MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

5 HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G

POST OFFICE BOX 85

MONTEREY, CA 93942-0085 » (831) 658-5600
FAX (831) 644-9560 ¢ hitp://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us

MEMORANDUM
DATE: December 11, 2003
TO: Carmel River Advisory Committee
FROM: Larry Hampson, Water Resources Engineer

SUBJECT: Packet for December 18, 2003 Committee Meeting

Enclosed is the meeting packet for the next meeting of the Committee, which will be held on
Thursday, December 18,2003, at the Garland Ranch Regional Park Museum in Carmel Valley at
10 AM.

Directions to the museum:
Take Carmel Valley Road east from Highway 1 or west from Laureles Grade to Garland Park (see
enclosed map). Drive through the gate just west of the parking lot and cross the Carmel River on Don

Juan bridge. Just beyond the bridge, go through another gate on the “Cooper” trail and continue up the
hill to the Park District office.

If you have questions or comments, please contact Larry Hampson at the Carmel Valley field office
(659-2543) or by e-mail (larry@ mpwmd.dst.ca.us). ‘

Enclosure

U:\Larry\wp\crac\2003112182003\memo12182003.doc
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MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

5 HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G

POST OFFICE BOX 85

MONTEREY, CA 93942-0085 « (831) 658-5600
FAX (831) 644-9560 » http://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us

DRAFT
AGENDA
Carmel River Advisory REGULAR MEETING OF THE
Committee Members CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Susan Rogers, Chair kdedekdhhhdhh ki
Chuck McKay, Viee-Chair Thursday, December 18, 2003, 10:00 AM
John Dalessio
David Dilworth Garland Ranch Regional Park Museum Room
Thomas D. House, Jr.
Rod Mills 1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Richard Rosenthal
2. PUBLIC COMMENT
3. CONSENT CALENDAR
Public Comment A. Approve Minutes from the October 30, 2003 Regular Meeting and the

1 . . iver Advi .
Anyone wishing to address the November 13, 2003 Special Meeting of the Carmel River Advisory Committee

Committee on a matter not

listed on the agenda may do so 4. UPDATE ON CARMEL RIVER WATERSHED COUNCIL ACTIVITIES

during Public Comment.

5, REVIEW FLOOD PREPARATION ALONG THE CARMEL RIVER

6. CONSIDER RECOMMENDATION TO MPWMD BOARD OF
DIRECTORS CONCERNING CONTINUATION OF THE MPWMD
MITIGATION PROGRAM

7. REVIEW THE MISSION STATEMENT OF THE CARMEL RIVER
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

8.  STAFF REPORTS

9, ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS

10. ADJOURNMENT

Staff notes regarding these agenda items will be available for public review on Monday,
December 15, 2003 at the District office in Monterey.

U:\Larry\wp\crac\2003112182003\agenda12182003draft.doc







MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
_ CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
DECEMBER 18, 2003

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

2. ; PUBLIC COMMENT Anyone wishing to address the Commrttee ona matter not hsted on
the agenda may do so during Pubhc Comment

3. CONSENT CALENDAR Minutes from the October 30,2003 regular meeting ( Exhrblt A)
and November - 13 2003. spec1al meetmg (Exhibit B) are mcluded in this meeting packet.

RECOMMENDATION The Consent Calendar. contalns routine items that wrll be. approved or
accepted upon ratification of the Consent Calendar A Committee member may request that a
Consent Calendar item be considered separately by the Committee.

4. UPDATE ON CARMEL RIVER WATERSHED COUNCIL ACTIVITIES.

BACKGROUND: Clive Sanders, Administrator for the Carmel River Watershed Council (CRWC),
will update the Committee on the watershed assessment being conducted in Carmel Valley and on-
other act1v1t1es the CRWC is workmg on. »

| RECOMMENDATION: No action is required. Thisf is a discussron item. ‘, ’
5. REVIEW FLOOD PREPARATION ALONG THE CARMEL RIVER

BACKGROUND Sldney Reade Flre Chief in Carmel Valley, will brief the Commrttee on
_ emergency preparedness evacuation plans, and responding to emergencies. in case of a ﬂood

_RECOMMENDATION No action is requlred This is a. drscuss1on 1tem

6. CONSIDER RECOMMENDATION TO MPWMD BOARD OF DIRECTORS
CONCERNING CONTINUATION OF THE MPWMD MITIGATION PROGRAM

BACKGROUND At the October 30, 2003 regular Carmel Rlver Advrsory Comrmttee (Commrttee) '
ineeting, Mr. Dalessio brought up the possibility that Senate Bill 149, a bill sponsored by Senator
Bruce McPherson that includes a sunset provision for the MPWMD, will be introduced in the 2004
legislative session.. Mr. Dalessio requested that the Committee hold a special meeting soon after the
November 4, 2003 MPWMD Board of Directors election to consider recommending the continuation
of the District’s Mltrgatron Program to the Board. ‘

At the November 13 2003 special Commrttee meeting, the Committee unanimously approved the

drafting of a letter by Mr. Dalessio to the MPWMD Board of Directors recommendlng continuation
of the Mitigation Program. Ms. Rogers Committee Chair, also appointed Mr. Dalessio to a sub-

-1-



committee of one to represent the full Commlttee in meetmgs with members of the public and -
individual Board members to discuss continuation of the Mltlgatlon Program and exploring waysto -
raise public awareness for the Mitigation Program (see the minutes of the November 13, 2003
- meetmg, Exhibit B in this packet).

Additional background information in this packet includes the “Final Implementatlon Plan for
MPWMD Mitigation Program, Fiscal Years 1997-2001,” October 1996 (Exhibit C) and the
Introduction and Executive Summary from the “2001:2002 Annual Report for the MPWMD
Mltlgatlon Program ” J anuary 2003 (Exhlblt D)

RECOMMENDATION The Commlttee should receive-a report from Mr. Dalessio of his meetings
to date with individual Board members, review a draft of the letter to be sent to the Board of
Directors (draft letter to be provided to the Committee by Mr. Dalessio at the meetmg), and make a

final recommendation before sendmg the letter to the Board ’

7. REVIEW THE MISSION STATEMENT OF THE CARN[EL RIVER ADVISORY
COMMITTEEE

BACKGROUND: The Carmel River Advisory Comm1ttee (Commrttee) was: mltlally formed by the
MPWMD Board of Directors in 1983 after riverfront property owners voted by an overwhelming
majority - 83% in favor - to form a benefit assessment zone to help fund streambank repairs and river
restoration. The Board also imposed a small fee on all water | tisers within the District boundaries to
help pay for a majority of stream restoration costs. The Committee’s responsibilities included
oversight of the District’s Carmel River Management Program (CRMP); budget requests, project -
proposals, and minor adjustments to revenues (i.e., requests to be exempted from assessments).
Between 1983 and 1993, ‘expenditures for the CRMP totaled ‘approximately $1:8 million. The
initiative to form the benefit assessment zone included a clause to sunset the assessment in 1993, at
which time the Board chose not to continue the assessment on riverfront properties. Instead, the
activities carried out under the CRMP were subsumed into the District’s Mitigation Program funded
_by a larger user fee, whlch has contmued to the present

After the sunset of the benefit as’sessment the Comimittee held regular discussions-about the role and -

responsibilities of the Committee and developed a Mission Statement that was reviewed and

amended by the Board. Attached as Exhibit E is the Mrss1on Statement adopted by the Board on.
February 23, 1995. -

After the Carmel River Watershed Couincil (CRWC) was formed in 1999, the Committee agam held -
discussions about its role in Carmel River management and its relationship with the CRWC. The
most recent discussion is summarized in the minutes of the April 4, 2002 regular meeting, attached -
as Exhibit K. At their July 15, 2002 meeting, the MPWMD Board of Directors considered the
current and future role of the Commlttee Attached as Exhlblt G are the minutes of that meeting
(see Item 21). ‘ : -

U:\Larry\wp\crac\2003\12182003\note12182003.doc . L. Hampson, December 18, 2003 CRAC meeting



Attached as Exhibit H is a letter from Mr. Bob Costa to Ms. Susan Rogers dated November 3,2003
concerning the scope of the Comm1ttee s discussions.

RECOMMENDATION: The Committee should review the Missio.n Statement of the Carmel River
Advisory Committee. The Committee may wish to recommend changes to the Mission Statement.
- Any changes to the Mission Statement must be reviewed and approved by the Board of Directors.

8. STAFF REPORTS - Staff will report on the following:

A) Rlpanan planting, irrigation, and vegetation management; _

B) ‘MPWMD’s application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a Reglonal General Permit.
for maintenance and restoration projects in the Carmel River; ‘

C) 2003 Large Wood Study. ’

D) Explanation of FY 2003-2004 Budget 11ne 1tem 2-6-1.C, “Review water development
‘proposals.”

~° E) Reporton request to Charley Kemp, Cal-Am, to provide a written report to the Committee on

the condition of Cal-Am facilities. Report on request by the Comimittee to consider making a
Freedom of Information Act request to Cal-Am for information concerning water quality and
quantity.

9. ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS - Committee members should bring up
any new business at this time to determine whether it should be included on a future meeting’s

agenda.

10. ADJOURNMENT

U:\Larcy\wp\crac\2003112182003\note12182003.doc . L. Hampson, December 18, 2003 CRAC meeting -






EXHIBIT A

Draft
MINUTES

MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

REGULAR MEETING OF THE CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
October 30,2003, 10:00 A.M. Mld-Carmel Valley Fire Statmn

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

MEMBERS PRESENT: | Susan Rogers Rod Mllls Chuck McKay, Tom: House T ohn Dalessro
Richard Rosenthal, David Dilworth -
MEMBERS ABSENT: None

PUBLIC PRESENT: .Charley Kemp (representlng Cal-Am), Al Mulholland (representing -

the Monterey County Water Resources Agency), Clive Sanders

(representing the Carmel River Watershed Council), Pat Bernardi,

: r Bob Costa (representing Rancho Cafiada) =~ |

STAFF PRESENT: . Fran Farina, Andy Bell, Thomas Chnstensen Larry Harnpson

2. PUBLIC COMl\/[ENT Mr. Dalessm expressed a concern that legrslatron 1ntroduced by
California State Senator Bruce McPherson Senate Bill 149 may. be reintroduced at - the next
legislative session and could contain a provision that would sunset the Drstrrot s Mitigation Program.

- Mr. Dalessio urged the Commrttee to hold a specral meetrng as soon.as possrble after the Nov. 4,

2003 MPWMD Board of Directors election to consider making a recommendatron to the Board to
continue the Mrtrgatron Program.

Mr. Sanders stated that he shares Mr. Dalessio’s concern regarding the Mitigation ,Prog_ram‘.k

- Ms. Rogers suggested a field visit to proposed seawater desalination project sites.

- Mr. Mills reported that Raneho Cafiada proposes to develop a _portion of the golf course mto a

proj ect that includes mixed-use housmg

3. CONSENT CALENDAR Mr. Dalessio made a motion to approve the minutes of the

August 21, 2003 regular meeting. Seconded by Mr. Mllls Approval was unammous

4.  UPDATE ON SAN CLEI\/IENTE DAM AND RESERVOIR

~ Mr. Kemp, Senior Operatidns Manager'with Cal-Am, described 4 recent order from the California
_Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) that Cal-Am maintain the reservoir pool at approximately 10

feet below the sprllway year round. Mr. Kemp stated that Cal-Am could not comply with the
order with the existing release capability at the dam. One of the options proposed by DSOD to
meet this requirement was to place a nine-foot deep notch in the dam to increase its stability and to

~ remove approximately 900 acre-feet of sediment from the reservoir to prevent the material from



being washed downstream during winter flows. Mr. Kemp stated that all interim options could
have potential impacts to steelhead, California red-legged frogs, and water supply operations.

Mr. Kemp stated that the order also required that Cal-Am complete work to lower the reservoir
‘elevation to a “dam safe” level by November 2004. Cal- Am is considering three alternatives for
the dam mcludmg 1) buttressmg the existing dam at a cost of $28 million to $30 million; 2)
complete removal of the dam and reservoir sediments at a cost of at least $70 million; 3) removal
of the top 19 feét of the dam and rémoval of 900 acre-feet (AF) of sediment at a cost of $28 to
$30 million. The latter alternative could have fish migration problems.

Mr. Dilwortn_stated that the ultirnate solution to the datn problem, which was suggested by John
Williams, is to sluice sediment out at high flows. Mr. Kemp said this sounded like a short-term
solution and that Cal-Am is looking for a long-term solution.

Mr. Mulholland stated that Monterey Connty‘ and the Federal Emergency Management Agency
have concerns that have not been addressed about potent1a1 ﬂood impacts from sedrment releases.

Mr. Hampson asked if Cal—Am had prOJected its capital needs for the next 10 to 20 years Mr.
Kemp said Cal-Am has done this; but that funding will depend on what the parent company is
willing to take on. He said there are a number of issues coming up in the future that could affect
Cal-Am’s operation and that he was concerned about escalating. operating costs. He estimated that
it will take five to seven years for a water supply project to be completed and that during that
time, water supply from the Seaside Basin could be reduced by 1,500to 1,700 AF as a result of
the Seaside Basin adjudication. Mr. Kemp also stated that coliform ¢ounts have increased at wells
near mid-Valley. Mr. Kemp stated that it is possible that water dehvery may be restricted in the
future in order to protect the system and the supply. He urged additional conservation and with
the possibility of San Clemente Dam being removed, recommended expandmg the capa01ty of the
Russell Wells (located just downstream of San Clemente Dam).

Mr. Rosenthal commented th‘atfthe‘ constraints Cal-Am faces in delivering water should be
assessed by Cal-Am and the results sent to city and county government agencies in- Monterey
County that are updating General Plans. He stated that growth should not get ahead of water

supply

Mr. Kemp agreed that local government agencres should be kept 1nf6rmed and stressed that the .
Peninsula needs an expanded water supply.

Mr. Rosenthal made a motion to request that Cal-Am prepare a report within 60 to 75 days on the_
quality and quantity of the current water supply and water production facilities and the anticipated
conditions over the next five to seven years. The report is to be sent to appropriate public agencies
including Monterey Peninsula cities, Monterey County, the ‘Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments, Monterey County Planning and’ Building Inspection Department ‘and the
kTransportatron Agency of Monterey County Seconded by Mr. Dilworth.

Ms. Farina stated that this item is agendized asa report, not an action item, and that taking action



would be inappropriate. -She further stated that Cal-Am should report drrectly to other agencres '
rather than submitting a report to the Committee for drstrlbutlon to those agencies.

