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Special District Risk 
Management Authority 

Maximizing Protection. 
Minimizing Risk. 

September 6,2013 

. Mr. David Pendergrass 
Board Chair 

1112 I Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814-2865 
T 916.231.4141 
T 800.537 . .7790 
F 916.231.4111 
www.sdrma.org 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
PO Box 85 
Monterey, California 93942-0085 

Re: No Paid Workers' Compensation Claims in 2012-13 

Dear Mr. Pendergrass: 

~ 
SDRMA 

RECEIVED 
SEP {) 9 2013' 

MPWMD 

This letter is to formally acknowledge the dedicated efforts of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District's Governing Body, management and staff towards proactive loss prevention and workplace safety. Your 
agency's efforts have resulted in no "paid" workers' compensation claims for program year 2012-13. A "paid' 
claim for the purposes of thiS recognition represents the first payment on an open claim during the prior 
program year. This isa great accomplishment! 

It is through the efforts of members such as Monterey Peninsula Water Management District that SDRMA has 
been able to continue providing affordable workers' compensation coverage to over 399 public agencies 
throughout California. In fact, 242 members or 61% in the workers' compensation program had no "paid" 
claims'in program year 2012-13. 

In addition to this annual recognition, members with no "paid" claims during 2012-13 earn 2 credit incentive 
points (CIPs) thereby reducing their annual contribution amount. Also, members without claims receive a 
lower "experience 'modification factor" (EMOD) which also reduces their annual contribution amount. 

As SDRMA is dedicated to serving its members and preventing claims, we would appreciate your agency 
taking a moment and sharing with us what made your District successful in preventing work related injuries. 
Our goal is to incorporate your successful ideas and suggestions into our loss prevention programs to benefit 
all members of SDRMA. Please forward any ideas or suggestions to Dennis TImoney, SDRMA Chief Risk 
Officer at dtimoney@sdrma.org; 

On behalf of the SDRMA Board of Directors and staff, it is my privilege to congratulate the Governing Body, 
management and staff of Monterey Peninsula Water Management District for their commitment to proactive 
Joss prevention and safety in the workplace. 

Sincerely, 
Special District Risk Management Authority 

JDfl~ 
David Aranda, President 
Board of Directors 

A proUd Catifomia SpeCial Districts 
Afrlance partner. 

California Special Districts Association 
1112 I Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento. California 95814-2865 
T 877.924.CSOA (2732) 
.F 916.442.7889 

CSOA Finance Corporation 
1112 I Street, Suite 200 
Sacramenlo .. CaIifomIa 95814-2865 
T 877.924.CSDA (2732) 
F 916.442.7889 
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I August 30, 2013 

I 
I 

:1 Mayor . 
:) CHUCKDE/..LASALA David J. Stoldt, General Manager 
! CounciImembers: Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

UBBYDOWNEY P.O. Box 85 . 

:j 
I 
! 
j 

! ,. 

~CY~~E Monterey, CA 93942-0085 
FRANK SOlLECITO 

City Manager: 
FREDMEuRER 

Subject: $200,000 Grant To Explore local Water Projects 

Deaf/Mr~o&?~ . . . 

~have reviewed your letter dated August 1, 2013 regarding the.above and have 
decided that we will not apply for funds at this time. In the process of discussing options' 
and ideas, we believe what is needed more than any other study, is a comprehensive 
examination of what role storm water and dry weather flows (SW/DWF) can play in solving 
the region's water shortage problems. This fundamental research should look at the 
opportunities that exist throughout the entire region including at least all of the Monterey 
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency's seniice area to harvest, store and utilize 
SWIDWF as raw water feed for potable and/or non-potable uses. If there is a monetary 
value to SWIDWF, this would help address another dire need; providing the cities :with a 
way.to'finance th~ir storm water regulatory programs. 

Ohef'example;:ofWhere opportunities exist is in the City of Monterey. There are two lakes, 
DeLMoriterLaf{e ;a'!icftake' EI ;i;:stero{.::Botl;r onfi~eJa~e~ :arl=rm{:lnag~d;~meaning4haH~eif; 
levels';are·:contrblledi,~.p.fibr;to:a::stQJJn'eventt--..the\1ake~l~vels~;ar~,low.~r~~:i'~qthat there!is.u'; 
stOl'agecapacny. 'The water that- is 'drained could be sent to a treatmentsystEmi' located 
either in the City or to a regional treatment system where it could l?e used for po~able or 
non-potable feed water. There are other lakes on the Peninsula that could be managed in 
a similar manner, thereby maximizing the amount of water·that could be captured and . 
treated. Storm water regUlations already prohibit the discharge of dry weather flows into 
certain ocean waters designated as Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS). The 
State Water Resources Control Board also is able·to deSignate certain ocean waters. as 
State Water Quality Protected Areas (SWQPA), which alsq carries aDWF prohibition. So 
as time goes on, there will be more of a call to divert SW/DWF into either a·sewer system 
or a system designed to carry these flows separately for treatment because of ~ew 

. SWQPAs, 'additional ASBS restrictions or other increases in regulatory restrictions. 

We would suggest that Mure allotments of MPWMD funds be used as grant match for 
State funds that·would come from the various Integrated.RegionatWater Ma.nagement . 
Program':'(IRWMP) furjd.$oureesr ~This wouldJirstr,equire that· t~ . .lRVVfI(IP:h~v~ ;aTegional 
SW/DWF'utilizatibn;study.;:W~would~b.e;happyjo;~s~istir:rtheJomild~tion:{)f::~I.~d~~crip,tiop 

·bf'such·a'-pr'ojeGt.;·.~.;·:,:,~: ~//:""~":; ~;'.:«: (·:>'1:;;;' (: '.:'; i!<. C':(;· ::'~ rV:~it.:;.:~,!-· .Lt.< .. :.~ '.;!": .'~v .:. F~:~':;21 

:Sincerely;···.:·;·, .. ::.'~';> ;'Ic::;:.:: ,..~ .. :':'.> ;. ,; : .... '.~;_ ':.~>::,;.:<: 
... . . . ~ 

~~. ··u:, .. / ... : .. -_(.-::., .... ~'.~;: ~ " ;:'.'.: ',.'; ...... :.:: , ... : .. :.: ':'.~ .: .. ::. ":.:' .. ' .. -, ,,:: ... :.;: ,::,~ .. /y,':'r .. :; .:;.;;~. '"\?:,e ;:.;".".i :.; 
'f ~. :<: ... ., .'. :,;: .. :,;,: .. :., .. ,.' .. ,:.:::.:; ..... ~ .. 

~e~re;···.· ';-' ... ' .' :". ".,', '«:: ... ".' 

. City Manager 

an'HALL' MONJEREY' CAUFORNIA • 9394Q • 831.646.3760 • FAX83I.646.3793 
. Web Site· .http://www.lOonterey.ors: 
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F''1 MONTEREY 
Monterey Regional Airport 

August 30, 2013 

David Stoldt, General Manager 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

5 Harris Court, Building G 

Monterey, CA 93940 

RE: local Water Project Grant 

Dear Mr. Stoldt: 

200 Fred Kane Drive, Suite 200 
Monterey. CA 93940 
. (831) 648-7000 
(831)648-7026 FAX 

Board of Directors 

Matthew Nelson 
Chainnan 
Mary Ann Leffel 
Carl Miller 
WiHiamSabo 
Richard Searle 

Executive Staff 

Thomas Greer, AAE 
General Manager 
TonjaPosey 
District Secretary 
Scott Huber 
District Counsel 

RECE:~VE 

This letter is provided in response to Monterey Peninsula Water Management District's (MPWMO) 

recent solicitation for local Water Project grant applications. The Monterey Peninsula Airport District 

(MPAD) is interested in utiliiing grant funding to conduct a feasibility study on the reuse of existing wells 

that have been used for groundwater remediation. 

BACKGROUND 

Groundwater contamination on the northwest side of Monterey Regional Airport related to historic 

operations of the Naval Auxiliary Air Station (NMS) Monterey was discovered in 1990. The Army Corps 

of Engineers determined that Department of Defense (000) fuel storage and aircraft maintenance 

activities was the source of contamination, and therefore eligible for DoD environmental remediation. A 

series of extraction, reinjection, and monitoring wells with "in situ" treatment systems were installed by 

the Corps on- and off-airport. 

After eleven years and $18M, the Corps of Engineers and the California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board have determined that remediation efforts have been highly eff~ctive and may be completed in 

the next several months (see attached Corps PowerPoint presentation). 

PROPOSAL 

The Corps of Engineers remediation closure plan calls for the ultimate destruction of the wells and 

removal of equipment. Corps staff has indicated thCJt some of the wells may be usable as sources of 

water supply and thattheyare willing to facilitate retention and transfer of on-airport wells for 
.• I 

productive reuse. 

MPAO recognizes the substantial investment that has been made in developing this system of wells, 

conveyance lines, and a storage tank that is on the airport. This is an asset that may be able to be 
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David Stoldt, G.M., MPWMD 
Local Water Project Grant 
Page20f3 
August 30, 2013 

directed to existing and future on- and off-airport needs. We would like to conduct a feasibility study on 

whether and how the wells may< be reused for the benefit of the airport, its neighbors, and the 

community. 

SCOPE OF STUDY 

After consulting with MPWMD staff, a two-phased approach to assessing the future potential of the 

wells would be appropriate. The grant request would address Phase 1 only and pertains to the on

airport wells and remediation infrastructure. 

Phase 1-Data Collection and Review 

• Review all existing hydrogeo data and put into a useful format; 

• Confirm current field conditions of the treatment system wells; 

• G.enerate a preliminary range of concepts on how the wells may be developed and potential 

receptors of the water supply; 

• Report with determination of feasibility and recommendations. 

Phase 2 - if reuse is considered feasible to this point and not risk-averse: 

•. Pump tests of the on-airport wells; 

• Determination of sustainability of pumping, and long-term well production and maintenance 

costs; 

• Estimated costs of alternatives. 

Following an in-house assessment of the Phase 1 recommendations and consideration of liability of 

pursing options and whether additional funding is available, MPAD may choose to proceed to Phase 2. 

