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From: mwchrislock@redshift.com
To: Alvin Edwards; Amy Anderson; Clyde Roberson; George Riley; Karen Paull; District 5; SAFWAT MALEK; Dave

Stoldt; Joel Pablo
Subject: Letters to the Editor Opposing Cal Am"s Desal - September 28 to October 7, 2022
Date: Friday, October 14, 2022 10:09:59 AM

Letters to the Editor Opposing Cal Am’s Desal

Carmel Pine Cone | October 7, 2022

Disputed Water Numbers

Dear Editor:

Regarding your September 30 article, I hope Pebble Beach Company
will meet with the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(MPWMD) to clear up its misunderstanding of MPWMD’s water supply
and demand numbers provided to the CPUC recently. The AMBAG
growth forecast includes ALL growth for the area, including Pebble
Beach. It turns out that Cal Am miscalculated the demand by double
and triple counting data. It’s interesting that Cal Am came up with a
water demand that is just enough to justify its desal plant.

As to the charge that the district “has an inherent conflict of interest…
avowedly pursuing a public buyout of Cal Am”, please remember the
district is mandated by law to do so. Voters passed Measure J in 2018
by an overwhelming majority, legally mandating the district to pursue a
buyout of Cal Am if feasible. The feasibility study done in 2019
concluded it is feasible.

According to MPWMD, the expansion of Pure Water Monterey will
provide more than enough water for 30 years of growth without desal.
Drought has minimal impact on recycled water, increased population
means more wastewater. And not all the water from the expansion of
Pure Water Monterey will be used immediately, so much of it can be
stored for drought.

The false narrative that we need this desal project to survive is just
that. If the Coastal Commission approves this boondoggle of a desal
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plant on November 17, Cal Am customers can probably expect rates to
double. Pebble Beach Company customers may be able to pay
hundreds or possibly thousands of dollars a month for water, but the
average ratepayer cannot.  

Susan Schiavone, Seaside

Monterey Herald | October 12, 2022

Restore plant to nature
The original intent of California’s Coastal Act was the protection of the
coastline from creeping privatization and restoration of parts to the
natural habitat where feasible.

In 2017 a success story happened here with the agreement to close the
Cemex sand mining plant. The site is to be ecologically restored and
publicly accessible.

The sand plant was in existence and resource-dependent when the
Coastal Act was written so its use was grandfathered in. It was not
designated as Public Facilities. Private corporations should not be
allowed to install apparatus there that benefits one set of customers;
such exclusivity does not equate to serving the public good.

The Cal Am test well easement location is but a remnant of an earlier,
more regional (but failed) project that had been intended to serve
Marina and North County’s service areas along with that of the
Monterey Peninsula but those project parameters no longer exist.

Saltwater intrusion extends inward miles beyond the immediate
coastline and water extraction wells are not a coastal dependent use; it
would not be a worthy trade to lose the restoration and access promise
of the former sand plant to an outside investors project with a shelf life
of 30 years.

— Tina Walsh, Marina

Desalination phasing
This is in response to one of the two water issues letters in the Oct. 5
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Herald [and today’s lead article]. That letter is a good synopsis of Cal
Am’s most current argument supporting a desal project built, owned and
operated by the utility. The synopsis is good, but the argument is bad.
The argument supports a project that does not exist.

The project to which the letter refers is for a 4.8 million-gallons-per-day
(5,380 acre-feet-per-year) desal plant, but Cal Am’s current, modified
application before the CPUC (Alternative 5a of the original 2012
application) is for a 6.4 (7,174 acre-feet per year) one. Cal Am plans to
present the 4.8 project to the Coastal Commission on Nov. 17 in Salinas
but has not yet submitted it as a newly modified application to the
CPUC.

The application now before the CPUC cites the 6.4 project as the best
of several alternatives, which exclude the 4.8 one.

Before presenting the 4.8 project to the Coastal Commission, Cal Am
needs to obtain certification of the project by the CPUC.

