
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

5 Harris Court, Building G, Monterey, CA  93940        P.O. Box 85, Monterey, CA  93942‐0085 

831‐658‐5600        Fax  831‐644‐9560        http://www.mpwmd.net 

 

 
Correspondence Dated January 4, 2019 through January 16, 2019 

 
Process for Development of Feasibility Study on Public Ownership 

of the Monterey Peninsula Water System 
 

Page Name Date 
1 Alison Jones-Pomatto 1/9/2019 
2 Alexanne Mills 1/4/2019 
3 Chuck Cech 1/9/2019 
8 Dennis Allion 1/9/2019 

10 David Beach 1/4/2019 
15 Jon Hill 1/9/2019 
20 John Magill 1/10/2019 
21 Mary Ann Carbone 1/9/2019 
23 Mac J Del Piero 1/9/2019 
68 Mike Lino 1/11/2019 
71 Marli Melton 1/9/2019 
72 Pat Venza 1/9/2019 
73 Thomas Reeves 1/9/2019 
75 Tim Sanders 1/8/2019 
79 Alan Estrada 1/16/2019 
80 Anna Thompson 1/15/2019 
81 Barbara Evans 1/15/2019 
82 Brian LeNeve 1/15/2019 
84 Bob McGinley 1/15/2019 
86 Bob McKenzie 1/14/2019 
88 Graham and Carter Filion 1/14/2019 
89 Greg Thompson 1/16/2019 
90 Helga Fellay 1/14/2019 
94 John Sherry 1/15/2019 
95 Jacquelyn Woodward 1/14/2019 
96 Lorin Letendre 1/15/2019 
97 Melodie Chrislock 1/15/2019 

103 Mark Eckles 1/15/2019 
107 Peter Hiller 1/12/2019 
108 Robert Ellis 1/16/2019 
110 Russell Eisberry 1/12/2019 
112 Tim Smith 1/15/2019 

 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 15-D



1

Arlene Tavani

From: alison jones-pomatto <ajonespomatto@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Comments
Subject: Feasibility study 

What the feasibility of public water means to me is that there will be a significant financial savings within five years.  The 
costs to buy out Cal‐Am must not add to what we’re paying for our current water bills, whether directly or indirectly 
through a parcel fee.  
It also means that there is an identifiable water source that will be sufficient for the residential and agricultural interests 
of Monterey county, allowing for minimal growth.  I remember water rationing and do not want to go back to that place. 
I am a firm believer in water conservation and use as little as I possibly can.  I want to be certain that basic conservation, 
not sacrifice, will be enough to fulfill the area’s water needs for years to come. 

Alison Jones‐Pomatto 
895 Balboa Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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From: Alexanne Mills
To: Comments
Subject: Measure J Feasibility Study Comments
Date: Friday, January 4, 2019 6:20:08 PM

Regarding Measure J, and public ownership of our water system, “feasible” means honestly
looking at the state of American Water in general and CalAm specifically, regarding their
huge profits as private owners and comparing that to owning our own system. The fact that we
are paying the highest, if not one of the highest, water rates in the nation does more than prove
the point! 

The many studies done to date show, without a doubt, that we can do much better for our
people as a public company than a private one. I believe that about 87% of the US has public
water and that most of the systems are well managed. We have the expertise to do a good job,
and need to have the will to make it happen. 

To me, the “feasibility” of changing to public water has already been proven and needs to be
implemented. The costs of making this happen will more than pay for themselves. CalAm has
been taking us to the cleaners.

Alexanne Mills 831-917-5390
60 Del Mesa Carmel
Carmel, CA 93923

Thank you for sharing your thoughts regarding the Water Management District’s Feasibility
Study. Your participation in this exercise is critical for a thorough and comprehensive process.

We are asking you to please try to answer the following questions: 
• What does “feasible” mean to you?
• Which measure of “feasibility” is most important to you?
• What do you see are the benefits of a publicly owned water system?
You may expand your thoughts of course, but we ask that you address these questions.

Thank you!

Water Management District Staff
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THERE MAY BE 386 MILLION REASONS WHY 
MONTEREY RATEPAYER SHOULD REPLACE CAL AM! 