The Phase 1 study will be conducted by a local hydrogeologist. Preliminarily, we believe the Phase 1 

feasibility analysis would cost in the range of $10,000 to $15,000. MPAD believes that, in addition to 

staff time, the existing well infrastructure is an asset that may be considered a match in-lieu of funds. 

SUMMARY 

This proposal is preliminary and subject to refinement following initial review by the MPWMD. MPAD 

sees the feasibility study and potential reuse of the wells as highly consistent with and complementary 

to MPWMD's goal of seeking a varietY of small water projects that may (1) help offset the losses of Cal 

Am's reduced supply of Carmel River aquifer water for existing uses, and/or (2) provide water for future 
. . 

projected uses in the area. 



David Stoldt, G.M., MPWMD 
local Water Project Grant 
Page 3 of3 
August 30, 2013 

MPAD requests that the MPWMD consider this grant for a feasibility study. We are pleased to pursue 

this worthwhile endeavor and hope that you will find it suitable for your support. 

~~?--
Tom Greer 

General Manager 

Attachment: US Army Corps of Engineers PowerPoint presentation 
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SITE'HISTO'RY .'. 
. .. 

NClval & Joint Operations ... 
"'~The Department ofN:avY'lea'sed approldmate'ly 45.S··acres·frorn:: i

· ..... 

the Monterey Peninsula Ai'rport District (MPAD) ··in '1"942 creatin.g .' . 
the.N:aval Auxiliary Air Station (NAAS) ·Monterey. . . . . 
. . . : " .... . 

·· ... ··.· .. ··· •. · •• ··.In 1946,'MPADwas granted jOint a'nd equal use. of.the I.~nding.·.·· 
. facilitieswithoutterillinating the .origina·1 agreements·. datec;l'in '. .. . . 

'. ,,1942.:'" ..' . .. .' . .'. . ... . . 
•• .' " J I • • , . 

····S·etwe.en 1972 and 1982, the Naval. Postgrad·ua.te.·SchO.ol'.at.- <:. 

···;M.ontereycontinually renewed the le~se from'MPAD','wh'ich" ...... . 
··inc·lud·ed·· theuseofundergrou·nd'·fuel storag~ tanks' and .. 

·$~Pportil1.g.·pipelrne, in·the cantonmentareaat the·.north. end. of .' 
···the p"Qperty~' . ...... . .... 

'. "N~ovemb:er22, 198.2, .. MPAD releas,d .. theDepartmentptthe N~VY . 
fr9m)tS I~ase of the 455-acre parcel. .. . .... ·g'/PI','I·· 

."1" . 
. . ® 

'. ,. ~.: :": ;": ~l.lIi.DING 'STRONG . ' .. '. 
:.: "'. '. . . . . .q!> 
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FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITE ...... . 
. .' . . ". . 

(FUPS) INVESTIGATION .. 
'. InSept,ember 1991, theSac,ramento District of the USACE' ' 

completed an In\(enforyProjecf Report'(INPR) for NMS" , 
Monterey that incl,lIded site visits and a record's' review'~ T,he . 

,', , ,.results "of.theINPRconcluded thatthe facilitywas'formerl'y,'used" 
.' • by: the',DoD ,a'nd was' therefore :~ligible for ,inc,h-isio,n: hi' the FU,DS': ... 

"program.,'" , . ' , ,', ,', ,"'.' :.,:,:', 

.....•. ~"he INPRdocumented the following envi rcm menta I Ciss,uesor ..•..........••.. 
,': :~,:" ..:p,ot.enti'a,1 source ar~as for cQ,ntatninants: " ,', ' ' ,', ",0::" ': " . ' .. " ".': ,:' " 

:" i "",~::U$e,J.,n~',sub~eqlJ.ent:r~~oval.of muitipi'e,:'ulldergrou,:nd:", :"::' ........ :': :~":' ,:' 
. ",:,:,:stor~:g~~l,;t~nk$ {:tJSTs); , ' , .' .' ,,' ,:' ... '::, '. '. " 
: , .. ' , .... ··'~'Tes.ti,hg, '::removal~ "an'd dispos·alof abandonedtransfo'rm,ers;:: ,",.,:",:: ',:',:, 

, '~ Fo'rm:e.~,f'r~ fi'ghtillg ',pra~tic~ 'area;' . , " .. ': ,:::.,',,: ' :' ",',' .' ,'~, .... ::'''' 
. , ,,': ~:':M,intatY,d.um'p. site; and .... '., ....... ' .. '. ,. . . •. ..... '.. •....•... ..... .. .. 11"2) .. 

",,,",:.'':'-::,:'',:'' ,<':"',:,': ",: ,,: ',:",' . .. ,.' ,', ' '.,':, " :'1':" 
': '~ Firi'ng' ranges .. " """ , .',' ,:,,' , " • 

",.,:':', 0',', ":,':,':'<.'" ' ",',<,,:,' ' '<:':'; ' .. :'" .,' " BUI~DING STRONG® ,' .. 
. ..': : . .' ... : .. ~ > :." .:. ' .. ;:." . ' .. ". ,: .. ,. . . . 

..•.. - ..... ...-. ... ~~ .... ~.".~-..... "' "'M·-_"_~"'''_'' __ ''''''''ro··· "' .. 
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:~~ I Enhanced In Situ ~iodegradation;I" 
, ' Enhanced in situ biodegradation treats both the ' 

Trichloroethene(TCE) and ,Petrole~m Oil and 'Lubricants 
(POL) plumes located on the airport p~ope~y. ' 

, Step' 1: POL-contaminated ,Step~: The POL plume serves as ' Step 3: The ,water Is extracted 
water is extractedi nto it food for the microbes to stimulate' from the grou'ndwater table, ' 

" " tank where,oxygen and' , ,i)iodegradation within the TeE ' filtered ,through granular 
nutrient microbes are plume. This process, known as co,· activa~edcarbon, and re~ 
added. ,The 'water is re';' metabolism, results in the break injected into the groundwater 
'inj'ectedinto the down of bothco'ntaminants within ' ,tal;Jle down, grad,ient of theTCE 
g,roundwater table at the' the groundwater table. 

. ': ...• : . 
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, location of the TCE,plume. ' . ' 
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Airport Operations 
. Summary 

.., , .... . 

Parameter. 

• ..J 

.... 

. Total"Through 
June·2013 

Groundwater Extracted 
.. 

Total 239,637,869 gallons· 
. ·TCE Plume . 188,245,236 gallons' 

.1 

POL Plume Sl[392,633 gallons· I 

Groundwater Treated 191,040,751 gallons 
Groundwater Reinjected 238,424,623 gallons 
Mass .Removed by Carbon Treatment (calculated) 
TeE .. 38.96 pounds· 

. Benzene. 5.17 pounds 
M:a.~.§: ~gmQY~d;i:.1.n<$.itl! J~,$tirn~teq}::. :. . . . .. .'.~ . . ,'. - :: .' . not cal,culate.d: .... :. :.C .. ,. . .. 

'. : ...... ',. . . . '. .' . .... . ".~ . .. .. . . 
. : . ." ' .. :".'.<,:. 

'.>': '., .. : ' .. ;' .. ' 
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TCE·Plumereduction atthe Airport 
,., » .... ;;w " •. 1 lIMP....... .. II . '.. . 

legend 

-$- Monitoring Well (existing to remain) 

·f.ir Extraction Well 

~ Reinjection Well 

'" "" I 2002 est TeE Mel Plume 

June 2013 est Benzene MeL Plume 

•• I June 2013 est TeE MeL Plume 
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Benzene Plume: reductio'n at the AlrDort 
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Legend 

~ Monitoring Well (existing to remain) 

$- Extraction Well 

-$- Reinjection Well 

2002 est Benzene Mel Plume 

June 2013 est Benzene Mel Plume 

- - • June 2013 est TeE Mel Plume 
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Park Operations ..... . 

Cumulative Totals Summary, ·Park Operatio,ns 

Parameter 
Groundwater Extracted 
Groundwater Treated 
Groundwater Reinjected 
Mass ·Removed ·by Carbon Treatment 
( cal.culated) 

TeE by filtration 
TeE in situ 

~8~~N¢~···· .•...••.••.••............ 
-.---_. .~:-:-,,"" .. ~.,;--,--~ 

., ..... 

.... ; ",i' 
. ,::.-:'" .... ; .. , 

Total·Through 
June 2013 

3,184,615 ganons 
3, 184;615gaUons 
2,601,328 gallons' 

2.03pounds 
0.65 pounds.· .. 
2 68 p. oLind·s~:··' ... Y~ .. . :.':: .> .:'; .. '. 
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TCE Plume Redu'cti'on at, the Park 
.. . ...... . 

Legend 

-$- Moniloring Well (exlsllng to remain) 

-,t!\.- Extraction Well 

-$- Reinjection Well 

III III I 2002 est TeE MeL Plume 

•• I June 2013 est Tee MeL Plume t 
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AIR,P.ERM·EA.BILITY·,' T·ESTIN·:G . 
</" ACTIVITIES ".".'","," ' ,", ' 

". 

i' 

.' 

••• To investigate the viability of soil vapor extraction as a potential ",' 
remedlal. measure for the, Site, "ap'or extraction tes·ts, were' '.. 
condu.c;tCiid. at'wellsMPA~MW~02, MPA-MW,-03;, MPA-MW-1:1,'and:· .. .' .... ;. :. 

~; ..... MPA-MW~12.Testing ateach.well.involved t.h.e folloWi·~g: .'. . 
.' ...... .>Attach extracti·on pi'ping tathe wellhead; '. .... .... , ..... . . .. ,' .. : . 

. ''' .. ' ·)· .. AP.pl,y·.yacu,um'and in.itiate soil ,vapor extraction; . ': ,'.>., ... . 
, ). Conduct a step test of applied vacuum versus,' fl~w :rate;.' :: ... ' ,', .. :-. ' " ". ,' . 

. ' ":/':">" C'o.ntinue, ~a'por ~xtraction at~ ·flow rate'that maximiz~s,'mass" <." .',: .:., ::';":, 
.. '.'. ,:rem'oval: while minimizing water production; and. ' . ..... . .' 