— Ron Weitzman, President, Monterey Peninsula Water Ratepayers
Association

 
Monterey Herald | October 11, 2022

Cal Am’s water grabs
A pattern emerges of Cal Am’s illicit ways to obtain water. As a previous
letter to the editor states, “Cal Am has illegally pumped water from the
Carmel River that has killed off trees, enabled massive erosions, and
decimated fish populations.” And now they propose to illegally pump
from a neighboring public jurisdiction (Marina Coast Water District), also
ruining sensitive habitats where threatened and endangered species
live, and preventing a beach access that was made possible in the
Cemex settlement agreement after Cemex closes in one year. When is
enough enough? Cal Am’s tactics must be called out for what they are
and we must end this kind of predatory water grabs that are against the
law!

— Liesbeth Visscher, Chair, Citizens for Just Water
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Monterey Herald Letter | October 10, 2022

Desal plans
Recent Herald letters highlight Cal Am’s desal plans and its detrimental effects
on our communities, including environmental injustice to disadvantaged
communities such as Marina. Noteworthy but overlooked is the hero among us,
Marina Coast Water District, a publicly-owned utility that consistently
maintains reasonable water rates.

Cal Am obstinately invaded MCWD’s water service jurisdiction to contaminate
its sole potable water supply, the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin aquifers.

Cal Am’s slant well technology, by design, induces seawater intrusion, which is
a major issue that placed the SVGB on the state’s critically over-drafted
groundwater basin list. Cal Am’s desal facility would further endanger the
SVGB with seawater to the point that the groundwater would be so seawater
intruded that the only solution would be Cal Am’s desal plant. If the SVGB is
completely seawater intruded and only Cal Am’s desal facility could provide
sufficient water for drinking and crop irrigation, then the desal plant, by
necessity, would solve the “water problem.”

— Margaret-Anne Coppernoll, Marina

Monterey Herald– October 5, 2022

Can we print water?

Unlike money, we cannot print water. So, we need to be sensible in
estimating our water needs. When we estimate the amount of water the
Peninsula needs 30 years into the future, we would count the current
need plus population growth. That is why, the Monterey Peninsula
Water Management District says that the Pure Water extension will
provide sufficient water for the growing population and the housing that
comes with it, 30 years into the future.

Then, Cal Am, my current water provider, says that Pure Water
extension is not enough, and is again applying to build a desalination
plant. The crux of the matter is in its double counting of what is needed.
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Empty houses don’t drink water. People who occupy the houses do. It
turns out Cal Am counts both the people and the empty houses.

Maybe 30 years from now we would need a desalination plant, but not
now. As a rate payer, I am strongly against wasting money for
something we do not need and can ill afford.

— Sylvia Shih, Seaside

Monterey Herald – Letter to the Editor |  October 1, 2022

Cal Am’s desal project will cause harm to Marina

Marina agrees that Cal Am is a “bad neighbor” by crossing its
jurisdictional boundaries and proposing a slant well desalination project
in a neighboring PUBLIC water jurisdiction of a disadvantaged
community of color. MCWD and the City of Marina never invited nor
gave permission for Cal Am to pump 6.4 million gallons a day from our
area. Cal Am has zero water rights to pump massive amounts of our
groundwater and Marina receives zero treated water. Cal Am will
endanger our only source of potable water and exacerbate our basin’s
struggles as one of CA’s 21 critically overdrafted basins! 

The land on which Cal Am proposes building six large cement pads of
5-6,000 square feet each with fencing, actually will sit on Marina’s
shores close to water’s edge. This is the same beach access that will be
bought by a public agency after the final closure of the Cemex
sandmining plant in two more years per the Cemex settlement
agreement. And these pipes will permanently impact our sensitive
habitats per the Coastal Commission. If Cal Am were asked to solve its
own water issues within its own jurisdiction, would Carmel allow such
cement pads on their shoreline? This is environmental injustice of the
worst kind!