THE PUBLIC SHOULD BUILD AND OWN THE $320 MILLION 
MONTEREY PENINSULA DESALINATION SYSTEM 

Submitted by Chuck Cech at 1/9/19 Listening Session on 
Rule 19.8 - Feasibility Study
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CAL PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE SETS THE  
CAL AM RATE OF RETURN ON 

EQUITY AND DEBT 

DURING THE YEARS 2018 - 2020
CAL  AM’S  OVERALL  RATE OF  RETURN

IS  SET  BY  THE CPUC AT  7 .61%
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HOW MUCH WILL THE $320,000,000 
DESAL SYSTEM REALLY COST

IF CAL AM BUILDS AND OWNS IT, 
THE 30 YEARS COST TO CUSTOMERS 

AT 7.61% WOULD BE 

$814,190,040
(NOT INCLUDING OPERATION AND MAINTAINANCE)
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IF A PUBLIC ENTITY BUILDS AND OWNS, 
THE DESALINATION SYSTEM 

THE 30 YEAR COST USING 2% CWSRF 

WE WILL PAY

$427,601,632 
,

REASON TO PREPLACE CAL AM 
$386,558,408 SAVINGS
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PSSSST!
THERE IS ALSO A REAL POSSIBILITY OF 
STATE AND FEDERAL GRANTS HELPING   

PAY FOR OUR 
PUBLIC OWNED WATER SYSTEMS
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From: Dave Stoldt
To: Arlene Tavani
Subject: Fwd: Written input for definition of FEASIBLE
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 1:10:57 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dennis Allion <dennisallion@sbcglobal.net>
Date: January 9, 2019 at 6:59:19 PM PST
To: "dstoldt@mpwmd.net" <dstoldt@mpwmd.net>, George Riley
<georgetriley@gmail.com>, "water@mollyevans.org" <water@mollyevans.org>,
"jcbarchfaia@att.net" <jcbarchfaia@att.net>
Cc: Alison Kerr <alison4dro@gmail.com>, Dino Pick
<citymanager@delreyoaks.org>, John Gaglioti <jsgaglioti@yahoo.com>
Subject: Written input for definition of FEASIBLE
Reply-To: Dennis Allion <dennisallion@sbcglobal.net>

Dear Board members and David, 

I wanted to add a few thoughts to those I shared with you last night.

First is to clarify a few facts I threw out about my water bill. I looked back
to 2003 through 2018 at the bills and found that anywhere from 23 to 43
percent of our bills were for surcharges, taxes, water project, conservation
projects, something called a General Expenses Balancing Account
surcharge, WRAM and other stuff. The actual cost to me of the water over
that 16 year span was 69% of my bill, the other 31% was for all these
other things. The cost per gallon, with all charges included was .8 cents in
2003 to currently 2.1 cents per gallon; this turns out to be approximately
6% annual increases and includes things like the dam removal and the
biggest element is the Water Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (WRAM)
(which is a CPUC approved way of letting CALAM recover revenues lost
due to conservation efforts; intended to recognize that there are fixed cost
and the rates were based on a higher volume of water deliveries). I hope
that part of the study will be directed toward determining if we can
eliminate the WRAM by public ownership.

The measure justly calls for an objective feasibility study by independent
experts. The word objective is very important for the Water Management
District Board as it will have the final say, not the voting rate payers – we
have effectively put our trust and water future in your hands. Last night I
implored that you objectively look at the numbers that will be generated by
the studies; understand the risks associated with the assumptions made
by the company or companies conducting the various studies required and
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objectively decide what is the proper course of action. 

While you may be considering this, I want to emphasize that not only must
any water company (public or private) recover all it’s operating cost it must
also plan for and collect funds to perform ongoing capital improvements,
equipment and pipeline replacement. This must be an essential part of the
feasibility studies. 

The buyout becomes more confusing when the issue of the possible (or
probable?) desalinization plant is thrown in.  I believe we truly do need the
additional water primarily due to the growing possibility of extended
drought periods.  The decision to include the potential plant capital
expense in the feasibility study needs to be made - perhaps as a second
scenario. 

Last comment - as a 70 year old I am not going to be too excited about a
buyout if it means that our water bills will be lower than what we would be
paying a private sector company but only 30 years from now - I will never
see the lower prices. 

As has been eloquently stated by Paul Bruno, Measure J was passed by
people who expect future water provided under public ownership will be
more "affordable" than water provided by California American Water.  That
is a great and desirable expectation. The measure requires a feasibility
study prior to any action taken to proceed with actions to purchase the
water system by the public. All good except for the word feasible – which
you are seeking definitions for.  Thank you for asking.