The motron was approved unanlmously
5. o UPDATE ON CARMEL RIVER WATERSHED COUNCIL (CRWC) ACTIVITIES '

Mr. Sanders reported ona pendmg contract with MPWMD and a 51gned contract with Callforma
© State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) to perform an assessment .of :the CGarmel River
Watershed. The assessment will include ‘hydrologic studies and- mapping with a Geographic
Information System (GIS) by CSUMB, historical information from CRWC, an assessment of the
health of the riparian.corridor in the main stem by MPWMD, and riparian assessments in

tributaries by volunteers MPWMD s contract is for $52,400 and CSUMB’s. contract is for

$29;500. The assessment is scheduled to be completed by I anuary 2005 and is funded with a
- $197,800 grant from the State.

Mr.,Sander_s also Said that-CRWC is raising funds with a golf tournament in December 2003 and
the Steinbeck Century Ride in April 2003 (a bicycle event with 25-, 40- and 100-mile rides). Mr.
Rosenthal asked what MPWMD s contract would cover.. Mr. Hampson gave an overview of
contract tasks that include an assessment of rlparlan areas and a biological assessment of steelhead
and California red-legged frogs in.the main stem. Mr. - Christensen described the Proper
Functioning Condition (PFC) method that will be used to.assess riparian areas: Mr.. Dllworth
suggested that it sounded superficial. Mr. Christensen explained that the method, which was
developed by the Bureau of Land Management, is quahtatlve but is based.on quantitative
analysis. o - :

Mr Dllworth asked if the assessment would include all the changes since main stem dams were
built or if the assessment will focus on short-term changes. Mr. Hampson replied that the major
changes in the main stem due to dam-installation (such as degradation and armoring of the channel
bottom) most llkely took place within a few decades of construction, but that: changes in. the
trlbutanes due to effects in the main stem may be-ongoing. Mr Christensen noted that the PEC
assessment method includes an evaluation of incision and channel stablllty, which dams can
influence.

Mr. Sanders reported that the next training session on use of the PFC method was scheduled for
November 22, 2003 at the Carmel Middle School. Mr. Sanders stated that the CRWC would like to
see that the lagoon restoration project sponsored by California Department of Parks and Recreation
and the Coastal Conservancy include a long-term management plan for the lagoon. Mr. Sanders
noted that the Carmel River Steelhead Association was continuing to-operate aerators at the lagoon.
Ms. Bernardi asked how long the aerators would continue-to be operated to. which Mr Sanders
replied, “Until the rains come.”

. 6. REVIEW LIST OF THE TOP 250 PUMPERS IN CARMELVALLEY . .

Staff handed out information on water production from registered wells within the boundaries of



MPWMD for Water Year 2002 to those who did not already have a copy from the August 21,
2003 meeting. The list included the 250 wells with the highest use during the period October 1,
2001 through September 30,-2002.

Mr. Kemp stated that Cal-Am plans to install a back-up generator at the Pearce Well (located near
Meadows Road/Prado del Sol) and that the San Carlos Well has been taken out of productlon due
to water quahty concerns. ’

Mr Dllworth thanked MPWMD for presentlng the 1nformat10n on the top 250 pumpers. Ms.

Farina urged discretion in using the information.  Mr. Dilworth replied that the information is
* public -and can be used however one pleases and suggested that the 1nformat10n be sent to the
media. Mr. Hampson noted that MPWMD sends copies of all meeting agendas to local television

stations-and newspapers in addxtron to several local government agencres and other 1nterested -

partres

Mr. Dilworth noted that the top users included Cal-Am, golf courses, and vintners. He expressed
an initerest in'the largest water users within the MPWMD boundary and suggested that there are
users that are not conserving very well. He stated that it is approprrate for the Commrttee and the'
pubhc to know where addrtlonal conservatron can be achreved :

Mr. Rosenthal stated that detailed 1nformatron would be helpful in assessmg water use Mr Kemp
stated that progressrve water rates- d1scourage highuse.

'Mr Costa stated that Rancho Canada upgraded their irrigation system in the early 1990°s and
reduced consumption by 200 to 300 acre-feet per year as a result. :

Mr Dilworth made a motion to request that MPWMD obtain a legal opinion on how to obtam
informationon the top 200.usérs in the Cal-Am system. Mr. Mills seconded. Mr. Dalessio stated
that such information’ would be useful. - Mr. McKay asked how the Committee would use’ the
information. The vote onthe motion was four to three, with Dilworth, Dalessio, Mrlls and
: Rosenthal voting 1n favor and McKay, House and Rogers votmg agamst the motlon

M. Dalessio stated that he is a director of the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District and wrll
make an 1nqu1ry as to why so much water is being pumped by that agency

7. REVIEW FISCAL 'jYEAR'2003-2(_)04_ MITIGATION PROGRAM BUDGET =~

. Mr. Hampson gave a brief description of the budget components, including revenues, project
expenses, and program outlays. Mr. Dilworth asked about line item 2-6-1-c. “Review water
development proposals.” Staff present did not know what the line item was for, but offered to report

“back to the Committee with a response [Note: No funds are budgeted for this 1tem]
8. STAFF REPORTS

Mr. Christensen reported on ¢lean-up of the river, pumping at Cal-Am wells in the lower river,



irrigation of the north riverbank adjacent to Hacienda Carmel, operation of nine District-sponsored
irrigation systems, and modifications of downed cottonwoods in the channel. Mr. Hampson reported -
that Federal agencies are close to completing biological opinions on threatened species in the Carmel
River in connection with MPWMD’s application for a Regional General Permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers for maintenance and restoration of the riparian area. Mr. Hampson also reported
that CSUMB had begun a complete inventory of large wood in the bottom of the Carmel River.
- between the lagoon and San Clemente Dam.

9. ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS — The Committee requeste_d that the
following items be.placed on future meeting agendas: -

- review of the Committee’s Mission Statement;
- consider recommending that MPWMD seek a legal opinion concerning requesting information -
from Cal-Am about the top 200 water users within the MPWMD boundaries; ‘
- consider making a freedom of information request to Cal- Am about water quality and quantity for -
the Monterey Peninsula;

- discuss the 1990 MPWMD Water Allocation Program Env1ronmental Impact Report;

- update on Carmel River Watershed Council activities;

- discuss flood preparation along the Carmel River;

- - conduct a special meeting on November 13, 2003 to visit Los Padres Dam and Reservoir;
- at the November 13, 2003 meeting, consider maklng a recommendation to the Board to contmue '
Mitigation Program activities.

-9, ADJOURNMENT - The next regular meeting was scheduled for December 18,2003 at 10
a.m. (place to be determined). The meeting was adjourned at 12:44 p.m.

_ U\Larry\wp'crac\2003\12182003\mins10302003draft.doc
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 EXHIBIT B

Draft
- MINUTES

MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
~‘November 13, 2003,9:00. A.M. Carmel Valley Field Office

L CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

MEMBERS PRESENT: Susan Rogers Rod Mills; Chuck McKay, Tom House John Dalessw

. Richard Rosenthal -
MEMBERS ABSENT: ~  David Dilworth (family obhgatton)
PUBLIC PRESENT: - Susan Goldbeck
STAFF PRESENT: " Andy Bell, Larry Hampson

2. PUBLIC COMMENT - There were no comments under this item.
3. . SITE VISIT TO LOS PADRES DAM AND RESERVOIR
The order of the agenda was changed to allow discussion of Item 4 before visiting Los Padres Dam.

Messrs. Mills, McKay, House, Dalessio, Bell, and Hampson and Ms. Goldbeck visited the dam.
The group toured the dam and spillway while Mr. Bell and Mr. Hampson gave an overview of the
dam’s history and operations. The reservoir level was near its low point of the year at approximately -
30 feet below spillway level. The group noted a significant accumulation of large wood just below
the spillway that will enter the river downstream when the reservoir fills and spills.

4. CONSIDER RECOMMENDATION TO CONTINUE MITIGATION PROGRAM
ACTIVITIES '

Mr. Dalessio stated that legislation sponsored by Senator Bruce McPherson. (Senate Bill 149) to
change the governance of MPWMD has a sunset clause for all of MPWMD’s functions, and that the
bill may be reintroduced in the 2004 legislative session. Mr. Dalessio made a motion that the
Committee write a letter to the MPWMD Board of Directors recommending the continuation of
‘Mitigation Program activities. Seconded by Mr. Rosenthal. Approval was unanimous. Mr. Dalessio
* was appointed to draft a letter for the Committee’s review at the next regular meetmg scheduled for
December 18, 2003.

Mr. Bell stated that the Board would likely consider this as an Action Item, and recommended that it
be presented to the Board for consideration not earlier than the January 2004 meeting.

Ms. Goldbeck said that newly elected Board members (Larry Foy, Michelle Knight, and Kristi |
Markey) had all stated that they are not anti-environment candidates, that they are eager to show
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supportfor the envrronment and that they should be open to the concept of continuing the M1t1gat10n :
Program

Mr. Dalessio made a motion that the Chair of the Committee (Ms. Rogers) appoint a sub-committee
- to meet with individual Board members and members of the public, including representatlves of the
Carmel River Steelhead Association and the Carmel River Watershed Council, to urge continuation
of the Mitigation Program in the Carmel River and to join thé Committee. in exploring’ ‘ways to

improve public awareness of the Mitigation Program ‘Seconded by Mr. Rosenthal. Approval was
unanimous. : :

Ms. Rogers nominated Mr. Dalessio as a sub committee of one to represent the full Comm1ttee ,
~ Seconded by Mr. Mills. Approval was.unanimous. '

9.  ADJOURNMENT - Mr. Dalessio requested that an 1tem be placed on the agenda of the next
regular Committee meeting, scheduled for December. 18, 2003 at 10 a.m., to consider making a
Freedom of Information Act request to Cal-Am concerning mformatlon about current water quality -
-and quantity for the Monterey Peninsula..

UALarry\wporact2003\12182003wins1 1132003drat doc.
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: . EXHIBIT C -

' MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

- FINAL

- IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

FOR MITIGATION PROGRAM --
FISCAL YEARS 1997-2001

A continuing component of the

~ MPWMD WATER ALLOCATION PROGRAM
. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(orlgmally certlﬁed in 1990)

Prepared by MPWMD Staff .
| October 1996
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v FINAL
MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR MITIGATION PROGRAM -

‘FISCAL YEARS 19972001
Prepared by MPWMD Staff, October 1996

I. . INTRODUCTION

This “Implementation Plan for Mitigation Program Flscal Years 1997—2001“ (heremafter

~ referred to as the “Implementation Plan" or “Plan") functions as a blueprint for mrtrganon activities -

to be carried out by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) for the period

- July 1, 1996 through June 30, 2001, which encompasses fiscal years (FY) 1997-2001. The Plan
- was developed by MPWMD staff in response to MPWMD Board direction in May 1996 to

provide a blueprint for major mitigation projects and costs over the next five years. The Plan

describes’ ongomg rrutrgauon actlvrtles as well as new’ prOJects planned for the FY 1997-2001

period.-

" The Plan is a companion document to a separate District report entitled, “Evaluation of Five-Year
Mitigation Program for FY 1991-1996" (hereinafter referred to as the “Evaluation Report”). . The
Evaluation Report describes and assesses the success of the mitigation program adopted by the

- MPWMD Board in November 1990, when it certified the MPWMD Water Allocation Program -

_Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The EIR addresses the effects of different levels of
water production on the environment, partrcularly the Carmel River and assocrated flora and -

* fauna. A Draft Evaluation Report was prepared for Board and public review in May 1996; the

Final Evaluation Report was received by the Board in October 1996.

~ The comprehensive mitigation program adopted in November 1990 has been carried out by
- MPWMD since FY 1991 to reduce adverse impacts of water extraction on steelhead, riparian

- vegetation and wildlife, lagoon vegetatron and wildlife, and desthetic values associated with the
Carmel River. ' Supporting these programs is a hydrologic monitoring program which provides
information on surface and ground water resources- needed to implement various mitigation
projects. Funding for the mitigation program is pnmanly from a user fee on water bills of
customers who derive their water supply from the Monterey Peninsula Water Resources System.
California-American Water Company (Cal—Am) serves about 95 percent of water customers within
the District. A separately funded conservation program contributes to environmental restoration
by reducing the amount of water extracted from the water resources system. Please refer to
Section I of the Evaluatron Report for more detailed background information.

At its May’ 20, 1996 ‘meeting, the District Board recerved the Draft Evaluation Report and held
a public hearing to receive pubhc comment on it. Staff was directed to prepare a final report
incorporating Board and public comments. Additional cost information and a blueprint of future
projects was réquested by the Board. At the same meeting, after a separate public hearing, the
Board defermined that the MPWMD, rather than Cal-Am, should continue to fund the mitigation

IP-1
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.program for the next five-year period (FY 1997-2001).- This issue: was brought before the
'MPWMD Board because a condition of the State Water Resources:Control Board Order No. WR*
95-10 requires Cal-Am to carry out any component of the District’s original Five-Year Mitigation
- Program that the MPWMD does not continue after J une 1996. ‘ :

II. DEVELOPMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.

_ Each pertinent section of the Evaluation Report provides MPWMD staff recommendations for the
fiscal year (FY) 1997-2001 period to optimize the respective resource programs and maximize
_effectiveness of MPWMD mitigation efforts. A compilation of these recommendations is
~provided as Appendix A. However, because of revenue, budget, staff, resource, time and

o institutional constraints, not every recommendation described in the Evaluation Report can be

implemented in the FY 19972001 period. The MPWMD staff, comprised of professionals in the
fields of fishery biology, hydrology, riparian ecosystem management, engineering and planning,
prioritized the recommendations in light of the above-mentioned constraints to develop the
continuing and new activities described in the Implementation Plan. This process was based on
the following assumptions: S

ROR Revenue for the FY 1997-2001 period was estimated based on continuation of the existing
‘ MPWMD user fee on the Cal-Am water bill; the primary source of funding’ for the-
Mitigation Program, as well as projected Cal-Am sales.described in its 1996 rate increase
application before the Public Utilities Commission. Other sources of revenue include
existing carry-over funds, federal grants, property taxes, interest-on accounts, capital
equipment reserves and others (see Section III-C for more information).

(2)  The existing 6.015 pércent user fee on water bills slated to fund the Mitigation Program
. 1s assumed to remain over the five-year périod, unless a severe drought or similar
emergency compels the need for additional funding. User fee revenues alone are estimated .
to total $6.65 million over the five-year period.. G

~ ()  Anestimated carry-over fund.of about $1.77 million is planned to be-used up during the
o 1997-2001 period, except a total of $500,000 would be reserved — $250,000 for flood
‘emergency and $250,000 for drought emergency. These reserve amounts would be
increased over time to account for inflation.