— Kathy Biala, Co-founder of Citizens for Just Water

MC Weekly Letters | September 29, 2022
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Housing, Water, Math

We don’t need Cal Am’s desal plant (“The debate over Cal Am’s
desalination plant returns to center stage,” Sept. 15-21). AMBAG’s
growth forecast proves that the Pure Water Monterey expansion is
enough water to meet the current RHNA housing demand. We’ll need
about 800 acre-feet more water by the year 2045 for housing and
development. But Cal Am wants us to pay for 6,250 acre-feet of
extraordinarily expensive desalinated water.

Tell the Coastal Commission “No Cal Am desal” on Nov. 17. We don’t
need it. We can’t afford it. 

Melodie Chrislock | Carmel
Chrislock is managing director of Public Water Now.

Thanks for your report on Cal Am’s desal project. The Coastal
Commission staff twice recommended denial based on environmental
damage, extremely high cost, and Marina bears the project with no
benefit.

Expansion of Pure Water Monterey supplies adequate water, including
for growth, for 20-30 years, as verified by the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District’s analysis, available at mpwmd.org
<http://mpwmd.org> . 

Susan Schiavone | Seaside

Monterey Herald – Letters to the Editor | September 28, 2022

Planning for water needs

A recent letter overlooked the fact that the Coastal Commission staff
has twice recommended denial of Cal Am’s desal project. Their denial
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was not because it wasn’t publicly owned. It was because there is a
superior alternative in the expansion of Pure Water Monterey. Yes, the
clock has been ticking for over two years now, as Cal Am used it
political power to block the expansion. Finally it should be approved
next week and a new water supply will be on the way.

This desal water is extraordinarily expensive and would probably double
the average water bill and it has major environmental issues and
environmental justice problems that cannot be overcome, which the
Coastal Commission cannot ignore.

Cal Am’s proposed desal is not a regional solution. The Peninsula
doesn’t need a smaller desal plant, this county needs a much larger
desal plant that can serve the city of Salinas and others who need
water.

Is the business coalition seriously proposing that we fill the Seaside
basin with $6,000 an acre-foot desal water? Do they understand how
quickly the Seaside Basin will fill from the PWM Expansion?

And if the business coalition really wants to support CSIP they should
be asking why the Monterey County Water Resources Agency refuses
to buy the extra 4,000 acre-feet of water that is available to CSIP from
the Pure Water Monterey program.

It’s not hard to get a good water project permitted. Unfortunately the
business coalition has blindly supported Cal Am’s desal project despite
the facts.

— Renee Franken, Monterey
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Joel Pablo

From: Winston.Stromberg@lw.com
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 2:43 PM
To: comments; Karen Paull; District 5; Alvin Edwards; George Riley; Safwat Malek; Amy Anderson; Clyde 

Roberson
Cc: ian.crooks@amwater.com; kathryn.horning@amwater.com; DJ.Moore@lw.com
Subject: MPWMD Oct. 17, 2022 Special and Regular Meeting Agenda Item 8:  letter on behalf of California 

American Water
Attachments: MPWMD Agenda Item 8 - 10-17-2022 CalAm letter to MPWMD Board.pdf

Dear Members of the Board: 

Please see the attached correspondence on behalf of California American Water regarding Agenda Item 8 on todays’ 
agenda. 

Very truly yours, 

Winston P. Stromberg 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1560 
Direct Dial: +1.213.891.8983 
Email: winston.stromberg@lw.com 
https://www.lw.com 

_________________________________ 

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the 
intended recipient.  Any review, disclosure, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission 
is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies including any 
attachments. 

Latham & Watkins LLP or any of its affiliates may monitor electronic communications sent or received by our networks 
in order to protect our business and verify compliance with our policies and relevant legal requirements. Any personal 
information contained or referred to within this electronic communication will be processed in accordance with the 
firm's privacy notices and Global Privacy Standards available at www.lw.com. 

