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August 22, 2016 Pure Water Monterey Project Public Hearing
Comment Cards and Letters Received (Letters A to O)

MRWPCA Letter to DDW
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Additional Comments: Bob Jaques
I just found in my notes from the Watermaster TAC’s recent meeting at which the TAC received Mr.
Holden’s presentation and discussed the Engineering Report, that two additional comments had been
raised.
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1.

The California American Water representative commented that use of “bottled water” as a
response action in the event of groundwater quality problems being discovered was not a realistic
or viable response action.
2. The City of Seaside representative commented that asking well owners to discontinue use of their
well as a response action in the event of groundwater quality problems being discovered was not
a viable action in situations where there is no other source of water that could be used to supply
the demand. That is the case in the City of Seaside’s Municipal Water System.
Can you please include these comments along with those in the letter I sent you?

Thanks,

Bob Jaques
Technical Program Manager
Seaside Basin Watermaster
83 Via Encanto
Monterey, CA 93940
Office: (831) 375-0517
Cell: (831) 402-7673
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Letter F
Comment from:

David Beech

August 29, 2016
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
5, Harris Court, Building D
Monterey
CA 93940
PUBLIC COMMENT
Re: Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project Public Hearing on August 22, 2016

Executive Summary
The Engineering Report submitted to the above Public Hearing is seriously deficient, both in what it does and
does not cover, concerning the adequacy and cost of the proposed design.
Moreover, the California Public Utilities Commission is already close to adopting a Water Purchase agreement
based on this design, without any valid basis for the “soft cap” price proposed, and possibly before the State
Division of Drinking Water has approved the project.
Recently, a superior and much cheaper source of water has been identified, available in greater quantity and
requiring much less purification.
Hence this Engineering Report should either be withdrawn and replaced by the Monterey Regional Water
Pollution Control Agency, or should be rejected by the State Division of Drinking Water if forwarded to them.
1. Inadequate Evidence for Successful Cost-Effective Purification
Water sources such as the Blanco Drain and Reclamation Ditch are among the most toxic in California, and
hence raise the questions of whether it is even scientifically possible to purify them to be potable, and, if so,
whether it can be done at an acceptable cost.
Any company investing its own money in a risky project like this would want to see much more convincing
answers to these questions than provided in this Engineering Report, which appears to have been produced by
proponents of the project without any challenging peer review. There are tell-tale signs of potential problems,
but these are waved aside since any failures or additional costs are expected to be borne by the ratepayers.
For example, in “9.4.4.1. Constituents Exceeding California Primary MCLs” (p. 9-42), several red flags are raised in Table
F-14 9-6, including excessive levels of Lead and Arsenic – the latter, a celebrated favorite of poisoners, coming in at 21 times

the permitted California Primary MCL! Instead of treating these as potentially fatal flaws in the proposed purification
process, the Report blames excessive turbidity, and proposes to alter the lab tests to reduce the effects of turbidity, instead
of facing the evidence head-on and examining what the turbidity is likely to be over years of actual pumping from these
water sources, and evaluating the worst-case scenarios. In the short time available to me to scan the Report, this alone
was enough to undermine my confidence in the scientific reliability of the output water quality promised.
If the Report reaches the Division of Drinking Water, the experts there may carry out this kind of exacting peer review,
but it would be preferable if MRWPCA, as the lead agency, took the responsibility for making their best shot at these
needed improvements before requesting that next level of review.
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Once the scientific case has been established that truly potable water can be produced, a much more comprehensive test
than the Pilot Test and subsequent selective testing is necessary in order to establish the actual cost and reliability of a
production system. The present incomplete status was indicated in the oral presentation at the above Hearing by a
presenter who referred to the level of some constituent being further lowered in some procedure that had not been
integrated into the testing system. So how much more costly would the system become as all necessary refinements were
integrated?
The capital and operational costs of dealing with some of the highly impure source water for Pure Water Monterey will
become especially significant when we come, below, to mentioning a much simpler and cheaper alternative source. And
yet this Engineering Report has virtually nothing to say on the subject of costs.

2.

Absence of Cost Estimates and Engineering Trade-Offs

Engineering is all about practicality – designing something that can be built, usually to be durable, and to satisfy
various requirements, among which cost constraints are always a major factor. This typically involves
consideration of alternatives, and decisions based on trade-offs between them.
The subject Report is very light on any such analysis or rationale, and hence is seriously deficient. The
outcome is that cost estimates have to be prepared by others, who are less well-informed than the designing
engineers, and, in particular, may be over-optimistic since they do not understand the severity of the problems
passed over lightly in the Report.
So how much is the production Advanced Treatment Facility expected to cost to build and operate? Is it
competitive with alternatives?
3.