Sincerely
Dennis Allion
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Submitted by Jon Hill at 1/9/2019 Listening Session on
Rule 19.8 - Feasibility Study
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From: Dave Stoldt
To: Arlene Tavani
Subject: FW: Monterey Listening Session Follow-up
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 12:06:33 PM
Attachments: Social Security Windfall Elimination Provision.pdf

More correspondence.
 
 
 
From: Jon Hill <dr.jon.hill@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2019 10:57 AM
To: alvinedwards420@gmail.com; rileyforwaterdistrict@gmail.com; water@mollyevans.org;
jcbarchfaia@att.net; gqhwd1000@gmail.com; district5@co.monterey.ca.us; Dave Stoldt
<dstoldt@mpwmd.net>
Subject: Monterey Listening Session Follow-up
 
January 10, 2019
 
To:       Dave Stoldt, General Manager
            Molly Evans, Chair
            Members of the MPWMD Board
From:   Jon Hill, resident, New Monterey

Re:       Measure J Feasibility Listening Session Follow-up

This follows my comments last evening at the Monterey Listening Session.
 
First, thank you for making the investment in time to listen to the input from the community. I
appreciate your carefully planned strategy. I hope it serves us all well later.
 
This email is to further clarify the impact of bringing workers who are paying Social Security into a
government organization where employees become members of CalPERS. It is the agency’s decision
whether to have employees pay into both Social Security and CalPERS, or to pay only into CalPERS. I
understand from Mr. Stoldt’s comments last night that MPWMD has the latter arrangement.
 
Social Security retirees who have “substantial earnings” (greater than $24,675) from work where
they did not pay social security are significantly penalized under the “Windfall Elimination Provision”.
The two-page Social Security documentation is attached as a PDF to this email.
 
Let me describe how this works.
I initially worked in Washington and Oregon where I paid into Social Security. Then I worked under
California State Teacher’s Retirement System (CalSTRS) which is similar to CalPERS. I worked for 19+
years. Then, I moved to Oregon where I paid into Social Security. I worked there 17 years. Then I
moved back to California and worked for County of Monterey where I paid into both Social Security
and Cal PERS.
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(over)SocialSecurity.gov
Windfall Elimination Provision


Your Social Security retirement or 
disability benefits can be reduced
The Windfall Elimination Provision can affect how we 
calculate your retirement or disability benefit. If you 
work for an employer who doesn’t withhold Social 
Security taxes from your salary, such as a government 
agency or an employer in another country, any 
retirement or disability pension you get from that work 
can reduce your Social Security benefits.


When your benefits can be affected
This provision can affect you when you earn a 
retirement or disability pension from an employer who 
didn’t withhold Social Security taxes and you qualify 
for Social Security retirement or disability benefits from 
work in other jobs for which you did pay taxes.


The Windfall Elimination Provision can apply if:
• You reached 62 after 1985; or


• You became disabled after 1985; and


• You first became eligible for a monthly pension based 
on work where you didn’t pay Social Security taxes after 
1985. This rule applies even if you’re still working.


This provision also affects Social Security benefits for 
people who performed federal service under the Civil 
Service Retirement System (CSRS) after 1956. We 
won’t reduce your Social Security benefit amounts if 
you only performed federal service under a system 
such as the Federal Employees’ Retirement System 
(FERS). Social Security taxes are withheld for workers 
under FERS.


How it works
Social Security benefits are intended to replace only 
some of a worker’s pre-retirement earnings.


We base your Social Security benefit on your average 
monthly earnings adjusted for average wage growth. 
We separate your average earnings into three 
amounts and multiply the amounts using three factors 
to compute your full Primary Insurance Amount (PIA). 
For example, for a worker who turns 62 in 2019, the 
first $926 of average monthly earnings is multiplied 
by 90 percent; earnings between $926 and $5,583 by 
32 percent; and the balance by 15 percent. The sum 
of the three amounts equals the PIA which is then 
decreased or increased depending on whether the 


worker starts benefits before or after full retirement 
age (FRA). This formula produces the monthly 
payment amount.


When we apply this formula, the percentage of career 
average earnings paid to lower-paid workers is greater 
than higher-paid workers. For example, workers 
age 62 in 2019, with average earnings of $3,000 
per month could receive a benefit at FRA of $1,497 
(approximately 49 percent) of their pre-retirement 
earnings increased by applicable cost of living 
adjustments (COLAs). For a worker with average 
earnings of $8,000 per month, the benefit starting 
at FRA could be $2,686 (approximately 33 percent) 
plus COLAs. However, if either of these workers start 
benefits earlier, we’ll reduce their monthly benefit.