.,' . ' .' .> .. ' Period.ic",ly .. ,nl.onitO.r 'vacu.um, influence .. and ~dv~.ctive air flow tate' ~,t' , . .'" 
:'.; ' .... ' '. .s ... rrQuridipg, mon'itoring wells. .,,: . , ' . '" ::.' ":.' . '. ..: 

".".', .:. '.', .,''' ... ''':,' ,,' ..... ': ,,::,,:.::., , , .','. " ;' ,'. ',' . :.'.: . . 
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' •. ··AIR PERMEABILITyiTESTING .' , .... 
'. . . . . . '. ,. . . .' . 

···.ACTIVITIES (April22-MCly31).' ., 
.. . . <::.:: 

~:~:):Well MPA.M·W~()2······· 
:." ...... . .... . . 

>Va.por:extrac·tlon testing'was conducted at well ~PA.MW·~02 using::·a.mQ~Ue:. tr~ck.~.::·.:.". ,.','. 
·r11.ounted.extraction·unit equipped with a thermal oxidizer. ": >.'" .... . . .... '.' .......... : ...... ':,' ... . 

. ~ Ttle ~h~r.I11·al: oxidizer. is capable of. treating the: total. hydrocarbon .. c.oncentra:tions: at·· " 
';.:.:,well.M~A.;;;M:W~:02 m.or~ ~fficientlythen gran4.l~ted car~c;>~~ . . .... .... '.:. . .' 

.' ' .. :,' ',' .::, .,.,' . . . '~" '~ :''',: .'., ',.'. . .' , .'. '. . " . . . , " , '..' . " :: : . , . . .,' " 

··{;;'~£~~~$;~~~Q\'.t,~.',Jv,eltlYIPA •. 
MW~02··. ... , 

. '.' :': .•.. . »:ApproXimately' 9,300 pounds of 
..... :'. '. ·totalpetr~leum 'hydrocarbons · 

.".' .' and 6 pO,unds of Benzene were 
.. removed. over: a .:period.of 718 . 

·hoursofru.ftimei '. 
.~ . Mass r~rn()¥al' rate·forto.tal· 

petroleum' hydrocarbon ranged' 
"from approximately 1.1 to 13 

pounds per hour~· .. 

. ' .. 
.. , ........ '.';:. 

. . 
.. '., 

., ... -.~.,,-,"-: ....... ~, .. --.. 

".:' .::: ........ ': '.' ... $U..~LD.ING $TRON~®::'~· 
, " ... ' . '. .: :. : ... 
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. ... ............ ....... . AIR PERMEABILITY TESTING 
.' .' '.' • • . • ..., • I' , • '. •..• .... .' 

", 

. , '. . 

··ACTIVITIES (April 22 -May 31)· 
"' .•.. ' ,"Lab,o'ratory ~",alytic,al results were 'used: in c,~njulicti,Ori"'wi~1 'flow i~t~,.,.i:;:: 

; 'andrun times to calculate the n:-asses: of'T,CE, and ,total, pe,tro,l~um,:"',';"; .. ,,,,':, ' 
hydrocarbons ,which vvere, extracte,d'from,w,lIs' .. MPA~MW~:1 ~':,'&"~,PA~/' .. ,:::,, "~' ,,: 
,MW;.t2., ">, ", " ' "':, " ",:,,'::':' : "" :':, '; ,,"; ":,:,:' :,'; 

. " .,.. 
.. :;. ", 

-.... '·1 

': 'i·"Mass'llemoval M,PA-MW-11 
, . ·"~App .. oxi~ate,ly9 p~u"ds of TeE and: 90 

", ,:, pounds "Q,f total: petroleum ' , 
, , .. " ,~y;d.rQ~a'rbo'ns',we,r~ 're'moved, over ,a'. ' 

, , ",',' .,peri'c>dOf 448' hours of:rl;l.n time.' " " 

• Ma,ssRenioval. ~ Well M.PA~MW.1'2 ' " , 
, ,:;': »:APprO)(imat~,IY '1'.'35 pounds, of'TCE and ' 

, :,: ,'>"i' ,1"'~5,7 PQ,uod.<of, total petrol.eum ' 
"":, :"; '.,', hydrocerbons w8'rQ removed over a 

, ','period':,ofto:r;hours,of run time~,.,.' 
,:>., : . " .' .... : ... ~ .. ' .. :. " :" I • .'. ••.. • ';" .' ,'. -:. .'." , • • .. ' '. 
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.. Conclu'sio'i1'" · . 
··.··Q:uarterly~ell monit()rin:g.:.~··sampling,data rep.orts,·the·:: .... : ",:. 

., .........•... annual:TreatabiUty 'SY$te'm oper~tiona~report$'a~d th,-,:, ',' : .. ' 
' ......... Remediation System Eval.uati·on rep6rtin·dicat~·: .. " 

·.),·The:treat,ability system at the park has reduced and captu~ed the 
. residu.al TCE that left the Airport.' . " '. " . 

. '~~e~lJ~ed concentrati,ons of TeE {rom to 330 IJg/L,n 2.002·t.o' ~.~ IJgJL i'n 2013':".'· 
.. ,.::: . .':... . '(.R~m,ov~d'2,.68 Ibs of TCE .' . '. . .. '.' . 

,",' ':." . " . ./ The:;-treatability· system is no longer needed due to the hydra~nc ca.pt~re oft,he' 
-".:' ....... ': TC.E; .. plu.r.ne at the Airport.· .'" '. ". . . . .... .: ':.:' ;.::' .. : I' 

:., ..... ',' ,.< .. ~·R~gulatQry concurrence will" result in the system being'disas$~mblecl .. ·~· . 
, .', :'::.: '.~: th,e··treatabUitY.systeril at the Airport has s ucce$s.f\l I' reduced' and' 
'. ., . c8.ptured·thepluine.' ",' •... ..... .' . "':' ., " ' .. 

'y Removed 38.96 pounds of TeE and 5~17pounds .. of ~enzene ,': . . .' 
../Varlous'remediation options exist-for the TeE plume which include dual 

. .. . . pha~e .xtraction (air .. and water), in-$itu bi.ore.m~diation (injection 'of a carb~n.· . 
' .. '.' ." substrate),. in-situ chemical oxidation, or soil vapor extraction. andmonit()fe,d.·· 
.... ..... natural attenuation,. . . . . . , 

' ... ../ Aband.oli ~.Iect monitoring well$ with remaining wells. under a. reduced .' .-" . . . 
. monitoring plan: .... . .. . . .. .. .... . . .. . ..... ... . . l,'I"I','1 

. . •. ', .' . . '. . IIIII 
. ' ; . '. ." . ' .' ',. . ® 

,:' '", 

"",;', 
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· Conclusion (cant.) 
. '. ~ 

. ·· •. ·~.Air Permeability Testing results/conClusions:'· "'" 

,~ Data ~onfirmed that vapor extraction is an. effec~ive method, fo,r 'removal of " 
residual TeE arid'petro'leum hydrocarbons remaining in the vadose zone~' ' 

~ The ,Iarge:ca:lculatedradius of influence ('ROI) 'is likely the re,sult.of high' , 
,perineabUity sand, layers which concent,rate the vapor. flow within distinct" 
·Iayers. 'This .r~s,ults in vacuum ·influence' at largedistanc~s from the extrac~i.o" ..... '. 
',weu., S.ignificant.mas,s removal frorri a $irig·leextra.ction' p,oint is. probable;': . " . '.:.;,' . 

~ The. presence ofbQthchlorinated 'solvents an.d petroleum:,hydroc'arbons' m~y ,: '," 
'." "'com,plicate the 'select,on of a vapor treatment technol()gyJf soil v~po.r. '. ..' " 

,,",extraction is considered as a'means forremediating·res.idual contamina~i.ori· :":~ 
,", )., -30, days of ope,ration resulted'i~ 1 0.35 pounds, of TC:E' and 6 po'linds .(),,. " '. 
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, • Draft Final Feasibility Stu:dy, Decision Docume,nt, a~d."',':" ,,' 
.... - .. ,'. . .... . 

, ProposedPla,n schedule,d to be issued for pub,He . 
, , 

eom,mentin September 
", ,;;.. Five action alternatives co,nsidered: dual' p'h~se extraction (soU: : 

"', 'vapor- an~ groundwater); in~,situ bioremed'iation (i:njecti~n o~ a " '" 

:-", 
"7' 

, ' , carbon.,substrate); in-situ chemical o)(idat,ion, groundwater, , 
, ,extraction and treatme'nt;' ,soil vapor extraction "nd monlt~red" ',' , ',': 
, natural"attenuation'; and monitored natural attenuation ' . , ", ' ,,' 

'» ,Proposed remedy is, soil ,'vapor ~xtraction:to re~ove're~ai.r1i,ng:' ::,"',; , 
"TCE,s,ource and monitored natural atten'uation for "", ' 
, gr():undwater, " 
" ~'abandon2 'extra'cti'onweUs, 12 injection ,wells,and 1'5,rilQnitorlngo.."', ,r", 
wells"'" 

, v" cond~c,.tintefmittentvapor ext~!lction ~t ~W-11/1~ 2 t~,remov",'It"f'I· 
" ,remalnlng'TCE mass and contlnue,perlodlc monltonng., " ,,'a'i ® 
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August 29,2013 

Mayor: 
CHUCK DELl...A SALA 

-councilmembers: 
UBBYDOWNEY 

- ALAN HAFFA 
NANCY SELFRIDGE 
FRANK SOLLEClTO 

City Manager: 
FRED MEURER _ 

Keith Israel, General Manager 
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency 
5 Harris Court, Building 0 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Subject: Grour!?~atir Ilecharge and the Role ~f Storm and Non-Storm Water Flows 

7raef.--~ . . 
We are excited with the prospects of MRWPCA becoming a significant producer of water 
in our region and that the agency is leading the region in innovative solutions to our water 
shortage dilemma. Sewage is certainly one-of the most reliable sources of any raw water 
that would be used to provide the needed water. Another source though is -the-region's 
storm water and dry-weather flows (SW/DWF). 

