior Living

S6.000

parstetemtmemmmlen——

" 56,600

36,000

7,000

Schools (K-12) (sq 1)

Higher kKducation (sq ft)

Landscape {ecres) {open space, improved)

Turl (ball fields. golt courses) (acrcs}

0150

Totul Endustrial and Other sq. it




Single Family Homes (15000 f lots)

Single Family Homes (8.500sf lots)
Apariments
!
| Non-Residential
Mixod Use Retall &0000 0.00021 128
Office Uses 143,808 0.006135 19.4
jLight industrial 651,624 0.00015 97.7
Landscape uses{ @15% of indoor consumption) 19.5
‘ Open Spaces Acres
irrigated Parkland (less hardscape) 125 2.5 3.2
Passive open space - native landscape (1) 387 0 0.0}
Passive open space - turf 4.3 2.5 12.8}
7 subtotal 847.5
System Losses (5% of demands 324
Water Demand Total 679.9
Availeble Supply 920.0
Projected Project Demand 6789
Net Water Surplus 240.1
(1} tlemporary irrigation only

source; Draft WSA Marina Station Project
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TRt Mt o s e B e
nd Use- Regidential 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Single Family —1.ow Density (<dfacre), (D) 45
Single Family Residence (6- 8 DU/acre) 140
Single Family — High Density {8/acre), (DU) 156 |
Multi-Unit Residential {DU) 200 200 200 200

Total Housing Units
Land Use - Commercial
Hotel/Motel (rooms)
Restaurants (sq i)
Retail/Service (aq 1)
Office / R&D (sq ft)
OQther Commercial (sq 1)
Totul Commercial sq. ft.
Land Usc - Lndusirial and Other (Sq ¥t)
Industrial (sq I}
Governmental (sq ft)
Tastitutional (sq. ft.)
Schools (K-12) (sy )
[ligher Education (sq 1t) 252600 | 466000 | 200000 | 120000
Landscape (acres) {(open space, improved) 150 40 60
‘Lurf (ball fields, golf courses) (actes)
Tatal Tudustrial and Other sq. ft.




mmmmmmmmeMMWu-wu

302
525
529
A
Chty of Monterey 0
County of Menterey 8
Clty of Del Rey Oaks 0
CsuMB an2
Sinle Parks and Rec. 0
City of Marina Sphare 0
Assumed ine losses 457
tolsl Fort Ond 2424
2008
0
Q
Total Merina 2666
iction 2004 2006 2010 Zm6 2020 2025
Sty of Marina - Conteal
5F Residential - low dansity
§F Residential -~ 8-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 dulscre 85 65 85 8.5 X
Ml faendly > 15500 83 63 200 54.0 86.0
Resigeatial subtotsl 128 128 <% 3 805 755
Moot 105 1785 1785 4785
Rond 23 e | 117 242 2142
OlcefR3D
Cther Cormmexcing
Lipht Indusiiot I35e 868 12324 12324
Gaverrsmentat
InsuSonsl
Schovks k-12
Higher Cducation
Non-residential subtotal 21 146.1 219 322 323.2
Plus 15% for landsceping 24 168.1 3139 3716 36
ynpenvad Landscaping
Tur!
Current Marina Demands 2186 2185 2185 2188 2185 2186
New Marina Demands 152 1808 3404 4321 44T 1
Total Marina Domantis 2105 2200.2 23658 25344 28171 26324



Jurnsdiction
ni

SF Residenlial - low density
SF Residential - 6-8&lu acre
Residential - 8-16 dwacse
Multi family >15facre
Residential Subtotal

Hole¥Molel

Retail

Dfiice/R&D

Other Commercial

Light Industrial
Govemmental
institulional

Schools k12

Higher Education
Non-residential subtotal
Pilus 15% for landscaping
Impraved Landscaping
Tutf

Jurisdiction
Ammetronn Ranch

SF Residential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 dufacre
Mutti family >15/acre
Subtotsl residential
HotelMote!

Retail

Office/R&D

Other Commencial

Light intustrial
Govermnmental

Institutional

Schools k-12

Highar Education
Non-rasidential subtotal
Plus 18% for landscaping
Improved Landscaping
Turf

Current Marina Ord Community
New Demands Marina Ord
Total Marina Ord Community

Total Ammstrong Ranch

Total City of Marina

2004 2005 2010 201§ 2020 2028

42,6
6584.4

2950
9127

85.0
120.0
714
210
225

32ay
3T7.8
170
637.5
264 2640 264.0
2045.1

264 2640 23091

42.5
65844
0.8
2400
o217

144.5
129.0
2634

210
112.5

G704
e
138.0
672.5

264.0
2508.1
27731

42.5
584 .4
60.8
240.0
927.7

144.5
129.0
2634

21.0
11256

670.4
.o
138.0
B672.5

264.0
2509.1
2773.1

42.5
584 .4
60.8
2400
921.7

1445
129.0
2634

21.0
112.5

670.4
7.0
1380
672.5

264.0
2508.1
27731

2004 2006 2010 201 2020 2025

{demands per draft WSA Dec 2005 for Marina Siation

6ad

2004 2006 2010
22670 24642 50809

640

2015
5723.5

B8O

2020
S806.3

680

2028
5621.3



Jurisdiction
CSUME

SF Residential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 dwacya
Muld family »18/acra
Residential subtatal
Hotelfotel and Timesharas
Retuil