Why we use a different formula
Before 1983, people whose primary job wasn’t 
covered by Social Security had their Social Security 
benefits calculated as if they were long-term, low-wage 
workers. They had the advantage of receiving a Social 
Security benefit representing a higher percentage of 
their earnings, plus a pension from a job for which 
they didn’t pay Social Security taxes. Congress 
passed the Windfall Elimination Provision to remove 
that advantage.


Under the provision, we reduce the 90 percent factor 
in our formula and phase it in for workers who reached 
age 62 or became disabled between 1986 and 1989. 
For people who reach 62 or became disabled in 1990 
or later, we reduce the 90 percent factor to as little as 
40 percent.


Some exceptions
The Windfall Elimination Provision doesn’t apply if:
• You’re a federal worker first hired after 


December 31, 1983;


• You’re an employee of a non-profit organization who 
was first hired after December 31, 1983;


• Your only pension is for railroad employment;


• The only work you performed for which you didn’t 
pay Social Security taxes was before 1957; or


• You have 30 or more years of substantial earnings 
under Social Security.


Windfall Elimination Provision


2019



https://www.youtube.com/user/SocialSecurityOnline

https://twitter.com/socialsecurity
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The Windfall Elimination Provision doesn’t apply to 
survivors benefits. We may reduce spouses, widows, 
or widowers benefits because of another law. For 
more information, read Government Pension Offset 
(Publication No. 05-10007).


Social Security years of substantial earnings
If you have 30 or more years of substantial earnings, 
we don’t reduce the standard 90 percent factor in 
our formula. See the first table that lists substantial 
earnings for each year.


The second table shows the percentage used to 
reduce the 90 percent factor depending on the number 
of years of substantial earnings. If you have 21 to 29 
years of substantial earnings, we reduce the 90 percent 
factor to between 45 and 85 percent. To see the 
maximum amount we could reduce your benefit, visit 
www.socialsecurity.gov/planners/retire/wep-chart.html.


A guarantee
The law protects you if you get a low pension. We 
won’t reduce your Social Security benefit by more than 
half of your pension for earnings after 1956 on which 
you didn’t pay Social Security taxes.


Contacting Social Security 
The most convenient way to contact us anytime, 
anywhere is to visit www.socialsecurity.gov. 
There, you can: apply for benefits; open a my 
Social Security account, which you can use to review 
your Social Security Statement, verify your earnings, 
print a benefit verification letter, change your direct 
deposit information, request a replacement Medicare 
card, and get a replacement SSA-1099/1042S; obtain 
valuable information; find publications; get answers to 
frequently asked questions; and much more. 


If you don’t have access to the internet, we offer many 
automated services by telephone, 24 hours a day, 7 
days a week. Call us toll-free at 1-800-772-1213 or 
at our TTY number, 1-800-325-0778, if you’re deaf or 
hard of hearing. 


If you need to speak to a person, we can answer your 
calls from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
We ask for your patience during busy periods since 
you may experience a higher than usual rate of busy 
signals and longer hold times to speak to us. We look 
forward to serving you.


Social Security Administration
Publication No. 05-10045 | ICN 460275 | Unit of Issue — HD (one hundred)


January 2019 (Recycle prior editions)
Windfall Elimination Provision


Produced and published at U.S. taxpayer expense


Years of substantial 
earnings Percentage


30 or more 90 percent
29 85 percent
28 80 percent
27 75 percent
26 70 percent
25 65 percent
24 60 percent
23 55 percent
22 50 percent
21 45 percent
20 or less 40 percent


Year Substantial earnings
1937–1954 $900
1955–1958 $1,050
1959–1965 $1,200
1966–1967 $1,650
1968–1971 $1,950
1972 $2,250
1973 $2,700
1974 $3,300
1975 $3,525
1976 $3,825
1977 $4,125
1978 $4,425
1979 $4,725
1980 $5,100
1981 $5,550
1982 $6,075
1983 $6,675
1984 $7,050
1985 $7,425
1986 $7,875
1987 $8,175
1988 $8,400
1989 $8,925
1990 $9,525
1991 $9,900


Year Substantial earnings
1992 $10,350
1993 $10,725
1994 $11,250
1995 $11,325
1996 $11,625
1997 $12,150
1998 $12,675
1999 $13,425
2000 $14,175
2001 $14,925
2002 $15,750
2003 $16,125
2004 $16,275
2005 $16,725
2006 $17,475
2007 $18,150
2008 $18,975
2009–2011 $19,800
2012 $20,475
2013 $21,075
2014 $21,750
2015-2016 $22,050
2017 $23,625
2018 $23,850
2019 $24,675
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Please look at the second page of the PDF, the chart on the bottom right side. According to Social
Security, I now have a total of 29 years of substantial earnings paid into Social Security. Therefore,
my monthly pension from Social Security is 85% of what it would otherwise be. I could work one
more year an receive 90%, but there is no way that I can get the full 100% of my pension based on
the payments I made into the system.
 