MPWMD Board of Director's 
Meeting for Monday, October 17, 

2022 | Agenda Item No. 8 
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355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, California  90071-1560 
Tel: +1.213.485.1234  Fax: +1.213.891.8763 
www.lw.com 

FIRM / AFFILIATE OFFICES 
Austin Milan 
Beijing Munich 
Boston New York 
Brussels Orange County 
Century City Paris 
Chicago Riyadh 
Dubai San Diego 
Düsseldorf San Francisco 
Frankfurt Seoul 
Hamburg Shanghai 
Hong Kong Silicon Valley 
Houston Singapore 
London Tel Aviv 
Los Angeles Tokyo 
Madrid Washington, D.C. 

October 17, 2022 
 
VIA EMAIL 

Board of Directors 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
5 Harris Court, Building G 
Monterey, California 93940 
 
 Re:  MPWMD Board of Directors October 17, 2022 Special and Regular Meeting,  

Item 8: Resolution No. 2022-31 

Dear Chair Paull and Members of the Board:  

 On behalf of California American Water Company (“CalAm”), this letter addresses the 
MPWMD Board’s consideration of proposed Resolution No. 2022-31 (the “Resolution”), which 
purports to clarify MPWMD’s requirements for CalAm to obtain an amendment to its water 
distribution system permit for the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (“MPWSP”).  The 
Resolution also would direct MPWMD’s General Manager to notify other regulators with permit 
authority over the MPWSP that CalAm has not yet applied for or received an amendment to its 
water distribution system permit.  The Resolution misconstrues and overstates MPWMD’s 
jurisdiction by asserting that an amendment to CalAm’s water distribution permit is necessary 
before CalAm may construct the MPWSP.  Because MPWMD does not have pre-construction 
jurisdiction and for the reasons set forth below, the Board should reject the Resolution as 
currently drafted.   

First, the Resolution appears to exceed MPWMD’s jurisdiction.  The majority of the 
MPWSP’s infrastructure, including its proposed slant intake wells in the City of Marina, the 
desalination plant in the unincorporated County, and the pipeline infrastructure associated with 
those project components, would be constructed outside of MPWMD’s boundaries and therefore 
outside of its jurisdiction.  MPWMD Rule 11 defines a “Water Distribution System” as “all 
works within the District used for the collection, storage, transmission or distribution of water 
from the Source of Supply to the Connection of a system providing water service to any 
Connection including all Water-Gathering Facilities and Water-Measuring Devices.”  (Emphasis 
added.)  Therefore, consistent with this definition, MPWMD does not have permitting authority 
over construction of any component of the MPWSP that would be built outside of MPWMD’s 
boundaries.  As such, Section 1 of the proposed Resolution only can be read to apply to portions 
of the MPWSP within MPWMD’s boundaries.   

 Second, Section 4 of the Resolution is unnecessary.  Since the CPUC approved the 
MPWSP and certified its Final Environmental Impact Report and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (“EIR/EIS”) in 2018, CalAm has been working to seek and obtain approvals from 
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various governmental agencies for different components of the MPWSP.  Currently, CalAm’s 
coastal development permit application (and appeal of Marina’s denial of a local coastal 
development permit) is pending before the Coastal Commission, with a hearing scheduled for 
November 17, 2022.  The MPWSP EIR/EIS identifies more than two dozen necessary permits 
and approvals for the MPWSP, including that CalAm obtain MPWMD’s approval of an 
amendment to its water distribution system permit.  (See EIR/EIS, Table 3-8.)  Accordingly, 
other responsible agencies, such the Coastal Commission and State Lands Commission, are well 
aware that MPWMD has permitting authority over certain aspects of the MPWSP.  Passing a 
resolution notifying other agencies of CalAm’s permitting status is neither necessary nor 
germane to those agencies’ separate permitting authority.          