-Subsequent to our letter of comment to the Notice Of Preparation (NOP) dated July 2, 
2013, you met with a number of City staff to discuss our comments. We-are 
-unambiguously supportive ofthe-MRWPCA's-Ground Water-ReCharge (GWR)-project as it 
was described in the NOP -for the Environmental Impact Report for that project. --

The purpose of this letter is to encourage your agency to support a significant -regional 
water planning effort. The City of Monterey is dedicated to support such an effort in any 
way that we can. This planning effort should have specific and focused goals laid out 
such that it does not take a decade to complete, nor result in a ream of expensive to 
produce, but worthless paper. . 

We have performed some large-scale and very preliminary analysis ofthe quantitY of 
water that could be provide~ just by water bodies witllin the City of Monterey's control 
taking into account-only storm watei-. Our-preliminary-anC\llysis:sh(>W$that _with as little as 
ten inches of annual precipitation WhiCh is a -$evere 'drought year; if just the 85th percentile 
storms were captured and treated, it would provide approximately 2000 aCre feet of water 
per year. Of course the challenge is being able to transport and tr~at the- flows which we 
estimate would have a peak flow rate of 300 MGD. As we t,(ndenstand, the Monterey -
sewage pump station has a reserve capacity of around 10 MGO, which is far below the 
capacity needed. Clearly, there is not capacity for MRWPCA to convey the 85th percentile 
SW flows from the Pacific GrovelMonterey Peninsula region unless there is an integrated, 
controlled system that-can temporarily store as much water as possible so that the flows 
can be moderated to _ match the existing system's capacity or the system capacity is -_ 
ingeased to accommodate the- flows-or some combination of both approaches. It also 
~hows that prior to capacity being apportioned to any one entity -for SW flows; there : 
should be a rationale and· an ;:agreement around how that -capacity is apportioned; 

SWIDWF has the potential for providing a significant source of raw water that could be fed 
into a regionaJ potable water treatment system and it could benefit the efforts to use a 
reverse osmosis water treatment system. Once again though, a study needs to be 
conducted to determine how best to transport the water to the treatment plant (whether 

ClTYHALL • MONTEftEY • CAUFORNlA • 93940 • 831.646.3760 • FAX83I.646.3793 
- Web Site. http://WWW.lllOnterey.org -
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through the sewerage system or a new dedicated system); how much water could be 
gained; what would it cost (especially in relation to using saline water); what would be the 
environmental impacts and benefits and how could such a system be optimized. This 
may require the centralized control of reservoirs and lakes so that the scarcest· 
commodity, storage, can be properly managed and therefore also require inter-agency 
agreements . 

To summarize: 

• A regional study is needed to examine the opportunities to harvest as much of our 
SW/DWF as possible considering all factors. 

• Storage capacity is the weakest fink in any SW/DWF use scenario and we need a 
plan to determine how best to manage the surface and sub-surface reservoirs in 
our area. 

• Prior to any commitments to convey and treat SW floWs via the existing sewerage 
systems, agreements need to be reached on how to apportion the existing 
capacity. 

• We ask that the MRWPCA support the effort to fund and accomplish the above
mentioned study through graAt funds, providing technical support and information. 

Sincerely, 

.. ~. 
Fred Meurer 
City Manager 

c: Mike McCarthy, Assistant City Manager 
Hans Uslar, Deputy City Manager Plans & Public Works 
Chip Rerig, Chief of Planning, Engineering & Environmental Compliance 
Tom Reeves, City Engineer 
Jeff Krebs, Senior Engineer 

-JiiTl Cullem, Executive Director, -MPRWA 
. lesley Milton; Water Authority Clerk 
Thomas Frutchey, City Manager, City of Pacific Grove, 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
Robert Maclean, President, California American Water, 

1033 B. Avenue,S_uite 200, Coronado, CA 92118 
David Stoldt, General Manager, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, 

5 Harris Court, Bldg. G, Monterey, CA 93940 



August 22, 2013 

David J. Stoldt, General Manager 
Local ProjectS Application 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District . 
PO Box 85 
Monterey, CA 93942-0085 

RE: Pacific Grove Local·Water Project. Grant Application 

Dear Mr: Stoldt: 

IViPW/ViD· 

The City of Pacific Grove isplease(lto submit the attached application for funding from the 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District for the Pacific Grove Local Water Project 
(PGLWP). The City is requesting $100,000 in funding from MPWMD this fiscal year, 
matched by a city contribution of $100,000. The PGL WP will produce a non-potable water 
supply as an offset to the existing use of 125 to 500 AFY of potable water use that has 
historically been supplied by Cal Am. . 

The PGL WP provides direct benefits to Cal Am water serVice ratepayers who reside within 
the District by providing a new replacement water supply that strengthens the water supply 
portfolio available to the community; this project will increase and diversify water supply 
sources by providing a drought resistant, . sustainable replacement source, thereby freeing the 
increment of water previously dedicated for use. The POL WP will assist Cal Am in meeting 
requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Cease and Desist Order 
(COO). 

We look forward to your consideration of our request and to continuing to work together 
collaboratively to address water issues fachtgthe Monterey Peninsula region. 

If you have. any questions, please contact me at (831) 648-5722 or shardgrave@ci.pg.ca.us. 

Sincerely, . 

Sarah Hardgrave 
EnvironmentaJ.·Programs.Man~er 
City QfPacific Grove 

cc: Thomas Frutchey, City Manager 
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•
' ,.' City of Pacific GroveLo~alWater Project 
" " .' " Grant Application Form 

DATE: 22, August 2013, 

Eligibility Summcuy 

. Project Geographic Eligibility: The City of Pacific Grove and the Pacific Grove Local 
Water Project (PGLWP) are within the,geographic 
boundaries ofthe Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District ("District"). Benefits of the ' 
PGLWP accrue to all California American Water 
Company (Cal Am) water users within the territory of 
the DiStrict, including but noHim.ited to, water users 
within the City of Pacific Grove, the Pebble Beach ' 
Community Services District/Carmel Area Wastewater 
District, the Presidio of Monterey, the City of Monterey, 
and unincorporated portions of the County of Monterey. 

Project Sponsor: The City of Pacific Grove ("City'] is the Project Sponsor 
and is a public entity located within District boundaries. 

Project Purpose Eligibility: The PGLWP will produce a non-potable water supply as 
an offset to the existing use of 125 to 500 AFY of potable 

, water use that has historically been supplied by Cal Am. 
The PGLWP provides direct benefits to Cal Am water 
service ratepayers who reside within the District by 
_providing a new replacement water supply that 
strengthens the water supply portfolio available to the. 
community; this project will increase and diversify 
water supply sources by providing a drought resistant" 
sustainable replacement source, thereby freeing the 
increment of water previously dedicated for use. The 

, PGL WP will assist Cal Am in meeting requirements of 
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
Ceas~ and Desist Order (CDO) . 

. As an ancillary benefit, the, PGLWP will assist the City in 
meeting SWRCB requirements to protect water quality 
and habitat from degradation in the Pacific Grove Area 
of Special BiolOgical Significance (PGASBS) and also 
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_ City of Pacific Grove Local W~ter Project Grant Application Form 

. Matching Requirement:. _ 

Requirements 

1) Project Sponsor: 

2) Type of entity: . 

assist meeting regulatory l;ompliance requirements of 
the California Ocean Plan . 

The. City of Pacific Grove has thus far committ-ed $182, . 
000 to the ongoing development of the PGLWP. 

The City will commit to proVide matching funds of 
$100,000, equivalentto 50% of the requested grant 
funds. On June 19, 2013, the Cio/ adopted a 
reimbursement resolution for this purpose. 

City of Pacific Grove 

Public entity 

3) Project Title: Pacific Grove Local Water Project (PGLWP) 

4) Project Sponsor Contact Information: . Ms. Sarah Hardgrave 
Environmental Programs Manager 
City of Pacific Grove . 
2100 Sunset Drive 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
(831) 648 5722 ext. 202 
shardgrave@ci.pg.ca.us 

5) Project Geographic Location: City of Pacific Grove (Phases I & II) 
FBCSD Service Area in Pebble Beach & City of 
Monterey (Phase III) . 

6) Project Purpose and Description. 
a. Description of the project - facilities, op~rations, direct water supply 

benefits, and ancillary benefits. 

Facilities:. . 
The PGL Wi> project consists of the.design, construction, and operation of 
facilities to divert and treat raw sewage at the retired Pt Pinos Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and to use this local reclamation source to replace Cal Am 
watersupplies historically used for irrigation purposes . 

. The first phase of the PGLWP project consists of the following major 
facilities: .. 

• Sewer diversion structure in Asilomar Avenue;· 
•. Approximately 1,300 feet of sewer diversion pipeline; 

. 2 
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_ City of Pacific Grove Local Water Project Grant Application Form 

• Restoration of 5,600 feet of abandoned sewer force main fj)r capture 
and delivery of dry and wet storm system flows to the Pt. Pinos 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

• Restoration of the retired Pt. Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plant 1-
acre site; 

• New 0.2 mgd membrane bioreactor (MBR) package treatment plant 
consisting of'the following general components: . 
• Headworks 
• MBR Treatment Tanks 
• Disinfection 
•. Waste pump and pipeline back to MRWPCA collection system· 

• Conversion/refurbishment of 620,000 gallons of storage capacity in 
retire,d sludge digester and clarifier. 

• A new distribution pump station and approximately 1,300 feet of ' 
recycled water delivery pipelines. 

• Onsite improvements to existing irrigation equIpment for Title 22 
compliance at the Pacific Grove Municipal Golf Links and El Carmelo 
Cemetery.. . 

• Relocation of the existing sewage pipeline at Ocean View/17th Tee 
restroonis to new treatment plant. 

Future phases of the PGLWP project will incorporate additional facilitiesfor , 
the interception and redirection of dry and wet weather storm flows, as'well 
as their capture and storage for reclamation. This later phase of the PGLWP 
project and related facilities are currently under evaluation through the 
Southern Monterey Bay/Monterey Peninsula Integrated Regional Water 
Management (lRWM) Pian update, funded by the IRWM Planning Grantthat 
is being managed by MPWMD and the City of Monterey. The IRWM project 
scope will result in 40% design plans and complete CEQA review this fiscal 
year. The funding requested here is separate from and does not overlap with 

, these ongoing efforts. 