@ Projected expenses- '_'do not ex_ceéd projected revenues (mcluding tl,le,carry-o‘verzamounts)
over the five-year period. Factors for inflation are included in all future cost estimates.

(5) - The FY 1997 mitigation program budget was set by the MPWMD Board when it approved
’ the overall District budget in June 1996; the remaining four years are estimated in this’
Plan. The actual budget amount for each subsequent fiscal year will be determined by the -
Board through the annual MPWMD budget development and approval process..

IP-2
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(6)  No additional full-time staff members would be hired. Consultants, temporary contract
positions, student mtems and other part—trme assxstance would contmue to contribute to -
staff efforts. : :

(7) - With each new, major capital project (e.g., erosion protection project), there are increased

' operation and maintenance -costs as well as staffing needs that continue for every
subsequent year after the prOJect construction. These are in addition to existing annual
operahon and mamtenance act1v1t1es whxch would be continued.

1. PROJECTS;AND”? ACTIVITIES FOR FY 19972001

With the above assumptions and constraints in mind, staff developed a time-table for major capital
- projects, as requested by the District Board at its May 1996 meeting. These are shown in Table
1, which summarizes capital projects estimated to cost at least $50,000, including new projects
as well as major repair projects. The table does not include costs associated with smaller new
projects or existing projects and activities. Total costs for the FY 1997-2001 mitigation program
as a whole are shown in Table 2. A detailed breakout of estlmated costs is’ prov1ded in

Appendix B.
A.  Major Capital Projects

As shown in Table 1, a total of nine major cap1ta1 projects are scheduled in- FY 1997—2001 -- five
erosion protection projects, three steclhead resource projects, and dévelopment of a geographic
information system (GIS). Two of the ﬁve erosion protection projects are new; the other three
will repair damage caused by the March 1995 flood disaster. In order of prOJected
1mp1ementat10n the erosion protectlon prOJects include: ,

. Manor and Pryor Project Complex (ﬂood repa1r), :
. Schulte Project (flood repair) and Red Rock Project (new constructxon),

. Valley Hills and Scarlett Project Complex (flood repair), g
. DeDampierre Project (flood repair),

. All Saints Project (new construction).

These specific projects and order of implementation were based ori the degree of damage mcurred
by the March 1995 flood disaster, progress on state and federal permits for each project, location
along the river, and erosion potential. Though not designated in the table, the District has
identified alternative projects if the necessary property owner permission, permits or other
requirements cannot be obtained for the priority projects listed. These alternative projects would
substitute for the primary projects identified in Table 1.
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"Table 1

SUI\/II\/IARY OF MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS FY 1997-2001
PrOJects over $50 000 estxmated capital cost

FY 200001 |-

‘FY 199697 ‘FY 199798 ‘| FY 1998—99 | - FY 1999-00
Manor and e Schulte (ﬂood Valley Hills and DeDamplerre (All Saints
Pryor erosion | repair) and Red | Scarlett erosion | erosion erosion
protection Rock erosion | protection protection protection
projects | protection | projects (flood | project . |project;
(flood repair); | projects; | repair); (flood repair); | $281,400
11$259,000 $211,000 - . |$101,800 $218,500 B
|| Complete _ Mid-Valley fish . {. -
construction of * | holding facility;
Sleepy Hollow $281,000 -
|| fishery: facility; R
$134;300 -
(includes
pipeline to be’ _
built in FY
1997-98)
|| Spawning Geographxc |
habitat information
{l restoration = system;
1 project (flood 1 $150,000
repair); $79,000 1

Cost estimates are rounded to the nearest $100 - -
Fiscal years begin on July 1 and end on June 30. o
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The three major ﬁshery prolects mclude

- "'.‘ .."Sleepy Hollow Reanng Facmty (completxon of pmJect underway), -

S e ~ Spawning Habitat Restorauon Project (flood repair),

e Mid-Valley Holding Facmty (new construction).

V\ﬁth the development of a GIS system ‘the eshmated total cap1tal cost for these nine pI'Q]ectS is
‘.roughly $1.7 million, including about $1.1 million for the five erosion protecuon projects,
' $494,000 for the three steelhead projects, and $150,000 for the GIS system. Each project also

~ ‘entails operauons and mamtenance (O&M) costs, which are discussed below. The costs: shown

- in Table 1 are for consultants and contractors- needed to construct the projects, and do not include

" the many:hours of staff time required to implement projects. Staff activities include planmng,
‘project design, enviromental review, obtaining necessary permits (federal, state and Tocal),
developing bid packages, retaining and supervising contractors, contract administation, project
maintenance, monitoring, evaluation, and technical reporting for each pI'O_]eCt The District goal
is to use in-house resources as much as possible to minimize costs. :

B. ~ Summary of Program Costs

‘ MaJ_QLBanmm_Elem_em& The esnmated total costs associated with the Mitigation Program for

o FY 1997 through FY 2001, broken out by ﬁve ma_]or program components that reﬂect hydrology,

f.‘. riparian, fishery, Iagoon and other goals, are provided in Table 2. The cost estimates include the
~.nine major- projects described in- Secuon III-A. above (including O&M costs ), as well as
- ¢ontinuation and- improvement of enstmg programs, which entail many smaller projects,

" equipment needs, specialized consulfing services, and other resources that cost less than $50, 000.

) Examples of “smaller” costs include:

repan.' replace and upgrade momtonng eqmpment

cartographic services to update and develop area management maps,

tubing and other components to improve and repair vegetauon u‘ngatton system, o
‘new irrigation well,
" contract with California. Conservatlon Corps for channel clearmg,

plant’stock for restoration planting, ’ :

information materials for river-front propetty owners, -

fish rescue equipment and supplies, A

equipment and supplies needed to maintain fishery. fac111t1es,

laboratory analysis of lagoon water samples

" A detailed listing of smaller projects and maintenance costs is provided in A_ppgn_d;x_]i (pages 1
and 2). The costs listed in the appendix for specific activities do not include the staff work

necessary to ‘carry out the activities. (Please refer to the “Personnel” subsection below for a
discussion of staff costs.) ‘
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- Table 2
SUMMARY OF PROGRAM COSTS AND REVENUES

i

TABLE 2 :
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR ALLOCATION MITIGATION PROGRAM. JULY 1 996 - JUNE 2001
ACTIVITY . 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 . ]
XPENDITURES /////////////////////////// 2000 /////////
Personnel Costs (see Note 1) .-$738,159 - -~ $760,304 -$783,113 " - $806,606 $830,804 $3,918,98¢
Services and Supplies (see Note 1) " $209,169 $215444 . $221,507 - $228,565 $235.422 $1,110,507
Other Fixed Assets fe 842, 300 $11,200 $30,000 - $21,000 $51,808§ . 3155'303
" |Program Expenses by Elemen( . ) . o
Hydrologic, Water Quality and Climatic ManHoring $18,260 $19 163 $20,348 $21,388 $104,953
- | Riparian Corvidor Management Program B . AU
Eroslon Pratection Projects _ $221,300 $112 455 $240,400 $309,515 $1,152,670]
I en 1 Clearing X $13,905[ " $14322] §$14,752 $15,194 $71,673
._Erosion Protection Monttadng . $0 $04.- - - $0 30 $500
Vegetation Irrigation Program ] $49, _$66,570 $30,157 | $33,262 $36,385 $215374
Other Riparian Corridor M nt Program Activiies $34, . $8,858] .. - $9,124 - -$9,397( ~ " .$9,679 $71,159] -
Vegetation, Salls, & Wildiite Monﬁndna . $37,00¢ ._.-$30,500. . $32,000] = $33,500 _$35,000 $168,000} -
‘Fishety Prograrn $260,518 $117,410|  $315808|" $38,322 $42,128 $774,187
Lagoon Vegetation-and Wildlife Monltollng - $3,8504 . . $876 -$902 1 .. $929 .. $957 - $7513
" |Other Mqhgaﬂon Fund Expcndmun ;258,592 331 500 _ 3182.500’ $83,627 _$86’182 - $640,401
PROGRAM EXPENSES SUBTOTAL CFLE L ' $509,179 - $716,431 $474,537 $556,428¢  $3,206,429
| Capital Equipment Reserve _ $0
Election Expense $0 371,000 8§07 $73,130 $0 $144,130{.
Contingency (see Note 2) 336.791 ‘ 348,417_ $36,205 $42,183 $195,120]
Total Expenditures, excluding emergency . - :
reserves - _ 91,975006:  $1,603,917 31,799 869 $1,640,043 $1,716, 644 . $8,735,479
REVENUES

Property Tax $229,837 ;| $50,
Profect Relmbwsement - $57,000 .- 87,000} - - $7 000 $7 000 $7,000 $85,000
User Fee Revenue . $1,236,820]  $1,256,674 $1,268,171 $1,302,988 $1,587.347 $6,652,000
Grants (Fedecal Emergency M. t Agency) $263,939 - $70,000 $38,0001 . $69,000| ' - - $0 $440,939
Intecest (5% of Carryover and Emergency chrve) $0 __$50,842 $45,982] - $37,625 - $33,687 $169,135
Encumbered c«:ns&ucﬂon Funds T $136,000 ) - $0 - -$01 ~ $0f - $136,000
-|_From Capital Equipment Reserve . B } B S $0
Total Revenue $1,923,596 $1,434,516°  $1,410,153 $1,456,613 $1,678,034f $7,912,911

($169.002)  (8389.746)

{uldavefalloca/Sympt/MITCOST3.WK4

Revenues-Expenses B o ($173,430) ($38,641 ($822,568)
Fund. Adjustments L o i
Less Designated Reserves
- 1995-97 Reserves 0, - {$180,3%0
Less Reserve-Prepald Expenses (Rent, Insumnce) i - . _ ($4,200)
Less Emergency Reserves _ :
- Establish Flood Emergency Reserva 52501 - ($7,500) .- ($7,725) . ($7.95 ($8,195} = ($281377)
- Establish Drought Emergency Reserve 0;C 3 7500} ($T.725) (51,95 ($8,195]  ($281,377)

- |Carryover Revenue (from previous year) $1,769,663  $1,033,663.  $849,261 $444,095 $254,752] $1,769,663
Fund Balance (Rev.-Exp.-Fund Adj.+Carryover) & $849,261 $444,095 $254,752 $199,750 $159,750] -
Footnotes:

Shaded boxes indmte proposed- change fo budget adopted on June 17, 1996,
1. Costs inflated at 3% per year.
2. For FY 1996-97 3% of Serv:ce and 8upphes Fu(ed Assets and Program Expenses. For FY 1997-2001 5%.
Ip-6 09/19/96
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The fifth program element, entitled “Other Mitigation Fund Expenditures,” estimates the
contribution by the mitigation program fund toward District-wide programs such as development
of a GIS system, public information program, retrofit-rebate program and ground water -
1nvest1gat10ns These expenditures are itemized in Appendix B. -

The total program expenses for the five program elements are estimated to be $3.21 million over

" the fivé-year period. As shown in Figure 1, the riparian program constitutes the bulk of the
‘Mitigation Program costs (52 percent), with the steethead fishery program accounting for 24
percent of costs. Significantly, the category for other indirect mitigation measures (such as the
MPWMD toilet rebate program) that do not directly relate to the Carmel River comprises 20
percent of the total program expenses. Figure 2 shows that roughly two-thu'ds of the project -
expenses will occur in the first three years of the program.

Personnel; The estimates in Table 2 also include costs for District personnel, services and -
supplies, and fixed assets. The District personnel costs include staff members who carry out the
Mitigation program as well as a proportion of the cost of all other staff who may indirectly
contribute to the program (e.g., General Manager, administrative services). - The proportions of -
each staff member’s total compensation (salary, benefits and other costs) which are funded by
various District programs are itemized in the annual budget approved by the Board each year. The
personnel costs reflect many activities carned out by District staff that do not entail capital or
O&M expenses; a listing of these activities is prov1ded in Table 3. A detailed discussion of staff
activities is provided in the separate Evaluation Report Personnel costs are estimated to total.
$3.92 million over the ﬁve—year penod :

-MMM The esumated total for services and supplies and fixed
assets over the five-year penod is $1.11 million and nearly $156,300, respectively. Services and

supplies refer primarily to “overhead” items (rent, utilities etc) for the District to function as an
_ agency; the Mitigation Program funds a portion of those costs. . Fixed assets refer to major
equipment such as vehicles, coplcrs and computer hardware and software, which must be replaced

after several years of use.

Ig_ta_l!mgmm_c_osi. The Mitigation Program as a whole, mcludmg a11 of the costs described
above, in addition to a share of election expenses and a contingency amount is estimated to total
$8.74 million for the FY 1997-2001 period. This amount does not include the $500,000 flood
and drought emergency reserve described earlier, nor accounting adjustments for a capital
equipment reserve. The emergency reserve is not expected to be used, but is budgeted in caseit
is needed. As shown in Figure 3, personnel costs and program expenses account for about 45
‘percent and 37 percent, respectively, of the total program cost; the relatively high percentage for
personnel is due to the labor-intensive nature of the work involved as well as reliance on in-house
expertise to carry out the programs. S ' ’
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Table 3

MITIGATION ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT BY MPWMD PERSONNEL

»»»»»

2. These act1v1t1es are not mcluded m Tables 1, 2 or Appendix B

' PROGRAM”T?-“ ‘

GENERAL
(applies to several programs)

STAFF ACI‘IVI‘I‘IES — 1

Data collection and analysis (monitoring); -

| Prepare technical reports and staff notes for Board action;
| Develop and prepare management plans; -
*- 7| Process permits submitted by applicants;

Obtain permits for District projects from other agencies;

" | Environmental review for District and othier projects;

Comply with state and federal environmental laws;
Retain consultants, contractors, and administer contracts;
Obtain grant funding from state and federal agencies;

.- | Enforce District regulations;
o Provxde mformauon to agencies, groups, the media and individuals.

HYDROLOGY =

Yo Momtor streamﬂow surface water quahty, ground water quality and
+ | quantity, ALERT system, and weather stations;

S gzMammm and upgrade monitoring eqmpment;
"} Prepare technical reports and summaries.

STEELHEAD

. | Maintain rescue eqmpment
g Desxgn and supervise construction of rearing facilities;

- | Conduct annual population surveys and’ ‘habitat evaluations;
b Count retummg adults passing over dams;
.| Carry out spawning habitat restoration program;

Conduct numerous fish rescues throughout the year; o "

Operate and maintain rearing facilities;

Identify and correct critical riffles that impede passage;
Conduct passage expenments to assess impact of dams.