Third, CalAm is concerned that the Resolution appears to misconstrue MPWMD’s 
limited authority over the construction of components of the MPWSP located within MPWMD’s 
boundaries.  Section 1 of the Resolution states that CalAm must obtain the amended permit 
“prior to initiating construction of facilities” pursuant to District Rules 21.C. and 22.E.  This 
statement is not supported by MPWMD’s Rules applicable to modifications to water distribution 
system permits.  Specifically, Rule 21.C. and Rule 22.E. do not state that applications for water 
distribution system amendments must be processed prior to initiation of construction.  Nor does 
any applicable MPWMD Ordinance.  As to initial permits for a water distribution system, Rule 
20.A. states that “[b]efore any Person Creates or Establishes a Water Distribution System . . ., 
such Person shall either obtain a written Confirmation of Exemption from the Water Distribution 
System Permit requirements or a Water Distribution System Permit from the [MPWMD].”  
(Emphasis added.)  Rule 11 defines “Create a Water Distribution System” and “Establish” to 
mean “the construction and operation of a Water Distribution System.”  Rule 20.A. and Rule 
22.E. also state that before a water distribution system can be modified, expanded, or its supply 
sources changed, MPWMD must approve an amendment to the existing water distribution 
system permit.  However, neither of these Rules use the terms “Create a Water Distribution 
System” or “Establish” in connection with modifications to an existing system with an existing 
permit.  While approval of an amendment to a water distribution permit may be required prior to 
MPWSP operation, the Rules cannot be read so broadly as to require such approval for 
construction alone.  Thus, the Resolution appears to be an attempt to take a position that exceeds 
MPWMD’s authority for considering amendments to existing water distribution permits.1    

  MPWMD’s proposed Resolution is unnecessary, exceeds MPWMD’s authority, and 
should not be adopted as drafted.  Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
Winston P. Stromberg 
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

                                                 
1 This letter should not be read as constituting all of CalAm’s positions with respect to MPWMD’s jurisdiction over 
the components of the MPWSP, and, as such, CalAm reserves the right to make additional or different arguments in 
the future.  For instance, CalAm notes that the proposed Resolution may interfere with the CPUC’s constitutional 
authority to regulate public utilities’ production, storage, treatment, transmission and distribution of water. 
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cc: Ian Crooks, California American Water Company 
Kathryn Horning, California American Water Company 
DJ Moore, Latham & Watkins LLP  

Distributed to the MPWMD Board of Director's, General Manager and 
District Counsel on Monday, October 17, 2022

66



1

Joel Pablo

From: Michael Baer <mgbisme@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 7:48 PM
To: Joel Pablo
Subject: Fw: Baer to Luster with questions and comments on Cal AM CDP

Joel, 
 
Please send this around to the Board members, Mr. Stoldt and Mr. Loredo. 
 
Perhaps I can be the first letter in the November hearing which I believe will be after the 
Coastal Commission meeting in Salinas. 
 
Cheers all, 
 
Michael B. 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Michael Baer <mgbisme@yahoo.com> 
To: Tom Luster <tluster@coastal.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 at 07:24:02 AM PDT 
Subject: Baer to Luster with questions and comments on Cal AM CDP 
 
Good morning Tom, 
 
I have italicized the parts of this email that seek a response to a question or ask for your action. 
 
So here we are again, and I have some comments and questions for your consideration and for the record, in 
compiling your staff report regarding Cal Am's application for a CDP of its ill-conceived desal plant. As 
always, it is my attempt to offer comments or questions that may not be being asked by others, to add something 
to the overall inquiry, to more fully vet the process. 
 
Although its been delayed over two years since they pulled the application in the last minute back in 2020, it is 
still far from ready for prime time.   
 