Restaurent (@9 saft.iseal *.7gsh)
Office!R&D

Qthr Covimarciat

Light industrial
Goverpmental

institutionsl

Schopls k-12

Higher Education
Non-residential subtotal
Plus 15% for landecaping
Improved Landscaping

Turf

Cumrent Use CSUMB
New Damands
Tatal Damands

Tatal CSUMB

Seaside

SF Residential - low density
SF Ragidential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 du/acre
Mudii lanmlly =1 5/acre
Residantial subtotal
HotedMotlal and Timeshares
Retall

Restaurant {{@0 sqht fseat *. 7gsf)
Office/RAD

Other Commercial

Light Industrial
Governmental

Institutional

Schools k-12

Figher Education
Non-residential suktotal
Plus 16% for lamdscaping
Improved Landscaping

Turf

Curent Use Seaslde »

" New Demands
Toutal Damantie

Jurigdiction

UCMRBREST

SF Resldential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8/du sere
Residenfiai - 8-15 dwurae
Multi family >15/aome

25
46.2
375
50.0
166.2

758
5.8
871

6020 6770 877.0

6020 6770 2203

602 677 9203

75.5

62.5
718
209.8
56.1
165.9
14.6
0.3

30.0

6O
n.p

262.8

290.7

0.0

260.0

4610 4610
30.0
491.0

461.0
760.4
461.0 12214
2008 2010

100.0

825

225
46.2
37.5
50.0
156.2

2156
2166
247.9
315.0

6770

1081.1

1084.1

92.5

62,5
7.8
2268
56.1
165.8
14.5
0.3

B.D

0.0
2528
280.7
00
260.0
461.0
12284

2015

100.4

146.0

225
462
375
500
1588.2

276.6
276.6
3168
399.0

B77.0

1150.1

1150.1

838.5

62.5
71.8
9728
56.1
1659
14.5
3

8.0
29
252.8
2907
0.0
280.0
461.0

1623.4
19844

100.0

197.5

2248
462
378
50.0
156.2

311.6
s
358.3
525.0
877.0

1181.5

196

838.6
825
7148

872.8

1659

14.5
¢3

6.0
8.9
262.8
280.7
0.0
280.0
481.D

1523.4
1884.4

2028
1000

2479



Rosidential subtotal
HotelMotal and Timeshares
Retail

Restaurant {8 saft./seal *.7gsl)
Office/R8D

Othar Commergial

Light indusivial
Gavarmnmenial

Institutional

Schaols k-12

Higher Education
Non-residential subtotal
Plus 16% for landscaping
Improved Lanacaping

Turf

Currgnt UCMBEST
New Demands
Total Demands

4.0
0.0
4.0

0.0
0.0

4.0

4.0

182.5

25.8
1223
116.8

48.0

313.8
360.7

75
40

586.7
560.7

2450

25.5
127.8
178.8

48.9

§79.1

4359

175

40
7314
735.4

297.5

68.0
1332
2969

488

487.0
580.1
£0.0
20.0

4.0
937.6
941.6

75
110.5
148.9

a24.0

48.9

030.3
724.8
88.6
22.6

4.0
11833
1187.3



d

SF Reskiential - low dansily
SF Residaential - 5-8fdu agre
Residential - 8-15 dulacre
Muiti family »15/acre
Resldontisl subtotal
HotelMotei and Timashares
Retai

Restaurant (@0 sqlliseal *. 7gst)
Office/RaD

Other Commerdal

Light Industrial
Governmemal

institutional

Schools k-12

Higher Education
Non-nesidential subtotal
Plus 16% for landscaping
improved Landscaping

Turt

East Garrison ] Project (based on WESA)

East Gamison # Project estimate
Current Co. of Manierey
New Demands Cao. of Monterey
Total Demands Co. ¢f Montere

1

2010

dJurisdiction
County of Montersy {ncte: demands other than E. Gamrison, preliminary, no land use data)

5

15
15
10
265

112125

A7D

547.5
588.5

2ms

26
17
oW
18

10
525

2020 2028

28 26
17 17
147 147
5 15
10 10
52.5 52,5

242 075 307.625 307.625

470
470

1
680.5
6813

470 470
470 470
1 1

1207.5 12075
12088 1208.5



Jurisdictio 2004 2008 2010

City of Monterey

SF Reskiential - low density
SF Resitential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-16 duw/acre
Multi farnily >15/acre