(also includes Aesthetxcs)

‘| erosion protecuon projects; .-
| Obtain property owner access for riparian pro;ects
: Develop and update area management maps;
Install, maintain, repair and replace vegetation irrigation system;
‘| Supervise construction of irrigation wells;

Engmeenng desxgn, supemse "construetxon, momtor and maintain

Retain and supervise work crews for channel clearing;
Design and implement restoration planting, maintain plant stock;
Provide technical assistance to river-front property owners.

LAGOON

Monitor lagoon and wetland habitat, lagoon water quality;
Develop stage/volume relationship and determine adequaté volume.

IP-10
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It should be noted that in several instances the estimates for FY 1996-97 in Table 2 do not exactly
- match the FY 1996-97 budget adopted by the District Board at its June 17, 1996 meeting. These
- differences occur because the timetable to develop the FY 1996-97 budget was a few months
earlier than that for the Implementation Plan, and project refinements were made in the interim.
These differences will be addressed by the Board at its January 1997 mid-year budget adjustment..

C Summary of Program Revenues

gewmm Revenues available for the Mitigation Program have been estimated for the
- current fiscal year and projected until June 30, 2001 (see Table 2). These estimates are the best

' numbers currently available to staff, and are based on historical revenue sources and amounts -

~ received by the District for the Mitigation Program since its inception. In reality, the District has
~ little control over future revenues.: For example, the State of California has unilaterally
withdrawn approximately $250,000 in property tax revenues from. the agency since 1992.
Similarly, user fees are dependent upon the quantity of water sold by Cal-Am which, in tum, is
dependent upon customer demand. ‘Water demand is subject to both the weather and the economic
climate, or limitations, rationing and conservation measures imposed by local governments.

‘The estimated revenues for the FY. 1997-2001 period (excluding the existing carry-over) total
- $7.91 million. The primary source of revenue is the 6.015 percent user fee on the Cal-Am water
© bill; which is estimated to generate $6.65 million. Other. sources of revenue include property
 taxes, federal (FEMA) grants, project reimbursement, encumbered construction funds, and interest -
on accounts (accounting for capital equipment reserve is excluded). As noted previously, an
additional source of funding is the nearly $1.77 million carry-over that presently exists and is
 planned to be used up over the five-year period, with the exception of $500,000 reserved for
~drought and flood emergencies. : Figure 4 summarizes the estimated revenue amounts from

various sources described in this paragraph totaled over the five-year period. .

FEMA Reimbursements: Many program expenses are related to the need to repair erosion
 protection projects damaged by floods in early 1995. The District has sought about $1.7 million
. in reimbursements from the Federal Emergency Management Agency' (FEMA) and Office of

- Bmergency Services (OES). To date, $663,736 (37 percent) of that request has been obligated
(of which some was spent in FY 1995-96). The District has appealed the remaining $1.1 million
which has not been approved to date. Pending FEMA/OES action, this amount is excluded from
- the revenues projected in this five-year schedule. Thus, it is apparent that the projections of
property taxes, user fees and federal grant reimbursements, made early in fiscal year 1996-1997,
are subject to revision as more reliable data become available. Staff proposes to bring these
revised revenue projections before the Board for consideration as part of the annual budget
‘approval process. : ‘

The District staff believes that repair of the erosion protection projects described in Section III-A
have priority, and must be funded even if FEMA/OES reimbursements are not approved. Some -
other program, such as the GIS system or co-funding of other indirect mitigation projects from
the ‘mitigation fund, would be reduced in order to enable the repair of the erosion protection
projects to move forward.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

The District Board on May 20, 1996 voted to continue the Mitigation Pregram for the FY 1997-
2001 period. -Staff believes it has identified the most beneficial projects and activities, both new
and continuing, whrch are achrevable consrdenng the time, budget and resource constraints

involved.

The potential effect of the Endangered Species Act and recent federal protection of two Carmel
River species has been factored into this five-year plan, but specific impacts to project costs and
timing cannot be known at this time. Staff is presently coordinating with the appropriate resource
agencies, and has budgeted addrtlonal time to gamer perrmts for major projects. '

This Implementahon Plan funchons as a blueprint for future action, but the fundmg for each year
must be determined by the District Board through its annual budget-setting process. A significant
variance from anticipated revenues could affect the timing or magnitude of projects. -
Altematrvely, the Board could consider changing the user fee to address srgmﬁcant increases or
decreases in revenue.

The overall intent of the Mitigation Program is to result in a self—sustammg nver environment that
does not require extensive human intervention to maintain health and vigor. This situation will
not likely occur until adequate Carme], River flows to meet the needs of nver—dependent fish,

. wildlife and vegetauon are provrded o , -

u: \HENRI\WP\ALLOEIR\SYRREV%\IMPLANZ 828
v revrsed Ootobcr 30, 1996 : o e
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“Appendix A" |

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED MITIGATION PROGRAM
- ACTIVITIES IN THE FY 1997-2001 PERIOD
Source: Draft Evaluation Report for FY 1991-1996 Mitigation Program

- The following recommendations are excerpted from the “Conclusions and Recommendations”
sections. for the Hydrologic Monitoring, Steelhead Resource, Riparian Vegetation and Wildlife
and Lagoon Vegetation and Wildlife chapters of the Draft Evaluation Report for the MPWMD
Five-Year:Mitigation Program (May. 1996). - - : '

: HYDROLOGIC;MONITORINGPROGRAM _.

. Continue streamflow monitoring program, including 11 stréamﬂow gaging stations;
. Continue surface water-quality monitoring program; add continuous recording
equipment at Sleepy Hollow Rearing Facility and four continuous recording
temperature meters along the river; .. : -
Continue ground water quantity monitoring program, .
* Continue ground water quality monitoring program; review data;
Continue ALERT system; upgrade weather stations and connect to modem;
Continue co-funding, cooperative operation of USGS Near Carmel gage;
Continue co-funding cooperative operation of ALERT sensors.. '

Lo

STEELHEAD RESOURCE PROGRAM

. . Continue existing rescue activities, including rescues in Summer, Fall/Winter and
Spring; complete construction of Sleepy Hollow Steclhead Rearing Facility (SHSRF);
. Defer “permanent” Mid-Valley Holding Facility (MVHF) construction until 1998-99,
pending action by SWRCB and Cal-Am regarding streamflow quantities; hold rescued
fish at SHSRF or transport upstream to permanent habitat; -

. Continue to rmaintain and monitor the spawning habitat restoration project; consider
program to extract gravel from the inundation zones of San Clemente and Los Padres
Reservoirs; , S v '
. Continue rescues of stranded steelhead kelts in the lower river; research current

techniques, .procedures, and equipment needed to ensure high survival during the
~.acclimation phase; :

LR Continue to evaluate néed to modify Cal-Am facilities (dams) to ensure safe fish
- passage; assist CDFG and Cal-Am to improve fish passage by applying for grants;
. Continue monitoring the steelhead juvenile and adult populations, especially in lower
' river; install and operate camera at San Clemente Dam fish ladder; '
. Develop alternative sites or concepts for lagoon acclimation facility.

RIPARIAN VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
. Continue river management actiﬁties;

A-1
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-Update baseline hydrologic surveys after major changes occur in the river; telemeter
data from recording stations to the Carmel Valley field office;

Update District’s erosion protection standards by i Incorporating new bio-technical
erosion protection methods and by using a 50-year return interval flow design; continue
the restoration of unstable river redches; :

Consider expanding the District’s river management zone to mclude areas within the
watershed (but may be outside District boundaries) that contribute sediment; explore
techmques to reduce sedlment mput from tnbutanes parucularly along Tularc1tos and
' Cachagua Creeks; '

Rebuild District’s emergency 1rngat10n systems between I-Iighway 1 and Robmson
Canyon Road in next drought; maintain and operate Four-Well system to-benefit
surrounding environment;

Identify and mitigate impacts of channel clearing program in light of newly listéd
endangered species; consider Addendum to Carmel River Management Plan EIR;
develop MOUS to replace annual pernuts develop written channel clearing gu1dehnes
with responsible agencies;
" Obtain long-term-agreements with property owners for access to complete channel
clearing activities; expand management zone to include Hitchcock, Garzas, Robinson
Canyon and Potrero Creeks for channel clearing (primarily. for debris removal);
Develop a comprehensive, expanded monitoring program for vegetation, soil, and
wildlife monitoring; contiriue testing of soil monitoring equipment; develop
statistically valid vegetation sampling protocol at permanent transects or quadrats;
chose monitoring locations to integrate hydrologw and topographic data; complete
baseline survey;

Develop a Geographic Informauon System (GIS); cons1der adding a permanent staff _
position or contractor for npanan corndor momtormg, data collection and analys1s, and
GIS database maintenance;

Establish success criteria for restoration plantmg projects: before pro_]ects are carried
" out; develop sampling program to assess project performance and determine if remedial
action is necessary; create permanent watering sites for wildlife in dry river reaches;
Identify opportunities for public education and for volunteers participation in
restoration and monitoring projects; educate riverfront property owners about the value
of proper streambank and channel mamtenance widely distribute 1nformat10n about
. prohibited actions;
Retain contractor to meet the demand for- technical assistance after flood emergenc1es
~ consider forming an interagency committee to review applications for river work;
secure river-wide permits from various agencies to allow routine maintenance;:
Pursue riparian ordinance vxolationS‘ con31der addmg enforcement staff or contracting
with Monterey County; -

Continue to obtain FEMA/OES Flood Disaster Grants :

Update Carmel River Management Plan and EIR to reflect current condxtlons and
management techniques; :

Ask that Monterey County and CDFG review and adopt the proposed Rlpanan ,
Corridor Management Plan and a revised Carmel River Management Plan; goal is to
avoid conflicts or overlapping jurisdictions.
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LAGOQN VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM

. Continue monitoring lagoon habitats and their physical characteristics annually, using’
established methodologies; ‘
.o Add an avifauna monitoring site in the wetlands area
. _Develop stage-volume relationship to. estimate the adequate volume of ‘water for A
: existing vegetation and wildlife; ‘ : :
. Ensure that alternative sources of water: development account for the need to mamtam

an adequate volume of water in the lagoon
. AESTHETICS PROGRAM

e See Riparian Vegetation and W’ﬂdlifeﬁPirogram .

U:\HENRI\WP\ALLQEIR\SYRREV96\IMPAPPB.910
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Appendix B

LISTING OF PROGRAM COST COMPONENTS AND REVENUES

TABLE B

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR ALLOCATION MITIGATION P

ROGRAM. JULY 1996 JUNE:2001

-Total

ACTIVITY 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 2000-01
Hydrologic, Water Quahty and Cllmahc Monltorlng
- Complete well location map . $500 ] . “$500
- District share of coop operation of USGS, near Carmel :»3,591 i © $3,878 $4,189 $4.524 $19,5061] -
- Coordinate USGS Near Cariniel Sediment Sampling Program ~ $5,670 " $6,124  $6,613 $7,143 $30,800
- Maintain ALERT Netwark $1,545 $1,591 $1,639 $1,688 $7,964
- Operate and maintain two weather stati .$156 - $53 $164 "~ $58 $481
- Ground Water Quantity Monitaring $500 $515 $530 -$546 $7,592
- Ground Water Quality Monitoring $5,150 $5,305 $5,464 $5,628 $26,546
- Intem Program $618]| T $637 $656 " $675 $3,185
FIXED ASSETS . ' ; -
- Streamflow monitoring equipment and supplies $1,030 $1,061 $1,093 $1,126 $6,790
- Upgrade Weather Stations and OZM SN | i i : i $1,589
SUBTOTAL $25,794 $18,260 $19,163 $20,348 ~$21,388 $104,953}
Riparian Corridor Management Program (RCMP)
Erosion Protection Projects
= Pryor, Manor Projects (Flood Repair) $259,000 $259,000] .
- Schutte (Flood Repair) . S0 $5,000 $5,000
- Red Rock Project (Construction) . $206,000 $206,000
= Valley Hills & Scariett Projects (Flood Repair) $101,846 $101,846
- DeDamipetre Project, (Flood Repair) : $218,545 $218,545
- All Saints Project (Construction) $281,377 $281,377
- Erosion Protection Project Maint $10,300 $10,608 $21,855 ~ $28,138 $80,901
SUBTOTAL $269,000 $224,300 $112,455 $240,400 $309,515 $1,152,6701.
Channel! Clearing . : R I : R ] . -
- Annual Program Costs $7,000] $7,210] $7,426| $7,649] $7,879 $37,164
- California Conservation Corps $6,5001 $6,695 | $6,896 | $7,103] $7,316 $34,509
SUBTOTAL $13,500 $13,805 $14,322 $14,752 $15,194 $74,673
Eroslon Protection Monitoring :
- Baseline profile update, Lagoon to Stonepine Brdg. $250 $250
- Cross sections, alf bridges and project areas $250 $250
SUBTOTAL $500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500
Vegetation Irrigation Program .
-Annual O & M Costs, 4-Waell Syst $4,000 $4,120 $4,244 $4,371 $4,502 $21,237
- Rebuild San Carlos System $10,000 : ] $10,000
- Rebuild Meadows Syst $10,000 $10,000
-Annual O & M Costs, District Project Syst $5,000 $7,000 $10,000 $12,500 $15,000] $49,500
- Purchasae Irrigation Water $15,000 ' $15,450 $15914 ___$16,391 $16,883 . $79,637
FIXED ASSETS ] i i
- Pryor Sy improy s $20,000 $20,000
- Reimers Well mpr ts $5,000 . $5,000
- Construct New lrrigation Well at Red Rock ' $20,000 $20,000
SUBTOTAL $43,000 $66,570 $30,157 $33,262 $36,385 $215,374
B-1 09/19/96
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TABLE B