I understand that they are now seeking to downsize the plant to a 4,800 afy instead of a 6,400 afy which itself 
was downsized from their original ask of 9600 afy.  Actually, they want to phase it up 6400 afy over time. Back 
in the early days of the long and winding story with the CPUC, the 4800 option was viewed to be infeasible due 
to economies of scale; i.e. It's even MORE expensive to make a smaller plant in terms of the cost per acre foot. 
Undoubtedly it is also more expensive to build it at 4800 then expand it to 6400 later, than build it out in one 
effort.  And it is not needed for the next 20-30 years if we get the M1W expansion.  Plus,  I have not heard that 
Cal Am has gone back to the CPUC, who is the lead agency, to seek approval for the downsized version.  If that 
approval has not been secured, then Cal Am's application is not ready for prime time. 
 
Also, when we last "spoke" by email, you shared that Cal Am and Monterey One had come to an agreement on 
the outfall liner.  While they may have verbally agreed to the basic structure of the agreement, the agreement is 
by no means finalized.  Monterey One has agendized the issue for it's Oct 31 board meeting, but there is a 
strong push within the community to place a contingency on that agreement, that it will not be valid or executed 
until the Water Purchase Agreement for the M1W expansion of Pure Water recycling is signed, sealed and 
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delivered.  That is also still in process. The ALJ approved the agreement recently and it is scheduled to be 
before the full CPUC Commission in the first week of November. Assuming that is approved which is not 
guaranteed, it will still take another 30-60 days before all parties will sign off on the document.  Once again, not 
ready for primetime until after Thanksgiving at the earliest. 
 
Since we are on the subject of the outfall, I am still unclear to what extent the diffusers have been proven to 
effectively disperse the brine. I  expressed concerns about that years ago. The fact that the outfall terminus is in 
a flat-bottomed topography suggests the possibility that the brine might lay in an ever growing bolus, creating a 
deadzone due to increasing salinity.  It is the type of topography that is often associated with a squid 
nursery.  Because the current outfall from M1W operations is brackish, it will tend to float upward and disperse 
easily in the water column, creating no harm to such a nursery.  The opposite is true for brine. It tends to sink 
and collect. So my questions are; a) Has a biosurvey been done of the area at the outfall terminus to establish a 
baseline of sea life?  and b) What is the plan for monitoring the outfall regularly in the eventuality that brine 
makes it way out, to ensure that critical habitats are not being damaged? 
 
In another line of inquiry, I have recently learned that Cal Am has said that any future slant wells will be a 1000 
feet long.  That was also their original plan for the test well, but they only made it to 735 feet.  PLEASE ASK 
Ian Crooks why they stopped the drilling at 735 feet?  Ask him how many drill motors burnt out trying to drill 
further?   
 
He will probably reply something about snowy plover nesting season, but I believe the reason they stopped is 
because when they encountered the aquitard at that distance and at that angle, they simply could not apply the 
torque necessary to penetrate and get through the substrate.   
 
It's a good thing too. What happens when you perforate an aquitard which is holding brackish water above it. 
Does it exacerbate seawater intrustion?  Are there any examples where this has been done elsewhere in the 
world?  I asked these questions of the CPUC, but they do not do science, so they ignored the question. They do 
not have the staff to address such a question. Unlike the CCC. 
 
My final point on this email also relates to the test slant well.  You can see from the TAC (Technical Advisory 
Committee) report excerpt below, which was an adjunct of the Mayors' Authority (remember them? thankfully 
disbanded now) that they had a problem with removing the external casing and so a 25% portion of the intake 
was rendered useless. Cal Am says it didn't affect the overall intake target of 2100gpm, but that is hard to 
believe, and there has been no explanation offered on how that is possible.  Please Ask Ian Crooks what 
changes have been made to the drilling protocols so that such a situation with the casing will not arise if future 
slant wells are drilled?  
 
They still have no plan to extract the stranded casing because they lost interest in solving that problem when it 
did not impede their next step. They still don't know how to do it, though.  It has been more than seven years 
since the problem occurred, but they have done nothing to try to figure it out so that it won't happen if they ever 
get permission to dig more wells.  
 