Operations: 
The City of Pacific Grove will select a professional service operations 
contractor to maintain the daily operations, testing and management of the 
PGLWP. The City will maintain re~ponsibility for oversight of all PGLWP 
project operations. Additionally, the City will maintain its role as the site 
manager for all City lands irrigated with the PGLWP product water. ' 

Direct Water Supply Benefits: 
ThePGLWP will produce a direct water supply.of 125 to 500 AFY (0.1 to 0.45 
MGD).This' non-potable recycled water will be used to iITigate City-owned 
property and other non-potable irrigation sites within the City and other 
nearby vicinities (e.g., Pacific ~rove Unified School District properties, 
Presidio of Monterey sites, and lands within the PBCSD service area). This 

3 
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e Ciqr of Pacific Grove Local Water Project Grant AppIication Form 

new water supply will also offset Cal Am's existing unlawful diversions from 
the'Carmel River.: and assistthe community's efforts to comply with the 
SWRCB Cease and Desist Order, Order 2009-060. Water created by the 
PGLWP will be a new water supply for the Monterey Peninsula that will 
strengthen the overall water supply portfolio for CalAm, and increase and 

. diversify locally available water supply sources. 

In the first phaSe, water produced by the PGLWP will derive from raw 
sewage as its source of supply; it will accordingly be drought resilient Later 
phases of the PGLWP project will incorporate dry and wet weather storm 
water flows, and further diversify and strengthen its supply reliability. 

Ancill3lyPrQject Benefits: 
• POtable Water Offset: The PGLWP will reduce the volume of water 

CalAm will need to pro.duce to meet potable water needs throughout its 
Monterey District Specifically, the PGLWP will create a potable water 
offset of12S to 500 AFY (0.1 to 0.45 MGD) that can be devoted to other 
uses in the Cal Am system. 

• Reduce Desalination Plant Operations: The PGLWP will reduce the 
daily operational vol ume, of product water reqUired from Cal Am's 
proposed seawater desalination project This will reduce energy 
consumption, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, reduce operating 
expenses, and reduce operational costs for chemicals and equipment used 
to operate CalAm's seawater desalinap'on plant Energyrequired for the 
PGLWP, per unit of water produced, is less than that anticipated for the 
Cal Am seawater desalination process. 

• Water slQ.lply reliability. conservation. and efficiency of use: By 
replacing potable water with non-potable water for irrigation use, the 
City shall continue to closely manage and improve its irrigation water 
demand efficiencies. This will include appropriate irrigation zoning; 
conversion to ET based irrigation cOQtrollers, nozzle replacement to 
matched precipitation technology and other measures to conserve water. 

• Ocean water Q,JIaJity im,provements; Diversion, capture, treatment an.d 
recycling of dry and wet weather storm water flows will eliminate their . 
discharge into the Ocean; Flows captured, diverted and recycled by this 
project derive both from the City, and also from the New Monterey area 

.. of the City of Monterey. This. will to improve and protect the. receiving 
,water quality and habitat of the Pacific Grove Area of SpeCial Biological 

. SignifiCance (ASBS). Diverted dry and wet weather storm water flows will 
be incorporated into the source water for the proposed PGLWP Project 

4 
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• Recycling or reuse of wastewater consistent with SWRCB Recycled 
Water Polig: ThePGLWP proposes to recycle raw Citywastewater for 
the production, distribution and reuse consistent with the SWRCB 
Recycled Water Policy_ The project will in<:r-ease the use of recycled 
water from municipal wastewater sources that meets the definition in 
Water Code Section 13050(n), in a manner that implements state and 
federal water quality laws. The PGLWP will stri~tly adhere to the state's 
water recycling criteria in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, 
and all applicable state and federal water quality laws. 

• Reduction of non-point sOurce pollution and point source" 
discbames. consistent with the California Ocean Plan: The PGLWP 
will eliminate the discharge of dry weather flows and" reduce wet weather 
flows that currently collect in and are discharged from the City's storm 
water system. Additionally, a portion of the dry weather flows from the 
New Monterey area of the City of Monterey will similarly be captured, 
diverted and recycled. The 'PGLWP shall reduce non-point and point 
source pollution that would otherwise flow into the PGASBS. 

• Reduction of carbon-based emissions consistent With California 
; AB32 goals: The PGLWP will recycle 125 to 500 AFY of wastewater as a 

substitute for the current use of potable water. Cal Am has proposed to 
repla~e its illegal diversion from the Carmel River with a new seawater 
desalination plant The PGLWP will reduce the daily operational volume 
of product water required to be produced by Cal Am's seawater 
desalination project. The seawater desalination project would need to 
produce the 125 to 500 AFY of potable water through a more energy 
intensive reverse osmosis process plus regional distribution pumping 
that would produce significantly more carbon-based emissions than the 
MBR proceSs of the PGLWP.- The PGLWP therefore results in a reduction 
of carbon-based emissions consistent With CAAB32 goals. 

• Storm Water capture and reuse consistent with California ASBS , 
policy goals: The PGLWP will capture, divert, treat and recycle dry 
weather, non-storm water discharges and the 85th percentile wet weather 
flows (design storm requirement for ASBS). The PGLWP will therefore 
comply with the state ASBS policy goals by ensuring that these flows do 
not cause or cOiltribute to) a violation of the water quality objectives in 
Chapter II of the Ocean Plan nor alter natural ocean water quality in "the 
PGASBS. . 

.: Groundwater recfuu:ge: ThePGLWP will reduce the demand of potable 
water from CalAm by 125 to 500 AFY and create a new supply of equal 
volume. This reduction in potable water demand and creation of recycled 
water supplies will co.ntribute directly to a reduction of the groundwater 

5 
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withdraw<ils that would otherwise be necessary by Cal Am from the 
planned MRWPCA Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWR). 
Therefore, the PGLWP will have a positive effect on the GWR Project and 
will contribute to the management, recharge and replenishment of the 
Seaside Aquifer. Additiollally, the PGLWP will seek to optimize its 
management and use of dry and wet weather storm flows by contributing 
to the source water for irrigation reuse or diversion to the RTP for 
inclusion in the source water supply to the GWR 

• Environmental mitigation. fisheries protection. or habitat . 
restoration: The PGLWPwill reduce the demand of potable water from 
CalAm by 125 to 500 AFY and create a new water supply of equal volume. 
This reduction in potable demand and creation of recycled water supplies 
will directly contribute a reduction of Cal Am's illegal diversions from the 
Carmel River. The PGLWP is scheduled to be fully functioning before 
December of2016 and will therefore effectively reduce Cal Am's Carmel 
River diversions several years before the proposed seawater desalination 
facility is operationaL 

b. Describe capacity (acre-feet and/or MGD) in annual, seasonal, or monthly 
terms. 

• Phase I = 125 AFY/0.1MGD 
• Phase II = 225 AFYjO.2 MGD 
• Phase III = 500 AFY/0.45MGD 

c. Describe all project participants and roles for success·ful execution. 
• Phase I = City of Pacific Grove / 

.• MPWMDto coordinate With CalAm on the recycled water distribution 
system expansion from the initial demands in Phase I to future 
phases. 

• . MPWMD to coordinate with MRWPCA for the incorporation of dry and 
wet weather storm system flows into the GWR. 

• Phase II = City of Pacific Grove; CalAm for distribution system 
expansion to serve non-municipal demands within the City· of Pacific 
Grove. 

• Phase III = City of Pacific Grove; MPWMDi PBCSDjCAWD for purchase 
'of additional recycle~ wateri City of Monterey or construction of 
pipelines; PresidiO of Monterey (POM); CalAm for distribution system 
expansion to serve non-residential irrigation demands. 

d. Project Phase: ' 
The PGLWP is currently completing its Facility Planning and is now 
completing a Facilities ,Plan report'Portions of the effort to date have been 
funded by a grant from the State Water Resources Control Board, who will 
approve the report and make the project eligible fora low interest loan from 

6 
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the California Clean Water State Revolving Fund program (CWSRF). The City 
has so far invested $182,000 in this effort .. 

This grant request is for additional funds required for the initial and final 
design; CEQA documentation; regulatory permitting & 
solicitation/procurement of a . Design-Build-Operate (D-B-O) Contractor and 
application for CA CWSRF low interest loan for construction funding. 

7) District Goals: 
• Can the Project provide water supply to the District for drought/rationing reserve 

(ie. water .that is not supplied to a beneficial use immediately upon project 
completion) and ifso, how much? . 

Yes, the PGLWP could provide non-potable water for irrigation and other non
potable pUtposes. Additional treatment capacity could be constructed in Phase I 
ofthe project that could provide up to 375 AFY of recycled water. Recycled 

. water could be provided by truck-fill delivery and a connection to Phase II and 
Phase III irrigation sites. 

• Can the Project provide water supply to the District for potential future 
· reallocation to the jurisdictions (ie. water that is not supplied to a beneficial use 
immediately.upon projectcomp1e.tion) and ifso, how much? 

Yes, the PGLWP could provide non-potable water for irrigation and other non
potable purposes. In Phase I, at least 125 AF of current potable water use would 
be replaced, making this supply of potable water potentially available for 
reallocation. Additional treatment capacity could be constructed in Phase I of 
the project that could provide up to 375 AFY of recycled water. Additionally, the 
City could reconfigure it sewage collection facilities to divert additional sewage 
to the PGLWP. This additional recycled water could be reallocated to other 
recycled water demand sites, and served by the expansion of the proposed 
distribution system. 

• Can the project be run in a manner that would provide surplus production that 
could be "banked" into the Seaside Groundwater Basin utilizing the District's 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery project? 

Yes, additional surplus capacity and production outside of the irrigation season 
· could be allocated for banking into the District's ASR Project. This can occur in 
· one or both of the following ways: (1) diversion of dry and wet weather flows 
above those that would be recycled for irrigation needs would be conveyed to 
MRWPCA for inclusion in the GWRproject, and (2) construction of additional 
facilities to provide advanced treatment of the PGLWP water could be 
constructed pursuant to the California Department of Public Health 

7 
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_ City of Pacific Grove Local Water Project Grant Application Form 

requirements for indirect potable reuse. The conveyance facilities between the 
PGLWP and the ASR project would also need to be constructed. 