Residential subtotal
FatalfMatel ami Timeshares
Ratall
Restaurant (@29 sqft /seat *.7gsf)
Office/R&D 13.9
Other Commencial
Light Indusiriaf
Gavemmenial (coiporation yard 0.26 allacre) 8.3
Instilvbonal
Schools k-12
Higher Education
Non-rosidential subtotal 222
Plus -15% for iandscaping 255
Improved Landscaping 525 52.5
Turf
Cunrent City of Monterey 0.0 0.0 Do
New Demands City of Monteray 52.5 78.0
Total Demands Cly of Monterey 62.6 78.0
Jurisdiction 2004 2005 2010
City of Dol Roy Oaks '
5F Residential - low density 250
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre 119
Residential - 8-15 dufacre 210
Mulli farnily >15/acre 8.0
Residential subtotal 63.9
Hole¥Motel and Timeshares 17.7
Ralall 0.6
Resiaurant (@9 sgft. /seat *. 7gsf)
Office’RE&D 10
Other Commerrial 268
Light Indusicial
Governmental {corparation yard 0.25 affacre)
Institutional {Sentor care units @0.25 unif} 17.5
Schools k-12
Higher Education
Non-residential subtotal itk
Plus 18% for landscaping 45.6
Improved Landscaping 0.0
Turf 362.5
Cutrent Demands 0.0 0.0 Q.0
New Demands Del Rey Oaks 4720

Total Demands Del Rey Oaks 0.9 0.0 4720

27.9

8.3

36.1
415
525

n.o
R
4.0

2mé

250
119
114.0
23.8
1748
85.3
20.9
52
2890
5.9

43.8

183.1
2824

0.0
3J65.9

0.0
761.7
761.7

41.8

50.1
578
52.5

0.0
1101
1101

2020

25.0
e
127.5
238
188.1
93.5
208
275
55.0
8.9

43.8

2466
2836

0.0
365.0

0.0
838.7
8387

B4.0
73.6
52.5

0.0
1261
1264

26.0
11.8
127.5
238
188.1
935
209
275
655.0
74

2477
2849

00
365.0

0.0
838.0
838.0



Fresidio of Monterey - US Army

SF Residential - low dengity
SF Residential - 5-8fdu acre
Residential - 8-15 dufacre
Multi family > 15/acre
Residential subtotal
Hotel'Motel and Timeshares
Rebeif

Restourant (@9 aqft./seat *.7gaf)
Office/R&D

QOther Commercial

Light industrial

Goevernmental {corparation yard 0.25 affacre)
institutional (Senior care units @0.25 unit)

Schools k-12

Higher Education
Non-residential subtotat
Plus 15% far landscaping
Imgprovad LandsGuping
Turf

Curent Demands Army
New Dermamis Army
Total Demands Anmy

2004 2006 2010 2M6 Z020 2028
11135 11138 11135

529.0

528.0
529.0

629.0

529.0

529.0

566.5

7.5

86

529.0
572.6
1101.6

76

8.6

520.0
11298
1658.6

7.5

86

£520.0
1120.6
1B468.6

7.6

a6

§28.0
11260.6
1658.6
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY GARRISON, PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY
1780 LEWIS ROAD, SUITE 210
MONTEREY, CA 83944-3223

ce of the Qarrison Commander N 0o W%

Mr. Michael Armstrong
General Manager

Marina Coast Water District

11 Reservation Road

Marina, California 93933-2099

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

We are pleased to provide Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) with water use projections
for inclusion in MCWD’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).

The Ord Military Community (OMC) water profile is comprised of Presidio of Monterey
Garrison support activities and military housing managed through a public private venture between
Clark Pinnacle and the 1.S. Army (Residential Communities Initiative). Using MCWD's .5 acre
fect per year (AFY) per unit factor for single family housing developments with a density less than
5 units per acre, Clark Pinnacle estimates the total residential water demand to be 1,235 AFY after
full build out in 2014. Clark Pinnacle believes that 55 AFY could be supplied by your hybrid non-
potable water project for irrigated common areas, thereby reducing OMC’s anticipated “build-out”
water demand to 1,180 AFY.

The chart below provides a detailed overview of water commitments for the Residential

Communities Initiative.
RCI Commitments Units AF Factor Demand
SF (AFY)
Seaside Kidney Trade 14
Kidney Replacement Units 392 units | 0.5 afres. 196
Southem Fitch Market Rate Units 188 units 0.5 affres. 94
OMC Replacement Units 1,527 units 0.5 afires. 763.5
Upper Stillwell Workforce Housing 120 units 0.5 affres. 60
Rec. Conter 22,625 sf 0.003af/sf 6.8
Rec Center Pao)] 3,375 sT} 0.02af7100sf* .68
surface area
Total RCI Commitments 1,235

*0.02aff100sf factor borrowed from Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
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Currently, 160 homes (replacement homes in Hayes Park) in OMC have individual water
meters. There are 1,367 homes in our Marshall / Stillwell / Fitch Park neighborhoods that are not
metered. These homes will not be individually metered until they are demolished and replaced.
We anticipate completion of our last phase by 2014,

The Presidio of Monterey Garrison support activities water component is approximately 110
AFY based on meter estimates of our 37 individually metered buildings. However, Garrison water
needs are expected to increase due to the rapidly growing need for trained linguists throughout the
Department of Defense. Since buildable land on the Presidio of Monterey is almost exhausted,
facility expansion is expected to occur throughout the OMC to support our mission requirements.