Source: MPRWWA TAC meeting, 7/16/15, Item #2, Packet Page 31 (labeled pg,31 but for print enter pg 
33, quote below is on print page 34 last paragraph) 

“Due to concerns about coastal margin erosion and sea level rise, the test slant well at the CEMEX 
facility starts nearly 600 ft inland from the coastline.  Consequently, it barely reaches coastline where it is 
at a depth of approximately 200 feet.  Drilling and construction of the test slant well was challenging and 
the drill rig was unable to retract a portion of temporary casing, which remains in the ground and limits 
flow into 150-ft-length of the nearly 600-ft-long well screen.  
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However based on more than one month of test pumping at 2000 gpm, the test slant appears to be 
capable of producing the design flow rate of ~2100 gpm. " 
 
 
Thanks for your time Tom. I know you are a busy guy, but I hope you can make the inquiries of Mr. Crooks that 
I have outlined here. There are still so many unresolved issues, but these are a couple that might not otherwise 
make your radar. 
 
Regards, 
 
Michael B. 
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County Administrative Office • 168 W. Alisal St., Salinas, CA 93901 • (831) 796-3094 • www.co.monterey.ca.us 

Nicholas Pasculli  
County Communications Director   
pasculllin@co.monterey.ca.us 
(831) 905-9632       

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

 

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Monday, October 17, 2022 

Statement from County of Monterey Chief Administrative Officer, Charles McKee 

“Today Governor Newson announced that the COVID-19 State of Emergency will end on February 

28, 2023. This timeline gives our Office of Emergency Services and Health Department ample time to 

demobilize and to look ahead to managing what most would agree is an evolving and on-going public 

health challenge. 

What this means for the County of Monterey specifically will be determined over the coming weeks. 

We will however remain strong proponents for our residents who live here and those who work here of 

getting fully vaccinated. Science has proven time and time again that vaccinations are our best defense 

against COVID-19.  

Our County Health Department, Natividad, and our other public and private sector partners in 

community health have been planning for this day as well as a potential surge that may occur after the 

holidays in January and February. Coupled with health experts’ expectation that we will experience a 

very challenging Flu season, making it more important for our community members to get both 

COVID boosters and Flu shots.  

There is nothing more important to our Board of Supervisors and our County’s Healthcare 

Professionals than the health and wellbeing of our residents. The County of Monterey will continue to 

beat the drum of prevention and reasonable measures to protect our people and our economy.” 

March 10, 2020, marked the date the County of Monterey Board of Supervisors approved the County’s 

Emergency Proclamation. County of Monterey COVID-19 timeline is available at the link below. 

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/administrative-office/office-of-

emergency-services/response/covid-19 

 

# # # 
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Joel Pablo

From: Michael Baer <mgbisme@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2022 10:46 AM
To: Joel Pablo
Subject: Baer on Cal Am

Hi Joel, 
 
Once again please distribute this letter to Board Members, and the two Daves.  Thank you. 
 
Greetings all, 
 
Last night I spoke out of turn, but I want to keep the thread of my comment alive. The fact 
is that Cal Am hasn't updated its cost estimate for the desal plant since it's NOI in 2011. 
Chair Paul briefly referenced that fact last night when she suggested the rising cost of 
construction and other inflationary pressures have not been adequately considered. 
 
How can the CPUC or the Coastal Commission make final decisions about billion dollar 
infrastructure without at least reasonable and recent cost estimates for the project?  I know 
that you are in negotiations/litigations and so I ask you to advocate wherever there might 
be leverage, for Cal Am to be responsible, and update its cost estimates for desal.  
 
Thank you for your consideration on this ask, and thank you for all the diligent work you 
are doing.  
 
Regards, 
 
Michael B. 
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Joel Pablo

From: Wandzia Rose <wandziarose@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2022 1:34 PM
To: Joel Pablo
Subject: No Desal Needed!