fu/davelalloca/Sympt/MITCOST3.WK4

ESTIMATED' COSTS FOR ALLOCATION M(TIGATlON PROGRAM. JULY 1996 - JUNE 2001 . -
ACTIVITY I 1996-97 ~71697-88 1996-99 1999-00. 200001. [ Total
Other Riparlan Cofridor Manage t Program Activities oy o C .
- Complete Plan - ) ) C - $500 » ; $500
- Area Management Maps $25,000 RIS e - $25,000
-R jon Planting $7,600 $7,828 $8,063 $8,305 . $8,554 $40,349
- Public lof & Tachnical Asst $1 000 $1,030 $1,061 $1,093 -~ $1,126 $5,309
SUBTGTAL . $34.100 $8,858 $9,124 ss 397 L geere] - $T189|
. [Vegetation, Solls, & Wildiife Manttaring__ . A R
- COntmue Existing Progmms i S R $37,000| . $30.509l $32,000] $33 ] $35,000] . $168,000
SUBTOTAL $37,000 $30,500 $32000  $33, 500 | $35000|  $168,000
RCMP SUBTOTAL . $369,000 . . $332,275 $188,935 $321,914 $396,004| $1.608247|
ishery Program
- Sleepy Hollow Rearing Facility (construction) $110,400] - $23,900 . $134,300
Sleapy Hollow Reating Facility (O & M) $46,558 $31,780 $27,700 - $21,170 $22,6501 - $149,898
~ Conduct Juvenlle Rescues (O & M) $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,300 $1,400 $6,000
_ Spawning Habitat Restoration Project (1995 Storm Damage) ‘6 $79,000 - ] 7] " $79,000
- Spawning Habitat R tion Project (Mainta & Monitor) $10,000 $27,080. $2,660 $2,750 - $2,840 $45,330
T Spawming Habitat Restoration Project (Gravel Source Reoon) $5,000 : R LT $5,000
T Mid-Valley Holding Facility (Construction) $281,000 - $281,000)
- | -Mid-Valley Holding Facility (O & M) R . . $9,705 _$11,650 $21,355
I FallWinter Juverile & Smoft Reswos (O-&M): $2,500 - $1,00010 - $1,0301 S $1.0611 $1 093 $6,684
© .7 |- Tech Supplies and Equlpment for:Adult Coun\s SODam $1.500 $600 $618 $6371 $6561 $4,010
2. | -Rescue of Steathead Kelts ~ $1,500 -$16,850 $1,600 $1,700 . $1,8001 $23,550
oI -Los Padres Welr " 1 815,000 - E $15,000] .
" FISHERIES FIXED AGSETS .
- Floot Covering for Sleapy Hollow Office .. $2,400 $2,400
- La Motte Turbidimeter . $660 B $660
SUBTOTAL _ $260,518 $117,410 $315,808 $38,322 s42,428]  $774,187
goon Vegetatton and W'Idllfe Monitoring 5
- Continue Monitoring Wetiand Habitat '$150 $155 $159° $164 $168 $796
_ Additional Avifauna Species Diversity Site $500 . $515 $530 $546 $563 $2,655
- Develop StageVolume Rel hip for Lagoon $3,000 ) v'
~ Laboratory Analysis of Soils , $200 $206 $212 $219]_ $275 $1.062
SUBTOTAL $3,850 $876 © $902 $929 ‘so57].  $4,513
ther Mitigation Fund Expenditures PR
- - Annual Repots $1,400] _ $1,500 $1.600] . $1,800 $1,9000 . $8,200
" - Public Information Program $54,192 $30,000 $30,0001 | $31,827 $32.7821 . $179,701
- Tollat Retrofit Rebate Program . $190,000 . B $190,000
- Develop and Malntain GIS (hardware and software) - $1,000 $150,000 $50,000 T $51,500] . - $252,500
- Phase Hl Laguna Seca Hydrogeologic lnvestigations $10,000 . 1 $10.000
SUBTOTAL' $256,592 - $31,500 $182,500 $83,627 .- $86,18219.. $640,401
ther Fixed Assets
- Replace 1 ton Pickup $21,000 $21,000
-« Replace 12 ton Pickup ] 7 $16,000 $18,000 $21,0001" $10, 070 $65,070
~ Computar Hardware and Software Upgrades i $5,300 : j : A $5,300
- Upgrade MIS (computer network) 8 o C $41 738 $41,738
- Replace photocopier : 8 $11,200 B © $11,200
- Replace Telephone Syst . 8 ) - -$12,000 $12,000
SUBTOTAL $42,300 ; $11,200 3_30,000 $21,000 $51,808] ° $156,308
B-2 09/19/96
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. TABLE B
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR ALLOCATION MITIGATION PROGRAM. JULY 1996 - JUNE 2001 :
ACTIVITY 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 195900 260001 | Tomi
) ’ XPENDITURES i

Personnel Costs (see note 9) -$738,159 $760,304 $783,113 $806,606 $830,804 $3,918,986

Services and Supplies (see note 9)- - .$209,169 $215,444 $221,907. $228,565 $2354220  $1,110,507

|Other Fixed Asgets ' "0 ' '$42,300. $11,200 * $30,000 " $21,000- $51,808 $156,308

Program Expenses by Element | . ) . B DT ) )
Hydrolagic, Water Quality and Climatic Monitaring EEis2nng $104,953
D1, Z. o) 34 A A:\ g ’ ‘» . L ’

- Erosion Protection Projects ™ . $221,300 $112,455 $240,400 $309,515 $1,152,670
Chaanel Clearing CoT $13,905 $14,322 . $14,752 $15,194] - $71673
Eroslon Protection Montoring $0 $0[ 50 — %0 $500
Vegetation livigation Program $66,570 $30,157 $33,262 $36,385) . $215374
Other Riparian Corridor M t Program Activities .$8,858 $9,124 $9,397 $9.679) $71.159|

Vegetation, Solls, & Wildiife Monttaring $30,500 $32000]  $33500] $35,000]  $168,000
Fishety Program . i . ) - $117,410. $315,808 $38,322 $42,128 $774,187
Lagoon Vegetation and Wildlife Manitorng $876 $902 $929 $957 $7513
Other Mitigation Fund Expenditures $31,500 $182,500 $83,627 $86,182F ..  $640,401
SUBTOTAL * - $509,179 $716,431 $474,537 - $556,428 ' -$3,206,429
: Capit;l ;E"c.iliipment Reserve ; Y
. Election Expense ' $71,000° $0 $73130 0 so  s144430
Contingency (see footnate 10) $36791 . 848,417 . $36205  $42,183] - $199,120

Total Expenditures (ex;iuaing emergency B ST S SN I

- |reserves) : $1.603917  $1,799,869  $1,640043 - $1,716,644] - $8.735479
REVENUES ) '

Property Tax $229,8371 $50,000 $50,0001 -~ $50,000] - $50,000f $429,837
Project Relimibursement -~ - "$57,0001 $7,000 - $7,000 $7,000| $7,000 $85,000
User Fee Revenue -$1,236,820 $1.256,674] ~ $1,268,171 $1,302,988]. $1,587,347§ $6,652,000
Grants (Federal Emergency M: t Agency} $263,939 $70,000 $38,000 $69,000 L _-$0H - - $440,939
Interest (5% of Carryover and Emergency Reserve) ) - $0 $50,842 $46,982 $37,625)- - - $33,687| $169,135
Encumbered Construction Funds $136,000 . $0 - $0 ) R 1 B $136,000
From Capital Equipment Reserve - $0

Total Revenue $1,92359  $1434516  $1410,153  $1466613  $1.678,034]  srot2e11

-

Revenues-Expenses ) ($169,402)  (5389,716)  ($473,430) - 1] ($822,568)

{Fund Adiﬁs-tments '
Less Designated Reserves ‘
- 1996-57 Reserves il | | . ($180,390) -
;|_Less Reserve-Prepald Expenses (Rent, Insurance) . 1 | ($4,200)

._Less Emergency.Reserves - B T . : s e

- Establish Flood Emergericy Reseive. ($7,500 {87,725} T ($7.957) ($8,195)  ($281,377)

| - Establish Drought Emergency Reserve ) (57, 5 ($7,725) _ ($7,95 (§8,195‘ e ($281 377)

|carryover Revenue (from previous year) $1,763,663 $1,033663 $849,261 $444,005 szs&,isz ' $1,769,663
" |Fund Balance (Rev.-Exp.-Fund Adj.+Carryover) 3849.261 $444,095 $254,752 $199,750 $199,750

Shaded boxes indicate values that are different from the 1996-97
. 1996-97 budget shows 0$ from the Mitigation Fund. Revision

. 50% cost share with Branch 5, USGS inflation factor = 8% for FY 1998-2002

. Proposed mid-year budget adjustment.

4. Schutte project repairs postponed from FY 1996-97 to FY 1997-98.

$79,000 budgeted on June 17, 1996, project costs. of $94,000 funded by borrowin,

. Replacement of Units 1(1998-99), 4 (1996-97), 9 (1999-00), and 53% of Unit 5 (2000-01)

. 53% of estimated replacement cost **
. Costs inflated at 3% per year.

1

2

3

4 .

5. Approve FEMA reimbursement amount available is 63,199 (as of 9/6/96).
6.

7

8

g

10.For FY 1996-97, 3% of Service and Supplies, Fixed Assets, and Program Expenses. For FY 1997-2001, 5%.

Iufdave/alloca/Syrrpt/MITCOST3.WK4

B-3

g $15,000 from funds

budget adopted on June 17, 1996,
at mid-year to reflect 50% cost share with Br.

5. USGS inflation factor of 8% for 1997-2001.

for maintenance and gravel reconnaissance study.

09/19/96
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2001-2002 ANNUALREPORT
~ (July 1, 2001 - June 30, 2002) .

MPWM]) MITIGATION PROGRAM . .
WATER ALLOCATION PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT‘

i
g

MONTEREY PEN INSULA WATE_R MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
January 2003

L INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND: I

“In April 1990, the Water Allocation Program Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared
for the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) by Mintier and Associates. The
Final EIR analyzed the effects of five levels of annual Cal-Am production, ranging from 16,744 acre-
feet per annum (AFA) to 20,500 AFA. On November 5, 1990, the MPWMD Board certified the
Final EIR, adopted findings, and passed a resolution that set Option V as the new water allocation .
limit. Option V resulted in an annual limit 0f 16,744 acre-feet (AF) for California-American Water
Company (Cal-Am) production, and 3,137 AF for non-Cal-Am productlon resulting in a total :

| ' allocatlon of 19,881 AFA for the water resource system.

Even though Option V was the least damagmg alternatwe of the five options analyzed in the Water :
Allocation EIR, production at this level still resulted in significant, adverse environmental impacts
that must be mitigated. Thus, the findings adopted by the Board included a "Five-Year Mitigation
Program for Opt1on V*"and several general m1t1gat10n measures.

In June 1993, Ordinance No. 70 was passed, whxch amended the annual Cal-Am productlon limit
from 16,744 AF to 17,619 AF, and the non Cal-Am- limit from 3,137 AF to 3,054 AF; the total
production limit was increased from 19,881 AF to 20,673 AF per year due to new supply from the.
Paralta Well in Seaside. In April 1996, Ordinance No. 83 slightly changed the Cal-Am and non-Cal-
Am annual limits to 17,621 AF and 3,046 AF, respectively, resulting in a total limit 0of 20,667 AF per
year. In February 1997, Ordinance No. 87 was adopted to provide a spcc1a1 water allocation for the
planned expansion of the Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula, resulting in a new Cal-
Am production limit of 17,641 AFA; the non-Cal-Am limit of 3,046 was not changed. These actions
did not affect the 1mplementat10n of m1t1gat1on measures adopted by the Board in 1990.

The Five-Year M1t1gat10n Program formally began in July 1991 with the new ﬁscal year (FY) and
was slated to run until June 30, 1996. Following public hearings in May 1996 and District Board
review of draft reports through September 1996, the Five-Year Evaluation Report for the 1991-1996
comprehensive program as well as an Implementation Plan for FY 1997 through FY 2001 were..
finalized in October 1996. In its July 1995 Order WR 95-10, the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) directed Cal-Am to carry out any aspect of the Five-Year Mitigation Program that
the District does not continue after June 1996. To date, as part of the annual budget approval
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process, the District Board has voted to continue the program. The mitigation program presently
accounts for a significant portion of the District budget in terms of revenue (derived pnmanly from
the MPWMD fee on the Cal-Am bill) and expenditures.

The California Envuonmental Quahty Act (CEQA) (Pub Res. Code 21081.6) requlres that the
MPWMD adopt a repotting or monitoring program to insure compliance with mitigation measures

. when implementing the Water Allocation Program. Fmdmgs Nos. 387 through 404 adopted by the
Board on November 5, 1990 describe mitigation measures associated with the Water Allocation
Program; many entail preparation of annual monitoring reports. This 2001-2002 Annual Report for :
the MPWMD Mitigation Program responds to these requirements. :

Previous annual reports (1991, 1992 and 1993) covered the calendar year January 1 through
December 31. Because this time period conflicted with the District's budget cycle (July 1 - June 30),
it was determined that an 18-month report was needed to bridge the transition from a calendar yearto
a fiscal year in 1994-95. Thus, the fourth MPWMD Annual Report covered the January 1994-June
- 1995 period. The fifth (and subsequent) annual reports covered the fiscal year (FY) period of July 1

through June 30 of the following year. This report is the eleventh in the series, and the sixth report
‘using the fiscal year planning period. Itis notable that hydrologic data and, for the first time, well

reporting data, are tabulated using the water year, defined as October 1 through September 30, in
‘order to be consistent with the accounting period used by the SWRCB. Some of the well production -
- data are considered to be provrslonal subject to confirmation by District staff. :

Thrs 2001-2002 Annual Report wrll ﬁrst address general mmgatlon measures relatmg to water
supply and demand (Sections II through VIII), followed by mitigations relating to specific
environmental resources (Sections IX through XII). Section XII provides a summary of costs for the
biological mitigation programs as well as related hydrologic monitoring and administrative costs.

For each topic, the mitigation measure adopted as part of the Final EIR is briefly described, followed
by a summary of activities relating to the topic in FY 2002 (July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2002).
Monitoring results, where applicable, are also presented.. Tables and figures that support the text are
found at the end of each section. Finally, a summary of observed trends, conclusions and/or
: recommendatlons are provided, where pertinent. ' : :

- ACCOMPLISHMENTS:
Table I-1 summarizes the rnitigation measures:described in this report for the past ﬁue years. Please
- refer to similar tables in previous annual reports or the Final Evaluation Report for the 1991-1996

Mitigation Program for a summary of activities and progress in previous years. nghhghts of
accomphshments in FY 2002 for each major category are shown in Table I-2. ' S

OBSERVED TRENDS, CONCLUSIONS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS: '
The following paragraphs describe observed trends (primarily qualitative), conclusions -and/or

recommendations for the mitigation program General conclusions are followed by a summary of
selected categories. :
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‘General Overview

In general, the Carmel River env1ronment is in better condition than it was 10 years ago This
1mprovement is evidenced by blologlcallhydrologlc indicators such ds consistent stecthead adult
spawner counts of roughly 400-850 fish in recent years as compared to less than five fish per year
when the Mitigation Program began 1mproved densities of Juvemle steelhead in quantities that
reflect a healthy seeded stream; consistently increased bird diversity in MPWMD restoration- -
project areas comipared to control areas; fewer miles of dry river in summer and fall than in the
past; and higher water tables in the Carmel Valley alluvial aquifer at the end of the water year.