The Sacramento District Corps of Engineers is now preparing a Master Plan for the Presidio
of Monterey and OMC. The POM Masier Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
scheduled to be completed in early 2007. The purpose of this document is to analyze all potential
environmental impacts agsociated with future development, including the Army’s projected water
requirements. We anticipate that your Agency will review the POM/OMC Master Plan and EIS.
Your valuable input is encouraged to help improve our efforts.

Please note that the OMC water use estimates in your draft Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) are grossly understated. It is possible that housing and mission related garrison support
activities may actually exhaust the entire 1,577 AF of water rights held by the Army.

It has always been and continues 1o be our intent 10 honor the terms of the Fort Ord Economic
Development Conveyance. We will transfer excess water rights, if any, to FORA once we have
accurately defined all future water needs throughout the OMC through our master planning
process. We respectfully request your patience while we carry out this vitally important process.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding our master planning
process. I can be reached at 831-242-6601.

Jefirey 8, Cairns
Colonel, US Army
Garrison Commander

[+]+
Marc Lucca, P.E., Deputy General Manages, MCWD
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE URBAN WATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN






Resolution No. 2005-64
Resolution of the Board of Directors
Marina Coast Water District
Approving and Adopting the District’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

December 14, 2005

RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of the Marina Coast Water District
(“District”), at a regular meeting duly called and held on December 14, 2005 at the business
office of the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows:

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 797 (Water Code Section
10610 et seq., known as the Urban Water Management Plan Act) during the 1983-84 Regular
Session, and as amended subsequently, which mandates that every supplier providing water for
municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre feet of
water annually, prepare an Urban Water Management Plan, the primary objective of which is to
plan for conservation and efficient use of water; and,

WHEREAS, the District is an urban supplier of water providing water to a population of
about 28,000; and, '

WHEREAS, the Plan must be adopted, after public review and hearing, and must be filed
with the California Department of Water Resources within thirty days of adoption; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code § 10642 the District posted notice of development
of its Plan on its website in October of 2004, solicited input from affected land use jurisdictions
in which the District serves water, prepared and circulated a draft 2005 UWMP beginning June
27, 2005, publicly notices and conducted a public hearing on the draft 2005 UWMP on August
24, 2005 which was continued through the Board meetings of September 28" and October 12%,
and, at its November 9, 2005 deferred action on the 2005 UWMP until December 14, 2005 at the
request of several land use jurisdictions and FORA Administrative Committee; and,

WHEREAS, copies of the adopted 2005 UWMP will be transmitted to land use
jurisdictions in which the District serves water as well as the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency and shall make the final plan available on its website by December 30, 2005.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the Marina
Coast Water District does hereby:

(1) approves and adopts the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), and,

(2) authorizes and directs the General Manager to file the 2005 UWMP with the
California Department of Water Resources within thirty days after this date, and,

(3) authorizes and directs the General Manager to implement Water Conservation
programs as set forth in the 2005 UWMP, which include a water shortage
contingency analysis and recommendations to the District regarding necessary
procedures, rules, and regulations to carry out effective and equitable water
conservation and water recycling programs; and,



(4) during a water shortage, the General Manager is hereby authorized to declare a Water
Shortage Emergency according to the Water Shortage Stages and Triggers as indicate
in the Plan and implement necessary elements of the Plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on December 14, 2005 by the Board of Directors of the
Marina Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:

| Ayes; Directors__ Nishi, Gustafson, Scholl, Brown, Moore
Noes: Directors__ None
Absent: Directors__None

Abstained: Directors__ None

D owigo p. Ve

Thomas P. Moore, President

/ Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary

e

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY

The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-64 adopted

December 14, 2005. )
v

"




APPENDIX 4

COMMENTS BY MCWD ON THE SALINAS VALLEY PLAN AND
MCWRA RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE SALINAS VALLEY PLAN






MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT 23

11 RESERVATION ROAD « MARINA, CA 93933-2099
Home Page: www.mowd.org
TEL (B31) 3B4-61531 - FAX (831) 884-2479

August 27, 2001 RECEIVE D
Mr. Bob Meyer o
Monterey County Water Resources Agency AUG 30 2001
P.0. Box 930 WATER EESOURCt
Salinas, CA 93902-0930 AGENCY

Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft
Envirorimental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS)

Dearpyr. Meyer:

The Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) congratulates the MCWRA and the ACOE on
the publication of the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) DEIR/DEIS. This important
document includes much useful information, and it represents the next step in a lengthy
and complex process to achieve the objectives stated in the opening chapter: (1) to halt
seawater intrusion, (2) to provide adequate water supplies to meet 2030 needs, and (3) to
improve the hydrologic balance in the Salinas groundwater basin,

The MCWD hereby provides the following written comments on the DEIR/DEIS:

i , j oA pirusion. As stated
numerous times thmughom thz dacumem. the pmposed pro;ect which includes a
delivery component that provides Salinas River water to only the agricultural users within
the Castroville. Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) area {approximately 12,000 irrigated:
acres as shown in Figure 3-3) — has been designed to halt seawater intrusion in the
Salinas groundwater basin. The text on page 2-1 states scawater intrusion is to be halted
by hydrologically balancing the basin. Intrusion is seen in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, and
encompasses an area far greater than the CSIP area. Delivery to the CSIP area will not 23-1
likely halt intrusion; and, in particular, these planned deliveries will have an insufficient
effect on intrusicn in the Marina/Ft Ord area. Figure 1-3 which depicts the extent of
intrusion .in the critical 400° aguifer distinctly shows there are two primary areas along
the coast where intrusion enters the basin: one near Castroville, and one near Marina.