FYI 

 
 
 

75



 

76



 
Monterey Peninsula Taxpayers Association 

PO Box 15 – Monterey – CA - 93942 
 
October 27, 2022 
 
David Stoldt 
General Manager 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
 
 
 

RE: Nomination of John Tilley as MPTA representative on Ordinance 152 Oversight 
Committee   

 

BY :  Email 
 
Dear Mr. Stoldt: 
 

This letter nominates John Tilley on behalf of MPTA for the Ordinance 152 Oversight 
Committee (O/S/C). 
 
Please let me know if you need anything else from MPTA with respect to this 
nomination. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Rick Heuer 
President 
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5 Harris Court, Building G, Monterey, CA  93940        P.O. Box 85, Monterey, CA  93942-0085 
831-658-5600        Fax  831-644-9560        www.mpwmd.net 

 

November 1, 2022 
 
Mr. John Ainsworth  
Executive Director  
California Coastal Commission  
455 Market Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Via Email 
 

RE: Cal-Am's CDP Application #9-20-0603 
 
Dear Mr. Ainsworth: 
 
On September 6, 2022 I notified you that the California American Water Company’s (Cal-Am) CDP Application 
#9-20-0603 was not ripe for Coastal Commission consideration due to an on-going California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) proceeding. 
 
We understand that you have waived 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 13052, which states “a permit application shall not be 
accepted for filing by the Executive Director unless all such governmental agencies have granted at a minimum 
their preliminary approvals for said development, except as provided in section 13053.” However, at this time we 
count at least nine unresolved or incomplete regulatory issues: 
 

• Cal-Am’s Monterey County permits were revoked subject to additional environmental review. This issue is 
in the Superior Court and many months from resolution; 

 
• Cal-Am’s exclusive negotiating agreement with Monterey One Water for use of their outfall has expired, 

an additional party has expressed desire to also utilize the outfall, and no agreement is in place with either 
party; 

 
• The State Lands Commission has not agreed to a lease for the project’s intake wells; 

 
• On October 3, 2022 the State Water Board removed Cal-Am its Intended Use Plan for state revolving loan 

funding of $279.2 million due to a “lack of progress”; 
 

• Cal-Am has not applied for an amendment to its Water Distribution System permit through our District (see 
Resolution attached); 

 
• Marina Coast Water District contends that Cal-Am has no rights to take water from the CEMEX site and 

water extractions there are limited by an agreement with CEMEX’s predecessor Lonestar Cement. That 
case is currently being heard in Superior Court. 

 
• The CPUC has on-going proceedings regarding supply and demand for additional water supplies that are 

expected to continue into March 2023; 
 

• The CPUC has previously approved only a 6.4 MGD plant and specifically discouraged the 4.8 MGD plant 
as little to no ratepayer savings, less water, no contingency, increased environmental impacts, and so on. 
Cal-Am would likely need to revisit its CPUC permission to build the plant to pursue a phased approach; 
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Mr. Ainsworth 
Page 2 of 2 
November 1, 2022 
 

 
 
 

 

and  
 

• The CPUC’s cost cap for the project is $279.1 million. To expend funds that Cal-Am intends to recover 
from ratepayers beyond the capital cost cap, Cal-Am must file a petition to modify the CPUC decision. The 
Construction Cost Index since the last estimate would imply costs for the project far in excess of the CPUC 
cost cap. 

 
We hope the Coastal Commission will defer action on CDP Application #9-20-0603. Given the number of 
unresolved issues, there is a significant likelihood that the project will need to come back before you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David J. Stoldt 
General Manager 
 
cc: Dan Carl, Coastal Commission 

Tom Luster, Coastal Commission 
Zita Kline, CPUC 
Kenneth Foster, State Lands Commission 
Charles McKee, Monterey County 
Layne Long, City of Marina 
Rem Scherzinger, Marina Coast Water District 
Paul Sciuto, Monterey One Water 
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