The comprehensive MPWMD Mitigation Program is an 1mportant factor respon31b1e for -this
improvement. Direct actions such as fish rescues and rearing, and riparian habitat restoratlon
literally enable species to survive and reproduce. Indirect action such as conservation programs
ordlnances/regulatlons and cooperatwe development of Cal-Am operation strategies result in less
environmental impact from human water needs than would occur otherwise. The District’s
‘comprehensive monitoring program provrdes a solid environmental baseline ard enables better
understandmg of thé relationships between weather, hydrology, human activities and the
environment. Better understandmg of the water resources system enables informed decision-
making that achieves the District’s mission of benefiting the community and the environment.
It is acknowledged that there are other important factors responsible for this nnproved situation.
For example, since 1991, the Carmel RIVCI watershed has received normal or wetter rainfall and
runoff in nine out of ten years. Actions by federal resource agencies under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) or the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) under its Order WR 95-
10 have prov1ded strong incentive for Cal-Am and other local water producers to examine and
amend water production pracuces to the degree feasible, and for the community to reduce water
use. Except for one year in 1997, the community has complied with the production. limits
1mposed on Cal-Am by the SWRCB since Order 95-10 became effectlve in July 1995. '

Despite these improvements, challenges still remain due to human influence on the river. The
steelhead and red-legged frog remain listed as Threatened species under the ESA.  Several miles
of the river still dry up each year, harming habitat to fish and frogs. The presence of the two
existing dams flood plain development and water diversions to meet community needs continue to
alter the natural dynamics of the river. Stream bank restoration projects may be significantly
damaged in large winter storm events, and some people . continue to illegally dump refuse into the
river or alter their property without the proper permits. Thus, the Mitigation Program (or a
comprehensrve effort similar to it) will be needed as long as significant quantities of water are
diverted from the Carmel River and people live i in close proximity to it. :

Water Resources

Streamflow and precipitation data continiue to provide a scientific basis for management of the
. water resources within the District. These data continue to be useful in Basin planning studies,
reservoir management operations, water supply forecast and budgeting, and defining the baseline
hydrologic conditions of the Carmel River Basin. The District’s streamflow monitoring program
continues to produce high quality data in a cost effective manner. For example, the current annual
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cost of maintaining a single streamflow gaging station charged by the United States. Geologlcal
- Survey (USGS) is $16,100/year. If the District’s streamflow monitoring program was maintained
- by the USGS, the annual cost would be $282, OOO/year (based on 16 gage sites). In addition, this
‘annual cost does not include the labor costs associated with District staff installing new streamflow
gages, such as the five installed in 2002, as these costs were absorbed into regular staff hours.
The Dlstrrct is able to maintain its streamflow ‘monitoring network with approxunatcly 75 percent
of a full-time District staff position (Associate Hydrologrst) and an annual equlpment Operatmg

’ budget of about $2, 000. '

Ground water levels, and consequently ground water storage condrtlons in the Carmel Valley

alluvial aqulfer have maintained a relatively normal pattern in recent years, in contrast to the -

dramatic storage declines that were observed during the prolonged 1987 91 drought perlod The -
lowest storage level durmg the 2001-2002 reporting period in the upper valley (i.e., aquifer
subunits 1 and 2) was 93 percent of capacrty at the end of August 2002. (Note that hydrologlc
measurements are tabulated for a “water year,” defined as October 1 through September 30 of the
next year.) In the lower valley (i.e., aquifer subunits 3 and 4), the lowest storage level was 85.
percent of capacity at the end of September 2002. This compares with the 89 percent and 42
percent capacity estimates recorded in 1991 for the upper and lower valley areas, respect1vely
_The relatively stable storage in the Carmel Valley alluvial aquifer in recent years is attributable to
a combination of more favorable hydrologic condltlons and the adoptlon of unproved water
management practrces that have tended to preserve storage cond1trons in the aqurfer "

In contrast, storage cond1t10ns in the coastal portron of the Seaside Basin have not been stable in
recent years, in particular with respect to the deeper Santa Margarita aqurfer from which over 80
peicent of the Cal-Am production in the Seaside Basin is derived. This downward trend in water-
levels reflects the changed production operations in the Seaside Basin stemming from SWRCB
Order 95-10. The increased annual reliance on production from Cal-Am’s major production wells
in Seaside have dramatically lowered water levels in this aquifer, and seasonal recoveries have not
becn sufficient to reverse this trend. One of the means to mitigate this observed trend is a
program that the District has been actively pursuing since 1996 the Seaside Basin groundwater
injection program (also known as aquifer storage and recovery). Expanded testing of the
District’s full-scale test injection well was carried out during FY 2002 to further confirm the
feasibility of this water augmentation concept. Ground water quality conditions in both the
Carmel Valley aqurfer and Seaside Basin have remained acceptable in terms of potential indicators
of contamination from shallow sources such as  septic systems, and there have been no identifiable
trends indicative of seawater intrusion in the coastal areas of these two aquifer systems. It is
notable that development of a Seaside Basin Groundwater Management Plan is one of the strategic
initiatives identified as a priority by the MPWMD Board at its September 3, 2001 workshop.

Steelhead Resource ' »
Monitoring conducted by the District shows that the Carmel River steelhead populat1on continues

to recover from remnant levels that prevaxled as a result of the last drought and past water supply

practices. Since 1992 ‘the spawmng population has’ recovered from a handful of ﬁsh to levels
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approaching 900 adults per year-as counted at San Clemente Dam (most recently, 642 fish in
~ winter 2002). In addition, monitoring of the juvenile population at several sites along the
mainstem Carmel River below Los Padres Dam shows that the population is recovering from low
densities during the 1989-91 period (ranging below 0.50 fish-per foot [fpf] of stream) to levels
frequently ranging above 1.00 fpf during FY 2002, values that are typical of well-stocked
steelhead streams. The recovery of steelhead in the Carmel Rlver is beheved to be dlrectly related
to the following factors: : :

> Improvements in streamﬂow patterns, due to favorable natural ﬂuctuatlons exemphﬁed by
relatlvely high base flow condmons since 1995 SRR

| > The DlStl‘lCt s and the SWRCB rules to actxvely ‘manage the rate and dlStI‘lbutlon of
- groundwater extractions and direct surface dlverswns within the basin,

> Changes to Cal-Am’s operations at. San Clemente and Los Padres Dams, prov1dmg
mcreased streamflow below San Clemente Dam :

P Improved conditions for fish passage at Los Padres and San Clemente Dams due’ to .
.physwal 1mprovements

> Recovery of riparian habxtats tree cover along the stream, and increases in woody debrls
- especially in the reach upstream of Robinson Canyon,

> Extensive rescues (and rearmg) by MPWMD of juvenile steelhead for more than a decade,
now totaling 157,100 fish through August 21, 2002; and by the transplantation of the
younger juveniles to viable habitat upstream and of older smolts to the lagoon or ocean,
and °

> Implementation of a captive broodstock program by Carmel River Steelhead Association
-and California Department of Fish & ‘Game, and planting of 186,882 juvenile fish,
including 73, 786 fry, 84,679 fingerlings, and 28,417 smolts during the period from 1991

to 1994.

Despite this positive news, significant changes in the very near future at San Clemente Dam are -
expected to have adverse effects on the steelhead resource during the next 10 to 20 years. The
two major changes include: (1) lowering of the reservoir water level] to address seismic safety
‘concerns, and (2) significant changes in the sediment regime in the Carmel River downstream of
San Clemente as the dam approaches complete filling with sediment and loss of reservoir storage.

Due to seismic safety concerns, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Division
of Safety of Dams (DSOD), has ordered Cal-Am to lower the water level of the reservoir by 10
feet to 515 feet above mean sea level (msl) as of May 15, 2003, until a permanent structural
- solution is approved. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMES) has required that the water
level be raised back to 525 msl to facilitate fish passage for the period February 7 through May
15. Periods of lowered water level may reduce the suitability of the existing fish ladder, thereby
blocking passage of adult steelhead in December through early February, and interfering with
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passage of juveniles as they emigrate downstream in late Spring. ‘There also may be passage
- difficulties for fish traversing the reservoir area. A shallower reservoir may result in release of
‘warmer water in Summer and Fall at temperatures near the lethal level for steelhead, and could
affect cooling system performance at the District’s Sleepy Hollow Steelhead Rearing Facility:

Regarding sediment, finer sands and silts that used to be captured in the reservoir af the upstream end
of the San Clemente Reservoir during low-to-moderate flows are now being passed over the dam;

this phenomenon will increase as reservoir storage decreases. There is a high potential for this

- material to clog steelhead spawning nests and rearing habitat downstream of the dambéginning in

water year 2003. The sediment problem is likely to worsen in the future, as alternatives being -
considered (including the "No Project" alternative) for retrofitting San Clemente Dam to meet
seismic standards will lead to an increased sediment load downstream of the existing dam location.

Initial studies indicate the potential release of up to 750 acre-feet of accumulated sediment from
behind the dam, equivalent to 1.2 million cubic yards of material. -

In Spring 2002, higher than normal sediment loads emanating from San Clemente Reservoir
impacted the functioning of the District’s Sleepy Hollow Steelhead Rearing Facility by damaging
‘water intake and cooling pumps. The District will need to make significant and expensive
alterations to the rearing facility beginning in year 2003 to keep thie sediment. from. damaging
‘pumps in the future and adversely affecting the artificial stream channel used to rear the rescued -
steelhead. The District Board has expressed concerns about the fiscal impacts of this. situation,
both in the near-term and the long-term; in early 2003, the Board may consider the option of
turning the facility over to Cal-Am to operate. SWRCB Order 95-10 requires Cal-Am to continue
.implementing any-aspect of the District’s- Water Allocation Program Mitigation Program that the

District does not carry out.

The sediment situation at San Clemente Dam has the potential to significantly change the
environmental setting on the Carmel River for many years to come, beginning in year 2003.
- Effective management of the sediment situation will require responsible agencies to consider the
sometimes. cdnﬂictin_g needs of people (dam safety, protection from flood hazard),. protected
species (steelhead, Califorhia red-legged frog), and riparian habitat. '

Riparian Co;ridor

- The flood events of 1995 and 1998 and their. aftermath continue to dominate the form and
composition of the channel bottom and riparian corridor. The listing of steelhead and California
red-legged frogs as threatened species protected under the federal ESA has substantially influenced
the scope of most instream activities, including vegetation management and channel restoration.
Together, these events have significantly changed that way . MPWMD carries out. its
resporisibilities for protection, restoration, enhancement and monitoring of the river’s resources.

Construction techniques in the restoration field continue to evolve, with an emphasis being placed
on solutions that allow a limited amount of bank erosion (i.e., deformability) and encourage the
establishment of streamside vegetation. Environmental review of proposed projects and the
process of securing permits has become increasingly complex. MPWMD continues to work
closely with Federal and State regulators to exchange information on best management techniques
and also to remain aware of any changes in the status of sensitive species. ‘
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“The most significant trends include the following:

increased oversight of channel maintenarice and restoration activities by Federal agencles
increased groundwater extraction downstream of Schulte Road

vegetation encroachment into the channel bottom, ;

increased avian species diversity; and

maturmg of prev1ous restoration prOJects

vavvv

_Cannel River Erosion Protectzon and Restoratzon

Between 1986 and 1999, MPWMD completed nearly 20,000 lineal feet of river restoration work at
eight major project sites. ‘Many of these areas-are now beginning to mature so that it is difficult in
some areas to tell the difference between restored areas and “natural” areas. It appears that project.
areas are becoming more complex, both in channel structure-and vegetation types. This has both

‘positive and potentially negative impacts. Positive benefits include additional habitat and stream

bank stabilizing vegetation, while increased channel complexity can lead to bank- mstab1hty and
property loss. ;

Sand contributed by erosion in the Tularcitos Creek drainage and from the collapse of main stem |
banks covered the channel bottom of the main stem for about 16 miiles in 1998. This sand has
largely been washed down to the lower three miles of river, except in areas. with pools greater

-than-300 feet in length. Average winter flows between 1999 and 2002 have revealed the extent of

pool scour from the 1995 flood, which was estimated to be a stream flow of approximately 16,000

cubic feet per second at its peak. Pool depths after the winter of 1994/1995 appeared to be much

greater than previous years — a result of the relatively short, sharp spike in flow on January 10

and March 10, 1995. However, sustained high flows in Spring 1998 filled pools in with sand and '

gravel. In addition to deep pool areas that are now presen, there are more and larger areas of
“cut banks,” which generally provide deep water areas ‘and overhanging vegetation.

Most of the streambanks destabilized or eroded in the 1990s were repaired shortly after they were
damaged. However, there are a few areas where bank erosion may occur during high flows. The
following list i is based primarily on observations of current vegetative bank cover and past erosmn
at these sites. These are (from downstream to upstream)

1. in the v1cm1ty of Hac1enda Carmel (Rlver Mile (RM) 3.2 to RM 3.9); , ,
2. the south bank upstream of the Rancho San Carlos Road Bridge (RM 3. 9) at the Quail
- Lodge golf course;
the south bank at the upstream end of the Valley Hills Restoration Project (RM 5.5);
the north bank at upstreamn end of the Schulte Restoration Project near the Cal-Am
Manor well (RM 7.2); ' :
-across from Red Rock pool at RM 8;
the north bank at the upstream end of Garland Park (RM 11. 2)
" the vicinity of the Carmel Valley Trail and Saddle Club (RM 13.0); 4
the north bank next to the deDampierre baseball parking lot (RM 13.2); and
portions of Camp Steffani (RM 15. 3) ' : :

Gl
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Sites 1 through 5 lie in areas where groundwater extraction continues to be a key factor affecting
the establishment and sustainability of streamside vegetation. Some natural recovery of the
riparian corridor may be possible through irrigation; however, long-term recovery and stability is
unlikely until overly steep streambanks are graded and protected against erosion. - Problem areas
-at sites 6 through 9 have complex root causes including instability introduced into the system
during the 1960s and 1970s, floodplain development, and the presence of main stem dams that cut
off the supply of sediment to the lower river. MPWMD will continue to monitor these areas for
degradation and/or instability. x o ’ :

- Vegetation encroachment into the channel bottom, which has not been a significant problem since
the mid-1990s, is beginning to occur at several.locations. Mid-channel -vegetation can lead to
bank erosion during high flows. MPWMD’s past practice was to strategically remove portionsof

- .vegetation that could cause bank loss or instability while maintaining as-much aquatic habitat as

feasible. Due to State and Federal regulations and concerns about habitat loss, this activity has

been curtailed and replaced by an approach that deals with vegetation and .debris treatment on a

case-by-case basis. '

It is likely that the following trends will continue or develop in the near future:- 3

> Permit applications by MPWMD for river work will come under increasing scrutiny-at all

~ - levels of government. More stringent avoidance and mitigation requirements will be

* placed on activities that could have negative impacts on sensitive aquatic species or their
habitats. ' ' , = : S

» Activities that interrupt or curtail natural stream-functions, such as lining streambanks with
riprap, will be discouraged or denied permits. Activities that increase the amount of
habitat or restore natural stream functions are more likely to be approved in a streamlined
manner. ' :

> Additional work to add instream features (such as larg‘e 1ogs er»'steelhead refuge) will be
necessary to restore and diversify aquatic habitat. - - ' '

> Major restoration projects completed between 1992 and 1999 will require additional work -
to diversify plantings and to maintain irrigation sySt_errls during the establishment period
(varies from 5 to 10 years depending on environmental conditions and the availability of
staff Tesources). Streambank repair may be necessary after high flows as previously
“installed structural protection goes through an initial adjustment period.