The most recent intrusion data (1999) prepared by the MCWRA and as seen in Figures 1-
2 and 1-3, indicates significant movement of saline water from the Monterey Bay in the
Marina/Ft Ord area from earlier data. The amount of (1999) movement may be

Salinas Valley Water Project 2-254 Response to Comments on the EIR/EIS



Mr. Bob Meyer
August 27, 2001
Page 2

atiributable to the fact that monitoring and data collection in prior years did not include
the Marine/Ft Ord area as comprehensively as it did the CSIP area. Nevertheless, the
Agency’s 1999 data clearly indicates there is a real and possibly urgent problem in the
Marina/Ft Ord area. Decreasing pumping in the CSIP (Castroville) area may help the
overall groundwater basin begin to recover thereby decreasing intrusion in the basin, but
if the project is implemented as designed, with only delivery to the CSIP area, the
Marina/Ft Ord area will not receive the level of protection required to halt intrusion. Asa
result, the wells that currently provide 100% of the Ft. Ord potable water supply will be
in danger of contamination.

On page 7-5, the document states, “Further, more municipal/industrial growth is
expected in the Salinas/Marina/Ft Ord area, where seawater imirusion is a more
immediate issue, than in more southerly areas of the Salinas Valley.” We would agree
with this statement and note that while decreasing pumping between Salinas and the coast
should improve the situation in the 400’ aquifer for the Salinas area, this project would do
little to control or halt intrusion in the Marina/Ft Ord area.

Page 2-3, states that, “...hydrologic modeling shows thai the project may not halt
seawater intrusion in the long-term future (2030). If this were to occur, additional
distribution capacity will be created in a new pipeline and water would be delivered
outside the CSIP area to ensure project objectives are met and seawater infrusion is
halted.” We suggest that the available data clearly indicates that the project will not halt
intrusion foday in the Marina/Ft Ord area, and that the Agency will be ill-advised to delay
the expansion of the delivery system by any amount of time, much less 30 years.

Page 2-3 also states, “The hydrologic model used for the praoject shows that seawater
intrusion would be halted in the short term, but may not be fully halted in the long term
(2030). Seawater intrusion is not halted through deliveries to only the CSIP area in the
long term. An expanded delivery system and expanded deliveries would be necessary to
halt seawater intrusion in the long-term futyre.” We request that the hydrologic model
used for the project be specifically run to depict how this project would halt seawater
inirusion in the short term in the Merina/Ft Ord area.

Page 5.2-9 states, “This expanded distribution system would parallel the existing CSIP
pipeline from the proposed. diversion facility to a new turnout point, as displayed in
Figure 3-3.” Where the document discusses an expanded distribution system for the
project {(Alternative A), it indicates a parallel pipeline in an easterly direction to Highway
183, and then presumably south toward Salinas (scc Figure 3-3 Legend: “Parallel
Pipeline (If needed))”. Figure 4-1 (Alternative B) more appropriately indicates the

Salinas Valley Water Project 2-255 Response to Comments on the EIR/E]S
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Mr. Bob Meyer
August 27, 2001
Page 3

location of potential pipeline alignments that would be required to move diveried Salinas
River water to areas of distribution in Salinas, Marine and Ft Ord, Page 4-9 states that
Alternative B includes three delivery options: 1 — Maximize agricultural deliveries, 2 ~ 23-4
Maximize Urban Deliveries, and 3 — Combination of Agricultural and Urban Deliveries. (cont’d)
We believe that delivery option 2 or 3 would be needed and designed to deliver diverted
water to the Marina/Ft Ord area to ensure intrusion is halted in this area.

Page 3-23 states, “...without the preferred project the current groundwater probiems in
the basin are projected to continue in the future. Therefore, preferred project water is 28-5
needed to offset groundwater pumping in order to meet the stated project
objective/needs...” We generally agree with this statement. Project water is needed to
help achieve the stated objectives. We disagree with the preferred project’s delivery area.

Page 3-23 continues, “It is MCWRA's strategy to target delivery of diverted SVWP water
0 that it is (sic) has the greatest potential to efficiently meet the proposed project’s
objectives/needs, This would best be accomplished by making deliveries in the northern
areq of the Basin and correspondingly reduring withdrawals from the 180- and 400-Foo!
Agquifers in that area.” We would agree that it is critical to carefully target the diverted
SVWP water so that it has the greatest potential to meet the project’s objectives/needs.
‘We strongly disagree with the proposed CSIP delivery area. The project’s delivery
system should be designed now as part oﬂ the preferred project to halt the advance of
seawater intrusion toward the Salinas and the Marina/Ft Ord areas.