CPUC Draft Water Purchase Agreement

Already at the California Public Utilities Commission, ALJ Gary Weatherford has recommended to the
Commissioners that they approve a Water Purchase Agreement for California-American Water to purchase
specified quantities of water produced by Pure Water Monterey at a specified “soft cap” price (which is no cap
at all, since it may be raised if costs increase).
This irregularity of timing, when MRWPCA’s design has not yet been approved, raises the questions of who is
the lead agency here, and who is qualified to set the price for the water in a way that is fair to residential
ratepayers, who have been given little opportunity to participate. Indeed, the fragmentation of the permitting
process looks like piecemealing that has the effect of minimizing that participation.
For example, where and when is the forum for public comment on the costs of PureWaterMonterey, and, at this
date, what is the chance of any comment having any influence whatsoever on the outcome?
4. Superior Alternative Source of Water
Although the Pure Water Monterey project is far along in the planning process, it has serious problems, and it is
never too late to avert a hundred-million dollar disaster (much more than that if the controversial pipeline is
included).
Before proceeding further, MRWPCA should make a thorough evaluation of an alternative water source,
namely wet-season diversion of surface water from the Salinas River in the rubber dam area to the MRWPCA
treatment plant, and thence for storage in the Seaside Aquifer. This would only be for water that was unused for
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agricultural or CSIP purposes, and would otherwise run out to sea. When the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District began to investigate this in 2013, they regarded it as a win-win proposition, but were
persuaded that it could never happen, presumably for political reasons. In the light of the critical situation for
Monterey Peninsula water supply, and continued overpumping of the Carmel River, it is time to publicly revisit
any political objections. If the main objection is that the agriculture industry would rather that the water ran out
to sea than that it should help solve the Peninsula crisis, this can surely be overcome.
Given that the Seaside Aquifer has an estimated capacity of 54,000 acre-feet, a study should be carried out,
using existing rainfall and river flow records over many years, to determine how much water could be pumped,
say through a 36-inch pipe, during the several wet weeks of typical winters, to top up the Seaside Aquifer until
it reached capacity, and then for how many drought years this Aquifer could be drawn down to supplement
desalinated water to provide uninterrupted supply to the Monterey Peninsula (as well as to other users of that
aquifer).
Since the water rights to this surface water are controlled by the State Water Resources Control Board, the
possible use, or modification, of the existing 1952 permit needs to be urgently examined for this municipal use
of the diverted water.

Respectfully submitted,
David Beech
dbeech@comcast.net
Residential Cal Am Ratepayer
Board Member, WRAMP (Water Ratepayers Association of the Monterey Peninsula)
and PWN (Public Water Now)
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Letter G

Yohana Vargas
Contracts Aministrator
5 Harris Court Building D
Monterey, CA 93940
To Whom it Concerns:
I attended the meeting re: the Pure Water Monterey Project hosted by the MRWPCA on August 22,
2016 hoping to obtain answers to my questions regarding the project in the belief that there would be
time for questions to be answered as noted in the announcement for the event. We were then told no
questions would be taken and that if we wanted our input to have greater effect we should
communicate in writing. We were in essence told to talk amongst ourselves. Consequently I still hope
that someone will answer my questions. Please respond to this e-mail.
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My most fundamental concern is the assumption that the highly polluted water to be recycled and
injected into the Seaside Aquifer can be safely purified. By safe I do not mean to that this water will
meet a regulatory standard established by a government agency since the current science regarding
metabolic disruptors and endocrine disruptors shows these standards to be wholly inadequate (surely
your planning process has taken this into account?). Has the planning staff taken into account the:
Parma Consensus Statement on Metabolic Disruptors, The statement of principles from the Endocrine
Society Endocrine Disrupting Chemicals and Public Health, and current research regarding bioassays for
these chemicals?? If these guiding principles have not be considered, then the project has been
designed based on the false assumption about what constitutes safe healthy water.
The water to be recycled comes from the Salinas Basin including the Blanco Drain and from pesticide
wash water: some of the most polluted waters in the state and water which has been shown to contain
metabolic and endocrine disruptors. I had hoped to ask if the project planners could state the extent of
this pollution and the implication of these pollutants to human health. Please respond.
As regards the techniques to be used to remove the pollutants we heard a lot about microfiltration and
% reduction not exact figure for final concentrations. It is unlikely this will be sufficient to produce safe
healthy water. Endocrine and metabolic disruptors act in parts per billion and parts per trillion;
therefore, micro filtration will not be sufficient. Why hasn’t nanofiltration been considered since this is
the gold standard for water purification? Does cost trump Health ? I hope not. Advanced oxygenation
techniques will not reduce these chemicals to Carbon dioxide and water. These techniques are based on
the hydroxyl radical ( . OH ) which breaks molecules apart by stripping electrons from their chemical
bonds thus producing different compounds called transformation products. Have these transformation
products been identified? Are the health effects of these transformation products known?