A comprehensive long-term solution to river degradation requires a significant increase in dry season
water flows in the lower river to pre-development,levels, a reversal of the incision process, and
reestablishment of a natural meander pattern. Of these, MPWMD has made progress with increasing
summer low flows and in studying the effects of an increased sediment load to the river. Reversal, or
at least halting of channel incision, which contributes to bank collapse, may be possible if the supply
of sediment is brought into balance with the transport capacity of the river (the system is currently
“sediment starved”). With San Clemente Reservoir over 90% filled with sediment, it is likely that
the supply of sediment downstream of the San Clemente Dam will increase in the very near future.
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Studies currently underway by DWR to remediate San Clemente Dam show that additional sediment
from the basin between San Clemente Reservoir and Los Padres Dam could increase bed elevations a
small amount. Over the long term, an increase in sediment supply could help reduce streambank -
_ instability. Reestablishing a natural meander pattern presents significant political, 'environmental,

and fiscal challenges, and is not currently being considered as part of the Mitigation Program. '

Vegetatwn Restoratwn and Imgatwn

. Since 1998 a fundamental shlft has taken place in streambank restoration desxgn which
.incorporates a functional floodplain that would be inundated in relatively frequent storm events
(those expected every 1-2 years). For example, low benches ‘at the Red Rock and ‘All Saints
Projects have served as natural recruitment areas and are currently being colonized by black
cottonwoods, sycamores and willows. In addition, willow and cottonwood pole plantings in these
areas were installed with a backhoe, which allows them to tap into ‘the water table. These
. techniques have been successful and have reduced the need for supplemental irrigation. However,
as pumping has increased in the lower Carmel Valléy (pursuant to direction by the SWRCB and a
Conservation Agreement between Cal-Am and NMES) supplemental irrigation was installed on the
_engineered floodplain opposite the All Saints School. Summer pumping at Cal-Am’s Schulte Well
impacted the District’s deep pole plantings, causing premature leaf drop. Riparian moisture stress
was mitigated, by installing a drip irrigation system. It is anticipated in wet years this system will
not have to be operated, but in average to below average years this system will have to be utilized.
The Conservation Agreement between Cal-Am and NMFS will change the lower Carmel Valley
,pumpmg regime. The increased pumping at the Cafiada Well may cause significant stress to the
riparian corridor and create the need for supplemental irrigation. The severity of these impacts
~ will be monitored through the Conservation Agreement Monitoring Plan. :

Channel Vegetation Management

Another notable trend relating to the District’s channel clearing program was the w1demng of the

channel after the floods in 1995 and 1998. With relatively normal years following these floods the

channel has narrowed as vegetation recruits on the streambanks and gravel bars. Current Federal

regulauons sugh as the “4 (d)” rules promulgated by NMES to protect steelhead significantly

. restrict vegetation management activities. Currently, there are limited physical channel

restrictions and erosion hazards in the lower 15 miles of the river. However, if normal to low
flows continue in the next several years, expanding vegetation may significantly restrict the -
channel. As vegetation in the river channel recovers from the high flows of 1995 and 1998 and
matures in the channel bottom, more conflicts are likely to arise between preserving habitat and -
reducing the potential for property damage during high flows. MPWMD will continue to balance
the need to treat eros1on hazards in the river yet maintain features that contribute to aquatic habitat
quality. :

Permits for Channel Restoration and Vegetation Management
Obtaining individual permits for conducting activities in the channel of the Carmel River has

become increasingly complex since 1995 with the listing of steelhead and California red-legged
frogs as Threatened species under the protection of the Federal Endangered Species Act. Staff
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time for obtaining authorizations from CDFG and the Corps has risen dramatically; the lead-time
for. obtaining these authorizations can stretch to years for a complex project. Much more
~emphasis is also being placed on incorperating habitat enhancertients for steelhead and California
red-legged frogs into projects. This has increased project development time and costs.

To cope with the rising level of environmental analysis and documentation nef:essary to obtain
permits, MPWMD is actively seeking a long term permit from the Corps and is negotiating a
renewal of a long term Memorandum of Understanding with the California Department of Fish
- and Game to conduct regular maintenance and restoration activities.  The District will also seek
long-term permits or agreements with other regulatory agencies including the California Régional
~ Water Quality Control Board; the Monterey County Planni g and Building Inspection Department,
. and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency. - . S : ’

.Mdhitoﬁng Program

Vegetative moisture stress on a whole fluctuates depending on the rainfall, proximate stream flow,
and average daily temperatures, and tends-to be much lower in above-normal rainfall years.
- Typical trends for a single season start with little to no vegetative moisture stress i the spring
- When soil is-moist and the river is flowing. As the river begins to dry up in the Tower Carmel
Valley (around June) and temperatures begin to increase, an overall ‘increase’ in vegetative
moisture stress.occurs. For much of the riparian corridor’ this stress has been mitigated by
supplemental irrigation and prevented the die. off of large areas of riparian habitat. However,
many recruiting trees experience high levels of stress or mortality in areas difficult to irrigate.
‘Riparian vegetation exposed to rapid or substantial lowering of groundwater levels (i.e., below the
100t zones of the plants) will continue to require monitoring and irrigation during the dry season.

With respect to riparian songbird diversity, populations dropped after major floods.in 1995 and
1998 because of the loss of streamside habitat. However, they have rebounded in the last few
‘years and have shown some of the highest diversity since monitoring began in 1992, indicating
that the District mitigation program is preserving and improving riparian habitat.

Carmel Rivét -Lagoon ~ : ' :
The District continues to support and encourage the ongoing habitat restoration efforts in the-
wetlands and riparian areas surrounding the Carmel River Lagoon. These efforts are consistent
with goals that were identified in the Carmel River Lagoon Enhancement Plan, which was
‘partially funded by the District. Currently, District staff is participating in multi-agency and
landowner discussions to implement restoration of approximately 100 acres-on the Odello West
property, including expansion of the south arm of the lagoon and re-establishment of riparian and
wetland habitat. Because of the restoration activities on the south side of the lagoon, the District
has concentrated its monitoring efforts on the relatively undisturbed north side. "Staff have also
attended meetings and had discussions with other agencies regarding a proposal to use treated
water from tlie Carmel Area Wastewater District to augment the lagoon during periods of low
" water. ' : :
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The District expanded its long-term been monitoring around the lagoon in.1995, in an attempt to
determine if the reduction in freshwater flows due to ground water pumping upstream might be
changing the size or ecological character of the wetlands. Demonstrable changes have not been
" jdentified. ~Because of the complexity of the estuarine system, a variety of parameters are
monitored, including vegetative cover in transects and quadrats, soil and water conductivity, and .
hydrology. It is notable that due to. the number .of factors affecting this system, it would be
premature to attribute any observed changes solely to ground water pumping. During this period,
for example, there have been two extremely wet years (1995 and 1998), and two above normal
years (1996 and 1997), in terms of annual runoff. e

Other natural factors that affect the wetlands include introduction of salt water into the system as
waves overtop the sandbar in autumn and winter, tidal fluctuations, and long-term global climatic 3
change. In the winter of 20012002, for example, the lagoon was filled by waves overtopping the
sandbar before any fresh water from the river had reached the lagoon. When the District initiated
‘the long-term lagoon monitoring component of the Mitigation Program, it was with the

“understanding that it would be necessary to gather data for an extended period in order to draw
conclusions about well draw-down effects on wetland dynamics. It is recommended that the
annual vegetation, soil conductivity, topographical and wildlife monitoring be continued in order
to provide a robust data set for continued analysis of potential changes around the lagoon.

Program Costs : _ ‘

The annual cost of mitigation efforts varies because several mitigation measures are weather
dependent. However, the overall costs have remained fairly constant (about $1.3-$1.6 million)
over the past few years. The one exception was FY 2000 (July 1999-June 2000) when an
additional $981,786 was added to the capital expense program to fund one half of the acquisition
cost of the District’s new office building, bringing the expenditure total to over $2.6 million that
year. This cost is being reimbursed over a period of 15 years. '

* Us\Henri\wp\alloeir\2002annrp(\intro2002i.doc
Authors: Thomas Christensen, Dave Dettman, Larry Hampson,
_ Greg James, Tom Lindberg, Joe Oliver, Henrictta Stem
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Table I-2

SUMMARY OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN FY 2002

MITIGATION ACTION

| ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN FY 2002

Monitor Water Resources

Regularly tracked precipitation,”streamﬂow, surface and

| ground water levels and quality, and lagoon characteristics

between Los Padres Dam and the Carmel River Lagoon,
using real-time and computer monitoring methods.
Maintained extensive monitoring network, continuous

| streamflow recorder at San Clemente Dam, and four ‘gages at

various sites; installed five new gaging stations.

Manage Water Production -

N D_eveloped and ;mplemented multl-agency Memorandum of

Agreement and quarterly water supply strategies; worked

| cooperatively with resource agencies implementing the

federal Endangered Species Act. Implemented Ordinance No.

| 96 regulating water distribution systems, including-approval .

of three applications; changed well reportmg penod from
fiscal year to water year.

Manage _W.atér Demand

Inspected about 1,360 properties for permit comphance
which saved an estimated 44 acre-feet through required

retrofits; provided retrofit refunds for 277 toilets, saving an

estimated 6.4 acre-feet per year; conducted public outreach
for conservation program; explored funding options to expand
Pebble Beach reclamation program. Processed 984 permits of
various types under allocation program; passed Ordinance

No. 102 to end water credit transfer program; coordinated

Monitor Watér Usage

| with jurisdictions to help streamline permit process.

Complied with SWRCB Order 95-10 for water year 2001.

Augment‘Water Supply

Adopted and began implementing strategic planning
initiatives for long-term water supply and management of the
Sea31de Basin. Injected 3 10 acre-feet into Seaside Basin as
part of testing of aquifer storage and recovery project (ASR)
Retained consultant and conducted Phase 1 engineering and
environmental studies for revised EIR on long-term water
supply alternatives, including assessment of draft “Plan B”
project identified by California Public Utilities Commission;
completed Interim Draft Biological Assessment of California
red-legged frog on the Carmel River; completed Interim Draft |
Historic Properties Management Plan for cultural resources
near proposed Carmel River Dam site; updated CVSIM

I-15
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MITIGATION ACTION

ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN FY 2002

computer model and worked closely with National Marine
Fisheries Service on revised instream flow recommendation
for the Carmel River; participated on technical committee
evaluating options for seismic safety and sediment -
management at San Clemente Dam.

Allocate New Supply

Remained w1th1n overall limits set by Water Allocation

' Program

| Determine Drought Reserve

. Ratlomng was not required due to adequate storage reserve.

Steelhead Fishery Pregram o

Counted 642 adult fish passmg San Clemente Dam; rescued

| 43,750 young steelhead from drying reaches of the Carmel -

River in July 2001-June 2002 period; installed alarm. system . -
to alert staff of power or other failures at Sleepy Hollow
steelhead rearing facility; completed safety quarantine
platform and installed chillers around tanks; evaluated

1 options.to correct pump failure caused by excess sediment in

river in Spring 2002; conducted annual juvenile population
survey; coordinated with. Cal-Am regarding operations to
maximize fish habitat; conducted benthic invertebrate
samphng at four statlons for: bioassessment of Carmel River. -

| Riparian Habitat Preg:arn ,

Riparian Habitat (continued)

.| Continued revegetatlon at three restoration sites in the area
| between Via Mallorca and Scarlett Roads; continued planning
.| and engineering for removing car bodies and restoring a
streambank at Valley Hills Restoration Project; developed

preliminary plans for stream bank restoration near Hacienda

| | Carmel; concluded an agreement with California Department
~of Fish & Game for mstalhng instream habitat structures for
steelhead; continued working with federal agencies toward

Regional General Permit for MPWMD river activities;
inspected private projects for compliance with permit
conditions; experimented with planting techniques to allow
trees to mature more quickly with less irrigation; continued

| long-term momtormg of physical and biological processes.

Lagoon Habitat Program

Prov1ded techmcal expertise to multi-agency sponsors of

| lagoon restoration program; continued vegetation habitat

monitoring at eight transect locations; monitored four
bathymetric transects; participated in interagency meetings

| regarding management of lagoon in winter storm events.

Aesthetic Measures -

See Riparian Habitat Program measures.

U:\Henrti\wp\alloeir\2002anarpt\intraccomp02.doc




53
EXHIBIT E

MISSION STATEMENT
- OF THE -
CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE ‘

| SET BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
| MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
FEBRUARY 23, 1995

1. Review the portion of the Five-Year Mitigation Program plans, activities, and budgets.
related to erosion protection, channel restoration, and protection and enhancement of the
riparian corridor along the Carmel River. Make recommendations regarding prmrmes,
suitability, and scheduling of these activities.

| 2. Review the effectiveness of the District's streambank restoration program, and make
| ' recommendations. -
3. Examine the practlcal difficulties of implementing erosion protection and riparian corridor

restoration projects, -and make recommendations to streamline the project development
process and to encourage property Owners to participate in streambank restOration.

4. Assist staff in gaining the cooperation of riverfront property owners for carrying out
District erosion protection and riparian corridor restoratlon projects.

5. Assist staff in pubhc education related to matters for which the Committee has advisory
oversight.

U\andy\wp\crac\mission.022395
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EXHIBIT F

Final: -
MINUTES
MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
REGULAR MEETING OF THE

CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
April 4, 2002, 10:00 AM.
Mid-Carmel Valley Fire Station

I CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
_MEMBERS_ PRESENT_: : Tom House Chuck McKay, Rod M111s Susan Rogers

R fos L Cralg Vetter, Mrchael Wazxer -
- . MEMBERS ABSENT: . None-

 STAFF PRESENT: Andy Bell Thomas Chnstensen Larry Hampson
PUBLIC PRESENT: No members of the public were present.