23-6

Page 3-23 continues, “...the MCWRA determined that most or all of the primary project
objective could be met by delivering water to agricultural uses already using a 98.%
combination of MCWRA recycled water and groundwater.” We request to see output i
from the hydrologic model that demonstrates that most or all of the intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area would be halted by delivering diverted SVWP water to the CSIP

system.,

Page 3-23 continues, “...While the SVIGSM indicates that seawater intrusion will be
- halted by the project (in conjunction with the CSIP deliveries) based on (1993) demands,
with a projected increase in water demands (primarily associated with urban 23-8
development) in the north valley area in the future, seawater intrusion may not be fully
halted based on 2030 projections. For the year 2030, the modeling indicates seawater
intrsion may be 2,200 AFY with surface water deliveries only to the CSIP area. This is
substantially Jess than the 10,500 AFY of intrusion that would occur without the profect”
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Again, we request hydrologic mode] output that demonstrates intrusion in the Marina/Ft
Ord area 180" and 400° aquifers would be halted based on 1995 demand. While the
reduction of nearly 8,000 AFY of intrusion would be significant, the remaining 23-8
(modeled) 2,200 AFY does not come close to meeting project objectives. And, these (cont'd)
gross numbers do not address the need to halt intrusion slong the entire coast line, |
specifically in the Marina/Ft Ord area.

Page 3-24 states, “... The project could potentially halt intrusion in 2030 with deltveries
only within the CSIP system...However, SVIGSM modeling does demonstrate that the
delivery of an average 18,300 AFY of SVWP water in combination with recycled water to 9.9
CSIP and agricultural uses outside of the CSIP area would fully halt seawater
intrusion.” We believe that in order to meet the project objective of halting intrusion,
this level of diversion and the incorporation of an expanded delivery system ~ outside the
CSIP arca (as identified as Phase 2 during the Public Hearing) — will be required. The
longer the Agency waits to come to this conclusion, the more irreversible the demage will
be in areas of the basin’s aquifers.

2. ] ey onitoring fficient. On pages 3-25 and 3-26, the
preferred monitoring program is | d. It states, in part, “...the MCWRA is
proposing 1o talor, and supplement where necessary, existing monitoring
efforts...Monitoring will occur over time. 1t will determine if the proposed project is
successful in halting seawater intrusion based on current demands and in the future, with
deliveries to only the CSIP area. If the SVWP is not successfil ai meeting project
objectives, additional facilities (e.g., expanding the distribution / delivery area) would be
considered at a future date.” As stated gbove in our preceding comments, the MCWD
believes that the preferred project (Altemstive A) as proposed and described in this
document would fail to achieve the primary objective: 1o hait seawster intrusion in the
basin. The coastal monitoring program is an integral component of any SVWF
alternative. Current, accurate information about the status and location of intrusion must
be available to all water nsers in the basin. We believe that the *tailoring” and
“supplementing” of the existing monitoring will have to be significant to produce a
strong program that is capable of providing accurate, comprehensive information about
intrusion all along the coast and as far inland as is necessary. Only such a complete and
integrated monitoring aystem ~ that fully includes the Marina/Ft Ord area — will be
capable of providing relisble data to be used to help determine the need for additional
facilities or management strategies. As an enhanced monitoring program is essential to
the success of the SVWP, it should be more fully described in the DEIR/DEIS.

23-10

Salinas Valley Water Project 2-257 Response to Comments on the EIR/EIS



Mr. Bob Meyer
August 27, 2001
Page 5

3. The hyd ol ing bed in support of the preparati XE DEID 38
not sufficient, At the bottom of page 5-1, the document provides three reasons why the
SVIGSM was not updated to do reruns of Altemative B. Paraphrasing the three reasons,
the documents states that (1) impacts on the reservoirs and river are similar to Alternative
A; (2) its costly to do model rums; and, (3) Alternative B is no longer the preferred
alternative, and the model’s accuracy is sufficient to compare Alternatives A and B.

Further, on page 5.3-11 the document states, in part, “Nevertheless, the results of the
1998 EIR modeling of Alternative B compared with hydrologic conditions defined using
the same model yield generally the same relative level of change as would result from

using the updated model. "

Before this project can be supported as the preferred project to halt seawater intrusion in
the basin, it must be demonstrated that the project is capable of halting intrusion. Not
merely in gross, basin inflow-putflow calculations, but demonstrating intrusion will be
haited across the entire coastal/basin interface. Ultimately, the Agency must not be
persuaded to opt for the Jeast expensive allemnative without convincing data that
demonstrates that once implemented it will completely solve the problem. The water
users in the Salinas Basin can not afford to wait to learn whether or not the proposed
preferred project — delivering diverted Salinas River water to only the CSIP area -~ can
achieve the primary objective of halting intrusion. This is an especially imperative issue
for the water users in the Marina/Ft Ord area. Without @ delivery system to provide
diverted water to the Marina/Ft Ord area to be used to reduce the amount of ground water
pumping in this area (as in the CSIP area to the north, between Salinas and the coast)
intrusion is likely to continue its inland movement in the 180" and 400° aquifers. This
would have significant and costly impacts on MCWD operations for our Marina and Ft
Ord customers, who pay Zone 2/2A assessments, and who, presumsbly, will be asked to
help pay for this SVWP.