• Are there multiple benefits to the region or the State as described in section 6, 
above? 

Yes, the PGLWP results in multiple benefits to the region and the state from the 
potential expansion of the project to: 

a. Provide a drought/rationing reserve, 
b. Provide a potential future reallocation to the MPWMD's jurisdictions, 
c. Provide surplus water production that could be "banked" into the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin. Reduce desalination plant operations and costs. 
d. Ensure water supply reliability, conservation,_ and efficiency of use. 
e. Improve ocean water quality improvements. -
f. Recycle and reuse of wastewater consistent with SWRCB Recycled Water 

Policy. 
g. Reduce non-point source pollution and point source discharges, 

consistent with the California Ocean Plan. -
h. Reduce carbon-based emissions consistent with California AB32 goals. 
i. Capture and re-use storm water reuse-consistent with California ASBS 
~~F~ -

j. Enable groundwater recharge by reducing the groundwater withdrawals 
otherwise needed by Cal Am. Enable environmental mitigation, fisheries 
protection, and habitat restoration - -

8) Technical Feasibility of Project Information about the project and include as- exhibits 
or define links to documents or websites for future reference.. 

The PGLWP Is technically feasible. The project proposes to construct facilities that are 
now commonplace in their application for the treatment, distribution and use of 
recycled water. Examples of similar projects, using the same technology at the same and 
greater capacities occur throughout the region, the state, the nation and internationally. 

Examples of similar projects operating locally and throughout the state include: 
a. CA WD/PBCSD Wastewater Reclamation Project & Recycled Water 

Distribution System: This system was constructed in 1994 to produce 
and:distribute approximately 1,000 AF'Y of recycled water to irrigate the_ 
golf courses at Pebble Beach, Peter Hay, Cypress Point, Poppy Hills, 
Spyglass Hill, Monterey Peninsula CQuntry Club, and Spanish Bay. Much in 
the same way that the PGLWP will create a new recycled water supply for 
local irrigation, the regional benefits extend to the water supply diversity 
throughout the CalAm service area through the creation of a potable _ -
water offset The safe and effective treatment and use of recycled water 
has been a model for similar projects throughout the world. For 
additional information-see the follOwing internet website: 
http://www.cawd.org/reclamation.html 
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b. Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP): The MRWPCA began 
facilities planning to provide wastewater management services to 
northern Monterey County, California, in 1975. The CSIP was developed 
by MCWRA in conjunction with the MRWPCA This project delivers up to 
14,000 AFY of recycled municipal wastewater to approximately 12,000 . 
acres of agricultural lands surrounding Castroville. It is the world's 

. largest water recycling facility. designed for raW food crop irrigation. The 
recycled water is blended with groundwater. to provide a supply 
adequate to meet the irrigation needs of the CSIP service area. MRWPCA 
has a history of research on the safe and effective use of recycled water . 
for agricultural, golf course and other irrigation practices. More 
information can be found at the following internet website: 
http://WWw.mrwpca.orgfrecycling/index.php 

c. Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD): Wastewater from 
more than 448,000 residents and 3,000 businesses in\central Contra 
Costa County is treated at GCCSO's facility in Martinez, CA They 
distribute over 600 AFY to landscape irrigators, corporation yards, 
private soil farms and concrete recycling and batch plants. In 1998, 
CCCSO expanded the recycled water system to Pleasant Hill and added 
golf courses, parks, and city and college campuses as recycled water 
customers. In May 2005, CCCSO began providing recycled water to the 
new<::ontra Costa County Animal Shelter. This is the first dual-plumbed 
facility in Contra Costa County, using recycled water inside the building to 
wash down dog kennels. CCCSO uses almost 400 MG per year of recycled 
water for process water at their was'tewater treatment plant and for 
landscape irrigatio~. More information on CCCSD's recycled water 
program can be found at the following interned website . 
http://www.centralsan.orglindex.cfm?navId=159 .. 

d. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles (:ounty (l.ACSD): LACSD owns 
and operates one of the largest wastewater recycling programs in the 
world meeting the water supply needs for more than five million people. 
The total volume of recycled water .currently supplied by LACSO for reuse 
is 76.25 MGD (85,448AFY) on 14,387 acres in 30 cities plus Los Angeles 
County Unincorporated Areas. Since inception they have produced 

. 2,497,638AF (813.6 billion gallons) of recycled water. 

A total of 602 oftbe individual reuse sites used use 13.659 MGD (15~306 
AFY) of recycled water for lands~pe irrigation. Reuse sites include 23 
golf courses, 104 parks, 101 schools, 195 .commercial and office buildings 
107 roadway greenbelts, 27 public facilities, 21 nurseries, 17 residential 
developments, 11 churches, and 7 cemeteries. 

9 



_ Cily of Pacific Grove Local Water Project Grant Application Form 

LACSD's annual recycled water report can be found at the following 
Internet address: 

. http://www.lacsd.org/ciVica/filebankfblobdload.asp?BlobID=7644. 

9) Project Schedule .. Describe basic project schedule milestones including, but not limited 
. to feasibility study, conceptual design, CEQAjNEPA Process, other permits required. etc. 
Major milestones included in the schedule are as follow: . 

• Completion 'of Facility Planning Report - October 18, 2013 

• Conceptual Design Development - October 18,2013 
.• CEQA Documentation - June 12,2015 

• RegulatoIYPermitting - November 25, 2015 

.' Procure Design-Build;;()ITerate-Contractor - May 30, 2014 

• Project Commissioning -June 27~ 2016 

10) Project Financing: Describe project capital costs and construction schedule, even if the 
project is currently applying only for "planning phase" projects .. For "plaiming phase" 
projectS, also'describe costs for solely that phase· and sources of funding. 

• Capital costs for the PGLWP Phase I are currently anticipated to be 
$3,700,000.00. The current Vision for the construction schedule is to fast track 
completio~ of the project design engineering and construction by the selection of 
.a Design-Build Contractor. The D-B Contractor would be selected by May 30, 
2014. Full construction incbiding start-up would be completed within one year. 
Funding source: California CWSRF Loan Funds, Water Purchase Agreement with 
CalAm for any customers in addition to the City of Pacific Grove . 

• Approximately $182,000 has been expended to date for project planning. An 
additional $253,000 is planned for expenditure this year for project planning 
and design. Funding source: City General Fund, State Water Resources Control 
Board Facilities Planning Grant, MPWMD water project funding 

Describe expected method of financing the capital costs ,of the project If debt financing 
is enViSioned, what is the source of debt repayment and security for the debt? 

• The city currently a:nticipates obtaining a. California Clean Water SRF low
interest loan. The loan would be structured with a 20-year maxiIilum repayment 
period. Debt repayment would begin .within one year after completion of . 
construction and would be from the City of Pacific Grove's General Revenue 

. Fund. The most recent interest. rate forSRF financing is 1.9%. 

The SRF program requires that the City submit a resolution or ordinance 
adopted by the governing board that pledges one or more sources of existing 
revenue and funds as security for the financing agreement A reserve fund may 
also be required. The pledged revenue and funds may be a special tax, user fees, 
or a special assessment, proVided that the City has the authority to control and 
pledge the PRF. The City has not yet determined which of these options will be 
used as a form of debt security. 
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Demons~te applicant's matching share. 
To date the City has committed $182,000 to the project. On June 19,2013, the City 

.. Councii approved a contract for consultant services for the amount of $197,000 of 
whi~h the City anticipates $100,000 would serve as its matching share to the grant from 
the MPWMD. . 

. If the District does not provide a grant, how will the Applicant fund that amount and 
proceed With the project? 

The City plans on obtaining a CWSRF low interest loan for the PGLWP. Without the 
grant from the MpWMD the City will need to repay the SRF loan. This will requite 
that the City implement a special tax; user fees, or a special assessment The City 
anticipates that the long-term benefit of the project will ultimately provide· a return 
on the investment of capital funds that would otherwise be ·paid to CalAm for 
increases in the costs potable water supplies. 

11) Annual Cost of Water. Describe the operating costs and capital cost recovery on an 
annual basis. Also describe on a cost per acre-foot of water produced per year. Provide 
detail. Describe annual and periodic renewal and replacement requiremen.ts . 

. Costs presented in this grant application are preliminary and therefore subject to 
revision. Costs are for the Phase I project to produce and deliver 125 AFY. 
Additionally, all cost estimates are based on the current preliminary nature of the 
engineering design completion and therefore include a +50% to -30% contingency. 

Table 1 presents the current estimated capital costs for the PGLWP. It includes the 
annualized costs for both the capital and operations and maintenance costs. The only 
majorannual/ periodic renewal and replacement requirements are for power, 
membrane replacement, staffing and regulatory compliance and are included in the 
estimates. 

TABLE 1 CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES 

FACILITY ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST 

Source Water Collection & Diversion $473,200.00 

Treatment Plant(!) $2,696,900.00 

Recyded Water Distribution $529,900.00 

TOTAL FACILITY CAPITAL COST $3,700,00;00 

ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST(2) $165,200.00 

ANNUALIZED O&M (3) $185,000.00 
(1) Treatment Plant indudes Admin/laboratory, Headworks, MBR System, Disinfection, Solids 
Handling and Disposal. 

(2) Annualized CapitalCost based upon a 2%, 30 Year loan 

(3) O&M estimated at 5% of total capital includes power, membranereplacE!!1lent, staffing, 
regulatory compliance . 
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Table 2 presents the current unit costs of the recycled water for the PFGLW. 

TABLE 2 UNIT COST OF RECYCLED WATER 

capital Cost per AFY $1,321.65 . 

0&l1li Cost per AFY $1,480.02 

Total Cost per AFY $2,801,67 

(l.)Assumes retrofit of existing ad.ministration building 

(2) Assumes retrofit of existing headworks 

(3) Assumes MBR cost provided by·Ovivo & includes headworks through disinfection 

· (4)·Assumes retrofit of existing clarifier & sludge digester tanks for onsite operational storage. 
(5}-Equipmentis-defined-as mechaAicalequipmeAt·or.pipeline 

(6) Cost Estimating Factors pursuant to Table 4-6 of Watereuse Research Foundation, Decision 
Support System for Selection of Satellite vs, Regional Treatment for Reuse Systems, 2009 • 

.. 