G - 16

Experts within the field of toxicology are stating that the effects of endocrine and metabolic disrupting
chemicals cannot be characterized through current concentration standards since their effects occur at
extremely low doses. The appropriate methods are to use bioassay techniques such as Toxcast tm. Is
the project going forward with biossays? If not Why?? Of course all this testing and monitoring is
expensive: who will do this? How Often? At what expense? I hope to receive answers to these
questions, please respond.

I also have questions regarding Environmental Justice. If you want to stop polluting the environment
the application of the environmental principle where “the polluter pays” is a necessary step. Who
contaminated this water? Why should the ratepayers of the Monterey Peninsula bail out the agricultural
interests in the Salinas Valley. Those responsible for the pollution should do the right thing and clean up
the mess. Will they? Another point is who will be drinking, cooking, and bathing with this water? This
water is from the Seaside aquifer. How is this water distributed throughout the CalAm system? Will the
residents of Pebble Beach, Carmel, Carmel Valley be drinking this recycled “Pure Water” at the same
concentrations of Seaside and New Monterey?
One last comment: Is this decision being made with a sense of what it might mean for future
generations? I ask this because it seems to be there exists a feeling of panic and hysteria about our
water supply. How did we get here in the first place? Were reasonable decisions made that resulted in
the overdraft of the Seaside aquifer, the illegal taking of thousands of acre feet from the Carmel River
basin, the horribly polluted Salinas river basin and the Blanco Drain ? A local politician recently said, “If
we wait for the infrastructure, nothing will get done.” NO! If we wait for proper and safe infrastructure
it will get done but it will be done right and future generations will contemplate the wisdom of their fore
bearers and their care for their children rather than the stupidity of hasty decisions damaging their
environment and their health. Can we wait till we have answered the proper questions. Please respond
by email. The meeting clearly was not set up to provide answers.
Sincerely,
Robert B. McGinley
Susan L. Schiavone
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Additional Comment:
I am sending this addendum note to our letter as a question from the meeting on August 22. No one
mentioned the actual parts per billion or whatever concentration of DDT and dieldrin that would be left
in the remaining water after removing 99.7%. Can you provide this information please. Also I am
concerned how this amount would begin to accumulate in the aquifer? Even tiny amounts can
accumulate and build up. Has that been studied? Once in, it is never out. Thank you. Susan Schiavone
and Robert McGinley

Letter H

Comment from: Rick Riedl
I attended the presentation on the subject project on August 22, 2016. The presentation was made in
accordance with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water requirements for a
public hearing to solicit input from the public. I am submitting the following comments and questions in
accordance with this requirement.
1) The City of Seaside should be considered a stakeholder in developing any plans that may affect the
use or alteration of lands within city limits and/or water from the Seaside Basin Aquifer.
2) The presentation stated that all of the water injected into the Seaside Basin would be extracted by Cal
Am. Considering there are several users that have wells that produce water from this basin, how will this
be ensured?
3) Is it necessary for the City of Seaside to enter into a water purchase agreement with MRWPCA and
MPWMD? If not, could the City of Seaside purchase water from this project?
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4) Has it been demonstrated that there is not an aquitard or aquiclude between the vadose zone and the
Santa Margarita aquifer within the area being consider for the injection wells? If not, how would
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production wells installed in the Santa Margarita formation, including the Cal Am well(s), benefit from
water injected into the vadose zone? What is the estimated transient time for water injected at the
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vadose wells to the Santa Margarita aquifer?
5) Would the water injected into the aquifer be regulated by the surface water treatment rule? If so,
would all entities using the Seaside Basin be subject to this rule including reporting requirements? If so,
please describe potential additional monitoring, treatment, analytical, and/or reporting
requirements. Also, who would be responsible for any associated costs?
6) It was reported that a possible response action to an upset in the GWR process was to shut down the
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production wells. The City of Seaside has a production well in the Seaside Basin that serves many
consumers. How will these consumers be supplied water if the GWR project forces a shut-down of the
City of Seaside's sole source of water?