4. MCWD Allocation. Page 7-9 states that MCWD has access to 4,400 AFY of Basin
water. The 1996 Annexation Agreememt and Groundwater Mitigation Framework for
Marina Area Lands identifies: 3,020 AFY as MCWD’s limit of potable groundwater
from the Basin for land in the Marina area outside the former Ft Ord Military
Reservation; to be increased by 920 AFY if the Armstrong Ranch is annexed into the
Zones; and further increased by 500 AFY if the Lonestar property is annexed into the
Zones. The EIR/EIS should likewise clarify this 4,440 AFY total possible MCWD

allocation.
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In summary, the MCWD supports a Salinas Valley Water Project that (1) can obtain the
required permits for all components, (2) can be reliably operated in accordance with
stated procedures, (3) includes a delivery system that delivers new supplemental water
supplies 1o targeted arces designed to uniformly halt seawater intrusion along the coast,
{4) hydrologically balances the basin, (5) provides adequate water supplies to meet 2030
needs, and (6) is supported by equitable assessments or charges based on demonstrable
cost-benefit analysis among participants.

Our primary concern is that the SVWP described in this DEIR/DEIS will not achicve the
majority of these objectives or benchrnarks. When the MCWD annexed into Zones 2/2A
in 1996 by signing the Annexation Agreement and Groundwater Mitigation Framework
Jor Marina Area Lands, along with the MCWRA, City of Marina, Armstrong and
Lonestar, the District voluntarily agreed to limit its groundwater extractions in the basin
and to conserve and help manage the basin’s water resources. In exchange for this
voluntary limitation and commitment, and the $2.45 million in required annexation fees
which were dedicated to the Basin Management Plan (BMP) process, the MCWRA
agreed to a BMP that includes benefits for the Marina area, including consideration of the
Marine area for a Basin altemative to groundwater pumping in the Marina area. Three
years prior to that, in 1993, the US Army annexed the lands of the former Ft Ord into
Zones 2/2A at a cost of over $7 million and agreed to take no more than 6,600 AFY from
the Salinas Bagin. In that agreement, the County commitied to providing the Ft Ord lands
a replacement water supply system to provide a long-term, relinble water supply and
protection for the residents and property owners of the former military installation.

The DEIR/DEIS does not seriously consider the Marina/Ft Ord area for a BMP/SVWP
alternative to groundwater pumping as called for in the 1993 and 1996 annexation
agreements. Rather, the Agency has described a project that will provide distinct direct
benefits to the CSIP growers, and, hopefully identifiable benefits to the Salinas area in
slowing or halting intrusion in that portion of the Pressure Area. MCWRA’s strategy as
stated in the DEIR/DEIS is to put this project in-place in the Castroville area now and
wait for years as a more comprehensive monitoring program is completed to see if
scawater intrusion is halted. It is doubtful that this project will halt intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area as can be seen by overlaying the DEIR/DEIS Figures 1-2, 1-3 and 3-
3. Clearly, reduced pumping in the CSIP area will have an insufficient effect 10 the
south. In order to halt the southem intrusion front, pumping in the 180’ and 400° aquifers
will need to be curtailed and/or a supplemental source of water supplied, specifically to
replace or augment the existing ¥t Ord wells.
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The Marina/Ft Ord area has been identified by the County as an arca of great economic
importance. The redevelopment of the former military installation lands depends
primarily on the availability of a reliable, sustainable source of water. Without such a
water source, the thousands of new housing units, the hundreds of thousands of square
feet of new educstional/commercial/industrial space, and the thousands of new jobs
planned for the former installation will be jeopardized.

Finally, by focusing on the proposed project components as described ~ (Nacimiento
Spillway Modification/Reservoir Reoperation, River Diversion, and CSIP Delivery) — as
the solution to seawsater intrusion in the basin; as the means to balance the basin
hydrologically; and, as the source of water supply to 2030; we believe the Agency sends
an incorrect message to the public: that this relatively inexpensive project will be
sufficient to achieve these objectives. Hydrologic balance may be achievable in the
Castroville area, but that has never been the objective of the BMP process. The Agency
has historically sought to design, build and operate a project that would protect all basin
water users. Certainly, the documented presence of accelerating intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area, the more than $10 million paid to the Agency which ensbled the
BMP/SVWP, the voluntary commitments in the Marina/Ft Ord area to limit groundwater
extractions (the only such voluntary commitments in the entive basin), and the critically
important role this area is slated to play in the County’s economy, all argue for an SYWP
that provides a complete solution. We can not wait many more years while more square
miles of irreplaceable aquifer storage is polluted to conclude that the Murina/Ft Ord area
must be included in 8 comprehensive solution.