IIL. PUBLIC COMMENT— Mills reported that based on 1nformatlon from Bob Zampattr
(President, Carmel River Steelhead Association), a canyon adjacent to Long Rldge may be
available for disposal of sediment dredged from the San Clemente Reservoir. [Long Ridge lies -
immediately west of San Clemente Dam.]. .. R T : |

Hampson replied that previous geotechmcal investigations .of the San Clemente Reservorr area
showed significant slide activity and that the Long Rldge site would need more mvesttgatron to
determine its sultablhty for sediment drsposal

Vetter questroned the science used to desrgnate the Carmel R1ver as endangered [In 1999,
American Rivers, a national non-profit conservation organization, listed the Carmel River as the

eighth most endangered river in the United States No regulatory agency has issued any formal
" designation to this effect.] -

III. CONSENT CALENDAR - Mills made a motion, seconded by Rogers, to approve the
- minutes of the November 15, 2001 meetlng with. the- followrng change to Item I "Consent
Calendar "

"Fhemas House moved to ‘app'roye the_ minutes:_.‘. "
‘ Approval_was unanimous..

IV. REPORT FROM THE CARMEL RIVER WATERSHED COUNCIL

Jonathan Berkey, Watershed Coordmator for the Carmel River: Watershed Council (CRWC) was
unable to attend the meetmg Hampson passed out copies of the 2001 CRWC vision statement.

Waxer reported that the CRWC is lookmg for small_prOJectsto assist landowners.
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V. REVIEW THE MISSION STATEMENT OF THE CARMEL RIVER ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

Vetter stated that the Comrmttee should be comprrsed of landowners along the river and that the
~ District’s rules for representatlon by riverfront property owners should be strengthened Vetter
suggested that residency within the watershed should be requlred :

Rogers stated that MPWMD makes rules that affect nverfront property owners.

Wazxer referred to the MPWMD 2000 Annual Report and stated that 50% of MPWMD
expenditures were for the Mrtrgatlon Program. Waxer stated that improvement of the Carmel -
River under this program is one of the few visible accomplishments by MPWMD. He said that’

the Mitigation Program was not broken needed 1o fixmg, and that the exrstenee—of—the Commrttee v
process seeims to be work1 ng - .

(Additions to the Draft minutes adopted under Item IIT at the June 6 2002 regular committee
meetmg are’ shown in underhne and deletions in strtkeeut ) '

McKay stated that he saw httle difference between what the Carmel River Watershed Councrl does’
and MPWMD s Mitigation Program and that there is a duphcatron of effort. '

Waxer sumimed up the discussion with the following points:

1. CRAC should increase its involvement in identifying problem areas along the river.

2. CRAC should contmue 1ts coordmatlon with the CRWC and minimize overlap or dupllcatron
of éffort. '

3."CRAC should work with MPWMD staff to fac1lrtate pro;ects resolve conﬂrcts and educate
riverfront property owners. :

4. The amount of MPWMD staff resources used to support CRAC appear to be rmnlmal

Vetter added that the requrrement for membershlp in the Committee should be ehanged to
property owners or residents living within the Carmel River watershed.

‘Mills suggested that an ad hoc committee be formed to develop a recommendation on the issue
of the CRAC’s composition, to be presented to the MPWMD Board -of Directors for review.
House, Vetter, and Waxer volunteered to participate on the ad hoc committee. Mills made a
~ motion to form the ad hoc committee, and McKay seconded. Approval was unanimous.

VL. STAFF REPORTS -
A. Hampson reported that MPWMD is working with the National Marine Fisheries Service on
terms of a Biological Opinion concerning potential impacts to steelhead from proposed river

maintenance and restoration activities. A Biological Opinion is required in order for the U.S.

2
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Army Corps of Engineers to issﬁe a permit to MPWMD. |

B. Hampson reported that the progress on the San Clemente Dam Seisinic Ret‘roﬁt Project has
suffered due to a high turnover rate of Cal-Am project managers.

C. Christensen announced that an updated version of the MPWMD brochure concerning the -
Carmel River was available. Copies of the brochure were provided to Committee members.
‘Waxer asked that all residents along the river be sent a copy. sgec1ﬁcally including renters, if

'QOSSIbI '

(Additions to the Draft minutes adopted under Item III at the June 6, 2002 regular committee
meeting are shown in underline. )

D. Chnstensen reported that 319 plants had been installed at various projects along the river and
that MPWMD had met with residents of the Qua11 Fight condominium association to dlSCUSS
- revegetation of their riverbank.

E. Christensen described potential changes to MPWMD rules and regulations regarding water
distribution system permits that would create exemptions for certain irrigation systems benefitting =
riparian vegetation. '

F. Bell reported that the Board of Directors has not discussed the future of the Commitee.
VII. ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS

- The folloWing items were suggested for a future meeting '

1. Report from the ad hoc committee on CRAC representation

- 2. Report from the CRWC '

3. ESA updates
4. Review the Mission Statement of the CMC

D:\larry\wp\crac\2002106062002\mins04042002final . wpd
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MINUTES'
Regular-Meeting
Board of Directors:

¥ Monterey Peninsula. Water: Management Dlstrlct .
July15 2002 SR N .

EXHIBIT G

The meetmg was called to order at 7: 00 PM in the SCaSldC L CALLTO ORDER/ROLLCALL :
City Council Chambers. : R D T -

Directors present: :
Kris Lindstrom,-Chair — Division 4 :

- Alexander “Zan” Henson, Vice Chair — Division 5
Alvin Edwards — Division 1
Judi Lehman — Division 2
Molly Erickson — Division 3 »
David Pendergrass — Mayoral Representative

Directors absent: David Potter - Monterey County Board :‘df -
Supervisors ' T

District staff present:

Emnesto A. Avila — General Manager

Rick Dickbaut — Chief Financial Officer

Stephanie Pintar — Water Demand Manager

Joseph Oliver — Water Resources Manager

Andy Bell — Planning and Engineering Manager
Henrietta Stern — Project Manager '

Larry Hampson — District Engineer

Cynthia Schmidlin — Human Resources Spemahst
Mark Bekker — River Maintenance Specialist

Thomas Chiristensen — Ripariati Projects Coordinator
Jessica Wheeler — Field Biology Assistant o
Arlene Tavani— Executive Assistant

District Counsel present: David C. Laredo N -
The assembly recited the Pledge of Allegiance. . O S PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The following comments were directed to the Board during . o _' ORAL CONIMUNICATIONS
the Oral Communications period. (1) Edwin Lee, L

representing Water for Us, urged the Board to include a fall

project-level study of the dam proposal in the Water Supply

Project EIR so that an “apples to apples” comparison is

available for public review. (2) David Dilworth, N

representing Helping Our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) o

requested that the District: (A) revisit the Water Allocation ., . .

Plan; (B) develop and provide to the public a list of the 100

or 200 water users in the District that have the highest -

recorded water consumption; and (C) make Board packet

staff notes available on the District’s web site as HTML files.

(3) John Fischer, resident of Pacific Grove, asked if the

Water Supply Project EIR will include an analysis of the ,

Plan B recommended project, or will another EIR need tobe .

prepared for that project. (4) Fran Farina requested that . ' o .
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Rule 70, line 4 stating that the General Manager has
discretion to determine whether or not the fee should be -
waived based on the criteria established in the-original- -

motion. In addifion, Section 7.B shall state, “This ordinance . . -

shall not have a sunset date but shail be brought back to the
Board of Directors for review in February 2003 and August
2003." The motion was approved on a vote of 4 - 2. _
Directors-EricksogL_r__H[gnso , Lehman and Lindstrom voted in
favor of the motion. Directors Pendergrass and Edwards
voted against the motion. Director Potter was absent.

The Board discussed how to define “public interest.” There
was general-consensus that an applicant with no financial
interest in the appeal could be considered as representing the
pubic interest. '

During the public hearing on this item David Dilwortb,
representing HOPE, addressed the Board. He submitted a

letter dated May 20, 2002 regarding the issue that isonfileat -

the District office. He disagreed with the proposal that
would grant a waiver of appeal fees only after the appeal was
heard, if there is a significant benefit and only if the appeal
were granted. He expressed concern that Directors would be
pressured by potential applicants to bring forth appeals on
their behalf. Mr. Dilworth proposed that for a test period of
six months, an appeal fee waiver be established for groups
that represent the public interest. He proposed specific

language, “Appeal fees should be waived when the appeal o

raises a public interest or an environmental issue.”

- Director Erickson offered a motion that was seconded by -
Director Edwards to continue the Carmel River Adviso
Committee, and that the committee would meet as needed

only by: (1) direct referral of the Board or Administrative

Committee; or (2) to address important issues identified by

staff. Direct dialogue between Carmel River Advisory

Committée representatives and the Board or relevant Board
Committees will be encotiraged. When the Carmel River
Advisory Committee meets, District staff will provide
updates on Carmel River issues. The motion was

unanimously approved on a vote of 6 — 0. Director Potter

was absent,

On 2 motion by Director Henson and second by Director
Erickson, the Board approved appointments to the Carmel

River Advisory Committee listed here: Director Penderprass

= Thomas House; Director Erickson — Richard Rosenthal: o

Director Henson — Rod Mills; Director Lehman ~ John

Delassio; Kris Lindstrom — David Dilworth. The motion was.
M

approved on a vote of 6 — 0. Director Potter was absent.

During the public hearing on this item the following
comments were directed to the Board. (1) John Fischer;
resident of Pacific Grove, asked if the District’s interest ifi
protecting riparian habitat included a concemn for water

_ ACTION ITEMS

PUBLIC HEARINGS .
20. Consider Second Reading and
Adoption of Ordinance No. 104 —
~’An Ordinance of the Monterey
. Peninsula Water Management
District Modifying _
Administrative Appeal Processes

21. Consider Current and Future; 4

- Role-of the Carmel River -
- Advisory. Committee
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quality when it reached the Monterey Bay Sanctuary. 2) ACTION ITEMS-

"Robert Greenwood, representing the Carmel Valley 21.

Association, read a letter dated July 15, 2002 that is on file at
the District office. He expressed support for continuance of
the Carmel River Advisory Committee and implementation
of the Commitee’s recommendation shown on page 114 of
the Board packet. (3) Fran Farina proposed that the Carmel
River Advisory Committee continue to function in its present
form and that it be utilized more effectively by the Board of
Directors. She stated that membership on the committee
should be open to anyone in the District with an interest in
the Carmel River. (4) Michael Waxer, resident of Carmel
Valley and Chair of the Carmel River Advisory Committee,
explained that one of the main functions of the committee is
community education and outreach. Committee members
describe the District’s functions and riverbank enhancement
projects to their neighbors. The committee has sponsored
public forums on the Endangered Species Act and other
topics. In addition; the committee has worked with riverfront
property owners to resolve violations of riverbank protection
regulations. (5) David Dilworth spoke in support of the
Carmel River Advisory Committee. He agreed with a
suggestion by Director Erickson that the Committee’s
activities be limited to the review of items brought to itby -
the Board of Directors or a committee of the Board. (6) Roy
Thomas, representing the CRSA, and a former member of
the Carmel River Advisory Committee stated that the
Committee could be eliminated. According to Mr. Thomas,
the Carmel River Watershed Council might be able to '
_provide valuable input to the Board of Directors once it
becomes a fully functioning entity.

* On a motion by Director Edwards and second by Director S22,
Erickson, the Board authorized District staff to contract with

the Watershed Institute of California State University at

Monterey Bay to study large wood in the main stem of the

Carmel River for a cost not-to-exceed $10,000. The motion

was approved on a vote of 6 — 0. Director Potter was absent.

During the public comment period on this item, the
following comments were directed to the Board. (1) David
Dilworth expressed appreciation for the presentation made
by District staff on the issue. He proposed that District staff
make a presentation at each Board meeting on a different
facet of the Carmel River watershed. (2) Roy Thomias,
representing the CRSA, urged the Board to proceed carefully
with this project. He expressed concern that the intent of the
study could be to inventory debris for eventual removal from
the river. He cautioned that the District’s functionisto
preserve the environment, not to stabilize the riverbank.

Consider Current and Future
Role of the Carmel River
Advisory Commiittee

Consider Authorization of
Contract with California State °
University Monterey Bay for
Carmel River Large Woody

- Debris Assessment
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November 3, 2003 ' NOV ‘7 2003

-Ms. Susan Rogers, Chair ‘ M?Wﬁﬁg

Carmel River Advisory Committee
6310 Brookdale Drive
Carmel, CA 93923

Dear Ms. Rogers:

~As a representative of Rancho Carnada Golf Club, | have been attendmg

Carmel River Advisory Committee meetings on and off for the past eight
years. While my participation has been mostly that of an observer, | have
learned a great deat from MPWMD staff and those who have served as past
and current committee members.

Following the various issues involving the Carmel River has been an interest
of mine because of the relationship Rancho Canada shares with both the
river and the associated riparian corridor (approximately one mile of river
bisects our two golf courses). As a steward of the river and the plant and
animal communities, which it supports, | have developed a great interest in

_ the policies that affect both its health and our ability to provide an enjoyable
golfing experience for our customers.

At the most recent CRAC meeting on October 30, 2003, a few of the agenda
items, as well as several, which were piaced on the proposed agenda for the
next committee meeting, | felt were outside the scope of the committee’s
responsibility. It is my understanding that the role of the committee is to serve
in an advisory capacity to the MPWMD Board of Directors on issues related
specifically to the Carmel River. It appears that some members have lost

- sight of the committee’s mission and are using the agenda to explore, on a
much broader scale, water issues of the MPWMD and the Monterey
Peninsula.

| would urge you as the Chair, to re-direct the committee’s focus back to
those issues that directly affect the health and future management practices
of the Carmel River. | would welcome the opportunity to discuss with you,
more specifically, my concerns. Please feel free to reach me at your
convenience @ 831-373-3701.

Sincerely,

g .
Sih (et —
Bob Costa,

Director of Golf Course Management

'CC: Fran Farina, General Manager MPWMD

RANCHO CANADA GOLF CLUB P.O. BOX 22590, CARMEL, CALIFORNIA 93922
PHONE (831) 624-0111, (800) 536-9459 - FAX (831) 624-6635
E-MAIL: rnchoglf@carmel-golf.com « INTERNET: www.ranchocanada.com
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