Thank you
Rick Riedl
City Engineer
City of Seaside
phone (831) 899-6884

Letter I
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Letter J

Letter K

Letter L

Letter L

Letter M

Letter M

Letter N
Comment from Ron Weitzman
Yohana, last Monday Paul Sciuto asked me to send him the document pasted below. It is from Steve
Collins and refers to the Regional Desalination Project, which originally included a Pure Water
component. The document pasted below is sworn testimony from a Cal Sam attorney on the proposed
Pure Water component of the regional project leading to the decision to scrap that component from the
project. I have asked Steve if he possesses any other documents that led to that decision,. In response,
he sent me the attached documents. I believe it will be useful for your project proponents to consider
these documents seriously, particularly with this this question in mind: What has changed since 2010 to
render these documents no longer relevant? --Ron Weitzman, for Water Plus (Water Ratepayers
Association of the Monterey Peninsula)

Comment from: Rick Riedl
I attended the presentation on the subject project on August 22, 2016. The presentation was made in
accordance with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water requirements for a
public hearing to solicit input from the public. I am submitting the following comments and questions in
accordance with this requirement.
1) The City of Seaside should be considered a stakeholder in developing any plans that may affect the
use or alteration of lands within city limits and/or water from the Seaside Basin Aquifer.
2) The presentation stated that all of the water injected into the Seaside Basin would be extracted by Cal
Am. Considering there are several users that have wells that produce water from this basin, how will this
be ensured?
3) Is it necessary for the City of Seaside to enter into a water purchase agreement with MRWPCA and
MPWMD? If not, could the City of Seaside purchase water from this project?
4) Has it been demonstrated that there is not an aquitard or aquiclude between the vadose zone and the
Santa Margarita aquifer within the area being consider for the injection wells? If not, how would
production wells installed in the Santa Margarita formation, including the Cal Am well(s), benefit from
water injected into the vadose zone? What is the estimated transient time for water injected at the
vadose wells to the Santa Margarita aquifer?
5) Would the water injected into the aquifer be regulated by the surface water treatment rule? If so,
would all entities using the Seaside Basin be subject to this rule including reporting requirements? If so,
please describe potential additional monitoring, treatment, analytical, and/or reporting
requirements. Also, who would be responsible for any associated costs?
6) It was reported that a possible response action to an upset in the GWR process was to shut down the
production wells. The City of Seaside has a production well in the Seaside Basin that serves many
consumers. How will these consumers be supplied water if the GWR project forces a shut-down of the
City of Seaside's sole source of water?

Thank you
Rick Riedl
City Engineer
City of Seaside
phone (831) 899-6884

Comment from Ron Weitzman
Yohana, last Monday Paul Sciuto asked me to send him the document pasted below. It is from Steve
Collins and refers to the Regional Desalination Project, which originally included a Pure Water
component. The document pasted below is sworn testimony from a Cal Sam attorney on the proposed
Pure Water component of the regional project leading to the decision to scrap that component from the
project. I have asked Steve if he possesses any other documents that led to that decision,. In response,
he sent me the attached documents. I believe it will be useful for your project proponents to consider
these documents seriously, particularly with this this question in mind: What has changed since 2010 to
render these documents no longer relevant? --Ron Weitzman, for Water Plus (Water Ratepayers
Association of the Monterey Peninsula)

Letter O
Comment from Tom Rowley

To: Yohana Vargas, Contracts Administrator at MRWPCA, 5 Harris Court - Bldg D, Monterey, CA
93940
1. The purpose of this letter is to document previous concerns raised by Monterey Peninsula Taxpayers
Association (MPTA), re: the limits and relatively high-cost of the Groundwater Replenishment / Pure
Water Monterey (GWR / PWM) Project as presented during various public forums by the MRWPCA and
the MPWMD during the past several years, and most recently at the Public Hearing held in conjunction
with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water on Monday
Afternoon August 22, 2016 at the MRWPCA Board Room at Ryan Ranch here in Monterey, CA.