The MCWD respectfully requests that the MCWRA consider moving forward with the
SYWP and that the Agency commit to immediately designing, evaluating and
incorporating an expanded delivery system, identified as Phase 2 during the Public
Hearing, that will bring supplemental water to where it is perhaps needed most: the
Marina/Ft Ord area. The MCWD can not support a project that does not include delivery
of supplemental water to this area.
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231

23-2

23-5

Please see response to Comment 20-25. As discussed, the SVIGSM shows that
seawater will be haited under short-term conditions in the entire basin, including
Matina/Fort Ord, and that the system may need to be cxpanded to extend deliveries
in the long term. It is acknowledged thac this is based on modeling, which is a
predictive tool. However, there are no other tools available to better evaluate the
ultimate fate of intruded seawater, and the commenter offers no substantial evidence
to support the conclusion that seawater will not be halted.

Please see response to Comment 20-25. The expanded delivery system would be
proposed to be implemented at such time that monitoting of SVWP performance
indicated that it was not effective in stopping seawater intrusion (if such a result were
found), based on an extensive monitoring system (see Section 3.2.7 of the Draft
EIR/EIS).

Please see response to Comment 20-5. Because it would be speculative at this time
to design a distribution system based on unknown future conditions, only a
conceptual system is considered in this EIR/EIS.

‘The commenter’s preference for delivery option 2 or 3 under Alternative B is noted,
As discussed above and previously, it would be premavure to commit to any specific
delivery options if seawater intrusion is not halted in the future. Hydrologic
modeling shows that seawater intrusion is halted in the short terr and may not bein
the long term. The modeling calculates the fate of over 300,000 AFY in the Salinas
River and determines seawater intrusion would be halted, with 1,000 AFY flowing in
the groundwater basin out to the ocean. In the long-term (year 2030), modeling
shows that seawater intrusion is predicted to occur at a rate of 2,200 AFY without an
expanded distribution system. However, it needs to be recognized that these are
modeled results only and both sesults (short term and long term) show that the
project operates on the margin of whether seawater intrusion would be halted. -
Given this conclusion, it would be impmdent to commit to design and construction
of a system that further expands deliveries when it is not known if an expanded
system will be needed and, if so, where. Hence, the MCWRA is committing to an
cxtensive monitoring systemn (see Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.2-7), the purpose of
which is to determine project success and any needed adjustment, including an
cxpanded distribution system. See also response to Comment 20-25.

Please see responses to Comments 20-5 and 23-4.
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represents a wide range of hydrologic and climatic conditipns. Extending the
hydrologic period an additional six years from Octobgp A3 94 to September 2000 was
not deemed necessary because projected land and swiitcr usc cstimares used in the
analysis have not changed, and a seview of thg ektrs hydrologic data indicated that
incotporating the data into the extensive gorof data already being used in the model
analysis was not wartanted. The purpodt of using the model is to assess the impacts
of the SVWP under a wide range pPhydrologic and climatic dats, which the existing
model accomplishes with the 4#year hydrologic period. See also response 10
Comment 19-5, Master Regpbnse MR- and Master Response MR-4,

Please see Master Respfonse MR-1.

The preferred alternative is intended 1o halt seawater intrusion to all areas of the
Salinas Valley, including the Marina/Fort Ord area. As noted in Figures 5.3-22, 5.3-
23, 5.3-51, and 5.3-52, the SVWP would benefit the Marina/Fort Ord area in the
same manner as the Castroville area.

The expanded distribution system is described and evaluated at a conceptual level in
the Draft EIR/EIS (sec pages 3-23 and 3-24 for a preliminary description). If
monitoring of project effectivencss were to indicate that an expanded distribution
system is necessary in the future to meet the project objectives, a more detailed
analysis of monitoring data would be conducted to determine where an expanded
distsibution system would be placed o achieve optimum benefit. At that tme, 2
project level environmental analysis would be conducted to assess the impacts and
effectiveness of different distribution system alternatives and describe in greater
detail the location of the distribution system. Given that the need for such a system
is highly speculative, and may never be needed, additional detail and analysis at this
time is not warranted. See also response to Comment 3-9.

It must also be noted that the project’s “impacts™ on seawsater intrusion are only
beneficial. Thus, if the project were not as effective as modeled in some areas of the
basin — and this Is not expected — the “impact” would be that the beneficial effects
were not as great as hoped. But in no cases would adverse impact to groundwater
quality be expected.

Please see response to Comments 3-9 and 20-25regarding the expanded deliveries.
The cffects of conditions under expanded dgliveries are evaluated in Section 5.9. See
the references to futare (2030) conditiong Por example, Tables 5.9-8 and 5.9-10
provide information on reservoir surfget clevations under 2030 conditions with and
without the project. The recreatiopdmpacts summarized on pages 2-16 and 2-17
piire SVWP scenatios. As can be seen, 2030

conditions slightly reduce the rhagnimde of impacts to recreation {(and visual

v water would be composed of recycled water than
ase more recycled water would be available).

gemeit workplan to stop nitrate contamination in the Basin is not
of the current project but is the subject of separate planning efforts
RA. Section 4 of the 1998 Draft of the Salinas Valiey Water Project
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