12) Land. Describe the site and/or right-of-way requirements and status. Identify any 
approvals to date. 

The PGLWP recycled water treatment plant would be constructed at the 2.23 acre site 
of the. retired Pt Pinos wastewater treatment plant. The plant was retired from service 

. in 1980, when the City became a member of the MRWPCA. The site has preserved the 
. original structures, which will be integrated into use for the PGLWP to the maximum 

extent practical. Most notable is the existing wastewater clarifier and sludge digester 
that may be repurposed to provide storage or finished recycled water. 

The site is fenced, and Visually screened from the public view with a heavy growth of 
cypress trees and other vegetation along its entire perimeter. Thefollowing 
reconnaissance level field investigations have been completed to identify significant 

. issues related to the PGLPWs ability to obtain relevant permits and to identify 
significant mitigation costs: . '. . 

• Condition assessment of clarifier and sludge digester, 
• Topographic Survey. & deed restrictions, 
• Wildlife Biology & Vegetation, 
• Cultural Resources, 
• Historical Resources. 

No new approvals or rights-of-way are required for the PGLWP: 
. Treatment Plan Site: The City acquired the lands associated with the retired Pt 
Pinos wastewater treatment plan in 1951 from the U. S. Government. 

. Distribution Pipelines: Recycled wat~r pipeline will be constructed on City property, 
and in existing City rights-of-way. 

13) Permits. Describe permits required, scheduled for approval, and already acquired. 
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• Californi~ICoastal Commission ~ Coastal Development Perniit (pending). 
Approval anticipated by July. 2015. 

• MRWPCA.~ Special Discharge Permit for the disposal of waste residuals back to 
the regiona.l collection system (pending). Approval anticipated by July. 2015. 

• Central Coast RWQCB - Wastewater Discharge Requiremel),ts {WDR) permit for 
the use of recycled water (pending). It is assumed for the purposes of this 
FacilitY Plan that the'PGL~ is eligible to file for the State's General Waste . 

. Discharge Requirements for Landscape Irrigation Uses of Municipal Recycled 
Water (General Permit). Approval anticipated by July. 2015. 

• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) - Authority to 
Construct and Permit to Operate (pending). Approval anticipated by July, 2015. 

14) Consultants. Plans, and Bids. Describe the status of the proposed project as it relates 
to the hiring of key consultants. development of plans and drawings. and any bids that 
the Project Sponsor has already received. . 

Brezack & Associates Planning, LLC (B&AP) - Ongoing for Project Planning (funding · .. . . . 

assista~ce, planning, CEQA compliance, regulatory permit acquisition & DBO Contractor 
solicitation assistance). . 

D-B-O Contractor - A solicitation-procurement process will be conducted to s~lect the 
best qualified/low bidder for the PGLWP. Work will include completion of prQject 
design engineering, contribution to CEQA analysis. construction and operations. 

To date B&AP have coordinated the input of specia.lty contractors and vendors / . 
representatives .of key equipment manufacturers. B&AP has received initial estimates 
for inclusion in capital and O&M.costs. 
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PASO ROBL~S OfFICE 

744 PINE STREET 

PASO ROBLES.CA93446 

PH~ (80S) 226-0170 

JOHNSON, MONCRIEF &_HART 

. 'PLEASE SUBMIT All 

CORRESPOND.meE & FAXES 

TO THE SAuNAs OFfiCE 

Mr. David J. Stoldt 
General Manag~r MPWMD 
5 Hall-is Court, Building G 
Post Office Box 85 
Motrterey,CA 93942-0085 
dstoldt@inpWtnd.dst.ca.us 

A PRQFESSIONt\LCORPORATlON 

SAUfI!AS OFFICE 

1.6 w..GABltAN STREET 

SAUNAS. CALIfORNIA 93901 

PO BOX 1323 

SAliNAS, CA 93902-1323 

PH: (83I)1S9-Q900 
FX, (831) 759-0902 

.ill'll.'Joll11SGldlonCTiefcam 

August 20, 2013 

VIAEMAIL &U~S.MAIL 

Board Members ofMPWMD 
5 RalTis Court, Building G 
Post Office Box 85 

. Monterey, CA 93942-0085 
.arIene@mpwmd,llet 

RE: .. Peoples Moss Landing Desalination Project 

Dear Mr. Stoldt & Members ofthe Board: 

~ -.~' ;". 

57-··· 

AARON P. JOHNSON 

PAUL W. MONCRIEf 

L PAlIL HART 

DENNIS J. LEWIS 

KOREN R. MCWlLLlAMS 

J. KENNETH GOIl.MAN 

DAVID W. BALCH 

~~;~~ ·~i~." 

File No. 6377.004 

Weare legal counselforthe Peoples Moss Landing Desalination Project ("PML"). In 
. that capacity~ we write to request, and insist, that the;: Board refrain fi:om taking action on item 
nos. 11 ·and 12 on torught'sagenda Those items consist of a reimbursement agreement and 
option agreement between the Districtand DeepWater Desai, LLC, wherein the District agrees 
to rein;lburse DeepWater fothalf of its environmental and permitting costs. and in exchange, to 
receive an option to own and operate Phase I ofthe Desalin,ation Plant. 

The Agreements raise anwnber of significant concerns, including the following 
provisions: 

• Exbibit II-A declares an ~'o:fficial intent"to'reimburse DeepWater's expenditures 

• The Di~trictwill befinan~ing envirollflletital and permittingJees for a private project, in 
advance of any CEQA analysis (Exhibit l1 .. A~ pal'. 2; Exhibit 12-A, par. Backgt'9und A" 
pars. 1.1Ml.2. ) 

" .. ' 
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'. The District expects to sell and deliver bonds and/or certificates of participation, up to an 
"expected maximum principle amountU of $200 tnUlion.(Exhibit II-A, pal'. 3) 

• Exhibit ll-A "expresses the District's expectations as of this date with respect to the . 
financing oftheco1lstruclion and acquisition of the Project" (Exhibit II-A, par, 6) 

• The District will fimd the reimbursement obligation:from proceeds from the MPWMD 
Water Supply Charge - the legality of wruchis already in litigation (Exhibit 12-A, par. 
1.4) 

• The District shall h~vethe sole and ex.clusive option to own and opel1lte Phase I of the 
Desalination Plmlt~ with the option being ex.ercisable within sixty (60 days followiug 
issuatlce of a Coastal Development Permit (Exhibit 12-A, par. 4.1) 

• If the District exercises its option, then DeepWater "shall transfer sufficient title and· 
interest to MPWMD for all improvements and appurtenances, site leases, agreements 
androi' contracts for source water; easements, and an other assets necessary for the ' 
locati()fi andoperatioll of Phase I oftlIe Desalination Plant" (Exhibit 12-A, par. 4.2) 

• Once the option is exercised, the commercial fait value ofthe property shall be decided 
by a qualified Valuation expert, whose opinion would be binding on the parties (Exhibit -
12-A, par. 4.3) 

The provisions mentioned above violate the California Environmental Quality Act 
CCCEQA"), Public Resources Code §2~000 et seq. PRC section 21100, subdivision (a) provides 
in pertinent part:· ,cAU lead agencies shall prepare, or cause to be prepared by contract, arid 
certify the completionot anenvil'onmefital impact report on any project which they propose to 
carry out or approve ~tmay have a significant effect on the environment." 

CEQA compliance must occur before, not after, a public agency approves a project. Save 
Tara 11.· City o/West Hollywood (l008) 45 CalAth 116, 134. The CEQA Guidelines define 
"appr9val" as follows: [T]he decision by 8 public agency wb..ich cQnnnits the agency to a 
definite course of action in regard to a project intended to be oarried out by any person. TIle 
exact date of approval of any project is a. matter determined by each public agency accordi,ng to ' ' 
its rules, regulations, and ordinances. Legislative action in regard to a project often constitu~es 
approval. 14 CGR Section 15352(8). 

Furthermore, with regard to priVate projects, approval is d.eemed to occur: "UpOfi the . 
earliest commitment to issue: 01' the issu~ge by the pu~1ic agencyofa discretionary contract,. 
grant, subsidy, loan, or other form of financial assistance, lease, permit, license, certifiCate, 01' 

otherellutleinentfor use of the project.;' i4 CCR Section 15352(b). 
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The purp9se behind the rule that requires enviromnental review prior to agency approval 
is to ensure that a lead agency is neutral and objective and that its interest is in compliance with . 
CEQA. «It is this neutmlrole which would cause [the lead agency] to reject the pmject or certify 
an EIR supporting one or more of the project alternatives or calling for mitigation measures to 
which the applicant is opposed. The agency's unbiased evaluation of the envirorin'len:tal impacts 
orthe applicant's proposal is the bedrock on which the rest of the CEQAprocessis based. 
CitizensforCeres v. Sup. Ct. (2013) 217 Cal. App. 4th 889,917. 

As the Save Tara court lloted, "the later the environmental review process begins, the 
more bureaucratic and financial momentum tllere is behind a proposed project, thus ptoviding.a 
strong incentiye to ignore environmental concerns that could be dealt with more easHy at all 
early stage of the project ... For that reason~ EIRs should be prepared as early in the planning 
procesS as possible to enable environmental considerations to influence project, program or 
design ... at a minimum an EIR must be peJ.iormed before a project is approved, for "[i]f 
ppstapproval environmental review were allowed, EIR's would likely become nothing more than 
post hoc rationalizations to support action already taken," Salle Tara, 45 Cal. 4th at 130-31; see 
also id ("it: as a practical matter, the agency has foreclosed any meaningful options to going 
forward'Yith the pluject, then for purposes of CEQA the agency has 'approved'theprojecf'), 

In Save Tara, the California Supreme Court was <:onfi"onted'willi the issue ofwhetheta 
city's approval of an agreement with a corporation for the development oflow-income'housing 
prior to conducting enVironmental review constituted "approval" under CEQA. The city entered 
into anagreetnent to develop property conditioned upon subsequent environmental review.and 
CEQA compliance. Before environmental review was complete, the city lent money to the 
developer for preparatory activities, announced publicly that it was determined to proceed with 
1he project, and began relocating tenants whom the project would displace. Save Tara, 45 Cal. 
4th at 140-142. The Supreme Court held that the city violated CEQA because it had committed 

. itself to the project prior to fully evaluating its environmental effects. ld. at 142. Particularly 
significant to the court's analysis was the fact that the city promised to loan the c:J,eveloper over 
haifa million dollars, a promise not conditioned upon CEQA compliance. ld. at 141. 