2. Earlier this year, during the public meeting here in Monterey sponsored by the MPRWA (Mtry
Peninsula Region Water Authority) with Representatives from the staff of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) at Monterey City Hall the discussions focused on the delays caused by the CPUC in
developing an updated EIR / EIS for Cal-Am Water's application for the three-pronged project portfolio
called the MPWSP (Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project). MPTA comments at that meeting to the
distinguished panelists from the CPUC staff: The Monterey Peninsula (MP) is "NOT ORANGE COUNTY -We are a Peninsula with only approx 40,000 water customers (residential and business) supplied by
California American Water (CAW), our local water provider. With the current cost of a desal project
estimated at over $300 Million to provide approximately 6,000 AFY, the additional cost of a GWR / PWM
project will provide a maximum of only 3,500 AFY -- and is thus a smaller, but valuable "Back-Up"
project. However, the original cost of $80 Million has now been increased $50 Million to cover the cost
of the so-called "Monterey Pipeline" (with an associated pump station along Hilby Avenue in
Seaside). That raises the total initial price tag of the GWR / PWR to at least $130 Million.

3. Comments from MRWPCA staff that a grant is expected from the State for $15 Million for this "BackUp" Project to the larger Desal project -- and the third project (ASR) in the portfolio -- are not at
all comforting or reassuring for Monterey Peninsula CAW rate-payers / taxpayers. Previously -- MPTA
has raised concerns about the actual cost of recovering the recycled water from the Seaside Basin and
then treating it to potable standards -- And the bureaucratic reply from MPWMD officials is that the cost
of recovery and treatment of the 3,500 AFY will be included in annual O&M costs... If the "social and
environmental" benefits of the GWR / PWM project are so great, MPTA urges that additional State
grants or funding should be forthcoming to pay for the project. Even low interest SRF loans at 1 % are
not convincing when considering the total burden resulting from the over-loaded total financial costs for
the three-pronged MPWSP. BTW -- Rainfall statistics in the past have shown that 7 out of 10 years on
the MP are relatively dry years (less than 18 to 20 inches per Water Year), and to rely on "excess flows"
in the Carmel River to provide source water on an annual basis for ASR is downright foolhardy!

(Suggestion: Please examine closely the actual ASR production / injection into the Seaside Basin in
AFY since the project came on line several years ago.)

4. Additional comments and to partially summarize: GWR is a really a very expensive project for only
3,500 AF of recycled water injected into the Seaside Basin each year. When you add the estimated $50
Million cost of the so-called "Mtry" Pipeline (from Seaside thru Mtry to PG) + the add'l Pump Station at
Hilby Ave (near Yosemite St in SS) to the $80 Million for the GWR / PWR plant and pipelines, etc from
the Seaside Basin = approx $130 Million: The obvious conclusion is that it is a relatively expensive
project. Granted that the pipeline and pump station are also needed to fully use ASR water injected into
the SS Basin (that water is now generally of use only to supply water customers in SS)! The pipeline and
pump station were considered part of the CAW desal project (Phase 1 of the MPWSP), but the
time table for that infrastructure has been accelerated to sooner rather than later because of delays in
the desal environmental impact report (now not due out in draft until Dec 2016). Also, the cost of
pumping the recycled GWR water from the Seaside Basin is planned to be charged off to annual O&M
costs... Avoidance of the true costs of GWR is how the proponents at MPWMD and MRWPCA can claim
the cost is only approx $1700 per AF.

5. MPTA suggests a strong lobbying campaign by officials at the MRWPCA and MPWMD, with support
from the Mayors at the MPRWA, to intensify lobbying efforts in Sacramento to obtain additional funding
support (aka grants) for GWR / PWM. State water officials need to be convinced to support GWR
financially because it is recognized as a great project for the environment and also to advance "social"
goals & policies / purposes. So why not request the State water bureacracy to fund ALL of the
GWR project -- Now really costing at least $130 Million ($80 Million + $50 Million)!

6. As part of the three-pronged portfolio of Cal-Am's MPWSP -- the GWR/ PWM is truly a nice
but limited "Back'Up" project to the larger desal project, and even a nice back-up to the
currently planned smaller 6,000 AFY CAW slant-well desal project. But GWR is still not really
cost effective in comparison to a larger 9,000 AFY desal project, which we know is really needed
to meet long-term MP water supply needs!
Submitted By: Tom Rowley, Vice-President of MPTA / PO Box 15, Monterey, CA 93942
/ Home TEL: (831) 373-5204