Here, under the plain language of the CEQA Guidelines and implementing caselaw, 
approval ofRes(Jlution2013-14 and the "Cost Sharing Agreement" would constitttteapproval of 
the project in violation ofCEQA. First, the MPWMD is committing itself to give DeepWater 
$800,000 for ~creimbtlrsement" costs lmder Sectioil1.2 of the Agreement. Since the DeepWater 
project is private, aud MPWMD is giving Deepwater financial assistance,apprqval ofthe Cost 
Sharing Agreem~t clearly constitutes approval under 14 CCR Section 15352. 

Second, tl1e Districfs proposed funding is for varioUs activitiest including CEQA review, 
permitting work; fiIUJu,cing 'of construction, and financing for acquisition of the :Project. . 
Expenditures of these sums, including the autl1orization toiSSllC up to $200 million in bonds, 

. goes wellbeyolld initial step~ and constitutes a project approval f()r CEQA purposes. 
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Third; under 4.1 of the Agreemel1t; MPWMD has the exclusive option to own and 
operate Phase 1 of the Desalinati'on Plan,. giving the agency a financial incentive to approve the 
project regardless of environmental impacts~ It can hardly be argued that a MPWMD is a 
disint¢reste<idecision maker when it has such a huge fmancial stake in the approval of the 
Desali~tion Plattt. Given this financial incentive,. the District has" foreclosed any meaningful 
options to going forward with the pi'oject U 

Fourth, the two documents are at Odds with each other. Whereas Resolution 2013-14 
states that the funding will be paid for via the sale of bonds, the Cost Sharing Agreement states 
that the funding will take place through the Water Supply Charge. Given the discrepancy 
betweertthe two documents, the District has not clearly set forth the anticipated funding 
mechanism. 

As we have addressed in previous correspondence, we feel that this entire evaluation has 
been flawed and biased, and we have concems that this decision is being driven by favoritism. It 
is extremelyimpol1ant that this MPWMD decision be based upon accurate fac~l information, 
that the decision bean open process, that the applicants and the public have a full opportunity to . 
provide infonnation and comment The applicants and the public need to feel as though the . 
proeesshas been thorough, accurate and free of biaS. For this l~ason, PML respectfully requests 
tbafthismatter be sent back to the Water Supply Planning Committee, with aU necessary 
instructions. 

Moreover, as specifically pertains to tonight's meeting, PML requests that Agenda Items 
Nos. 11 and 12 be taken off calendar. Passage of those items would violate clear CEQA norms 
and simply invites needless litigation. . 
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Carmel River Steelhead Association 
501 (c)(3) TIN 77-0093979 

Mr. Dick Butler 
Natioilal Marine Fisheries 
777 Sonoma Ave. #325 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404-4731 

August 20, 2013 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

P.O. Box 1183 
Monterey, CA 93942 

Thank you for responding to the letter from CRSA which I signed on May 18.2013. I . 
apologize for not responding to your July 1.2013 reply sooner. but I was out of town the month of 
July and I am just now getting caught up. 

CRSA is quite happy and willing to m~t with NMFS at any time to complete our section 
. 10(aX1XA) pennit application. CRSA submitted our original application in Jtme of2000 and as that 

application was never completed, we are quite anxious to complete the current application 
submitted in January of2013. Not having a permit has ca~ us grief, confusion, and we believe 
caused loss of yotmg steelhead the last several years. We realize everyone is busy but we believe 
CRSA's presence on the river is essential and we really wish to move the process along .. We are 
therefore willing to meet with you at any time and at any place. and would request a date for a 
meeting and an anticipated date for completion soon. . 

CRSA would very much like to meet with NMFS or all parties to discuss the South-Central 
California Coast (S-CCC) steelhead recovery and rescue efforts being made on the Carmel River. 
As I mentioned in my original letter, we are quite concerned with the number of fish rescued the last 
several years, although this year after a slow start MPWMD stated they did rescue quite a few fish. 
If there is something going on that is preventing fry from surviving we all have an obligation to find 
out why. as well as discuss if there is anything more we can do or anything we should change. 
CRSA does have some ideas about this. 

CRSA would again welcome working together with MPWMD as partners on the river and in , 
the recovery effort. We believe we have made every effort to reach out to MPWMD and so fur we 
have had no success. From what we have heard from various sources, MPWMD has stated several 
times that· they want no part of working with CRSA We remainhopefultbat their attitude will 
change as the river and fish will benefit from a collaborative effort. 

Please let me know when we can meet oil any or all of these issues. 

Briatt LeNeve 
. President'Carmel River SteeU~ead Association 

cc:· Chris Yates~ AM, NMFS Long Beach 
Jeffery Jahn, NMFS, Santa Rosa 
David Stoldt, MPWMD Monterey 

_ Margaret Paul, CDFW, Monterey 
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7/11/13 

Monterey Peninsula Water Managelllent District 
SHams Court, Bldg. G . 
Monterey, CA. 93940 

Attn: David J. Stoldt, General Manager 
Ref: Water Availability for 8100 Valley Greens Drive, Call1lel 
Via: email &·mail .. 

Dear Mr. Stoldt, 

Thank you for your letter of July 3rt! in response to our request for a confirmation of ability 
to use water for the Carmel Canine Sports Center (CCSC) project proposal (pLN130352) . 
. I)nfortunat~ly it has not provided sufficient input for Plannjng staff to feel comfortable 
alloWirig the application to move fOfW3rd through the County planning process and 
associated environmental review without further specificity, so we would like to request a 
lett~r of clarification from your office. 

~t is our understanc:Jjngthat the:'propertyproposedJor:theCCSG-'parts of Dine· individual 
lots 'o{record that have historically been farmed as.a single unit supplied by the wells ori 
site - can be used for agricultural purposes today without any new permitting, and can use 
~p to 96 AFY of irrigation water supplied by.the existing wells for that purpose. This is 
allowable under a deemed approved water distribution system permit for pre-MPWMD 
water systems, on the same basis as other pre-Water DiStrict agricultural operations in 
Carmel Valley. Should the CCSC proposal be denied. we will certainly consider pursuing that 
option. In fact, during the time required for reviewing our application we are mOving 
forward to farm hay and vegetables, since these uses are currently allowed. . 

The CCSC proposal however is to use only the water needed to irrigate approximately nine 
acres of grass and 25-27 acres of hay & vegetables; including pasturage and water needed 
for the keeping of up to 50 sheep or the equivalent in animal units. In addition, we are 
requesting permission to treat approximately 1 acre-foot of water annually to potable' 
standards to serve 2500 sq. ft. of development including modular restrooms, office,· and 
clubhouse as well as drinking fountains for: members and 24 event days per year of up to 
~SO attendees. Crop management would allow us to keep overall·use on site below the 
curret:lt ann.u~l.average ~ver the· past 10 years,· which .is .62.9i AFY'according to the 5 July 
~PWMD l~t.ter trom,Ms~ Stern .. This would equ.ate to a decr~e in water use of' : . 
approxim~tely 33 AFY, Qr just over 35%, during CCSC's tenancy . 
. : ... ..: .. '. '" 

. ; .... : .. 

"1;' ~.,' .' :. .: :!' 
'. .' ~ ':' .. :. ' .. :. . . 
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Proposed total CCSC use compared to use currently allowed for farming: 

• 62 acre-ft/96 acre-ft = 64.58% 

Proposed potable water use compared to irrigation use: 

• 1 acre,-ft/96 AFY = 1.04% 
• 1 acre-ft/62.91AFY = 1.59% 

Since we do not believe that planting or changing cr:ops requires a permit from the . . 
MPWMD, we ask that you provide a letter to the Planning Department clarifying that water 
for irrigation is available on site now and we are able to use it, which is dearly the case. We 
do understand that the request to allow a potable water system for non-irrigation USe 

requires further review, but suggest that the quantity requested is such a small percem;age 
. of the total that it is reasonable to state that sufficient water is in fact also ayailableJor this 
purpose even within the lower amount calculated under. the District's 10-year-ayerage-use 
protocol (62.91 AFY) should it be allowed otherwise (i.e. through the ongoing MPWMD & 
Environmental Health permit processes). 

The Wolter Properties appropriative rights permit application 30511 is currentiy being 
processed atthe SWRCB, and per conversations with SWRCB staff there is no definite 
timeline for conclusion. Given their reported permit-processing backlog it appears highly 
unlikely it will be resolved in the near future. Given this, we believe it isuot appropriate to 
require this project to address potential permit conditions that have not been accepted or . 
imposed anywhere in Carmel Valley to date, such as the minimum flow requirement 
referenced in your letter of 7/3, nor should such considerations be applied to any review of 
the current proposal. However, we do recognize that the existing Eastwood permit does 
provide for interruption 'of pumping for limited periods at tUnes critical for the health of the ' 
river. The irrigation modifications we are implementing at the Wolter site include creating 
an irrigation reservoir to provide sufficient reserve to support complying with such' a 
condition should it be imposed as part of the Wolter SWRCB permit, as has been proposed , . 
by their attorney; Mr. Alex Hubbard, in correspondence with that body. 

Finally, despite that Wolter Properties Application 30511 has not yet received an· 
appropriative permit from the SWRCB, Wolter Properties nevertheless claims all historical 
and currently existing rights for the use of water on its property which include, but·are not 
limited to riparian, overlying groundwater, pre-1914 and appropriative rights. 

Weth~you for your prompt help in providing documentation to move this project 
forward through the review process, and look forward to receiving the requested further 
clarification at your earliest convenience. . 

Thank you, 

President 

Cc: Steve Mason & John .Ford, Monterey County RMA -Planning Dept., via: email 
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