My wife’s history is similar. She worked approximately 35 years under CalSTRS with 10 years in
Oregon where she paid into Social Security. Her pension is 40% of what it would be otherwise would
be for someone paying similarly into Social Security.
 
I believe this poses a significant problem for the employees of CalAM. My understanding is that they
pay into Social Security but if they come to work for MPWMD, they will pay only into CalPERS. After
earning $24,675 or more from MPWMD and upon retirement, those employees will lose not less
than 10% of their Social Security pension, and perhaps as much as 40%. Even with the benefits of a
CalPERS pension, they will experience significant loss of retirement income.
 
As I understand the system, if MPWMD modified its agreement with CalPERS, and deducted both
Social Security and CalPERS, then those same employees would continue paying into Social Security
and not experience the loss.
 
I am not a lawyer nor a CPA. There may be gaps in my understanding that are worth exploring.
However, this is the kind of detrimental effects that I believe MPWMD must carefully include within
the scope of their feasibility study to ensure that employees are not harmed.
 
With more than 50 years of experience in government, and as a current MPUSD school board
member, I encourage you to consider carefully the cost of CalPERS to the system. Mr. Stoldt stated
that the 2012 CalPERS adjustment reduces MPWMD’s liability. That is not MPUSD’s experience. The
school district board has already made significant changes in programs and offerings with very
strong evidence that the growing cost of retirement programs will outstrip any increases in
revenues. Again, this kind of known financial issue must be carefully included within the scope of the
district’s feasibility study.
 
Thank you for your service to the community.
--
Jon Hill
831 737 2374
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(over)SocialSecurity.gov
Windfall Elimination Provision

Your Social Security retirement or 

The Windfall Elimination Provision can affect how we 

work for an employer who doesn’t withhold Social 
Security taxes from your salary, such as a government 
agency or an employer in another country, any 
retirement or disability pension you get from that work 

This provision can affect you when you earn a 
retirement or disability pension from an employer who 
didn’t withhold Social Security taxes and you qualify 

The Windfall Elimination Provision can apply if:

• You reached 62 after 1985; or

• You became disabled after 1985; and

• 
on work where you didn’t pay Social Security taxes after 

people who performed federal service under the Civil 

you only performed federal service under a system 
such as the Federal Employees’ Retirement System 

How it works

We separate your average earnings into three 
amounts and multiply the amounts using three factors 

For example, for a worker who turns 62 in 2019, the 

decreased or increased depending on whether the 

When we apply this formula, the percentage of career 
average earnings paid to lower-paid workers is greater 

earnings increased by applicable cost of living 

covered by Social Security had their Social Security 

their earnings, plus a pension from a job for which 

passed the Windfall Elimination Provision to remove 

Under the provision, we reduce the 90 percent factor 
in our formula and phase it in for workers who reached 

For people who reach 62 or became disabled in 1990 
or later, we reduce the 90 percent factor to as little as 

Some exceptions
The Windfall Elimination Provision doesn’t apply if:

• 

• 

• Your only pension is for railroad employment;

• The only work you performed for which you didn’t 

• 

2019
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The Windfall Elimination Provision doesn’t apply to 

more information, read Government Pension Offset 

we don’t reduce the standard 90 percent factor in 

The second table shows the percentage used to 
reduce the 90 percent factor depending on the number 

years of substantial earnings, we reduce the 90 percent 

www.socialsecurity.gov/planners/retire/wep-chart.html.

half of your pension for earnings after 1956 on which 

The most convenient way to contact us anytime, 
anywhere is to visit www.socialsecurity.gov

my 
Social Security account, which you can use to review 
your Social Security Statement, verify your earnings, 

deposit information, request a replacement Medicare 

valuable information; ; get answers to 
frequently asked questions

1-800-772-1213 or 
at our TTY number, 1-800-325-0778, if you’re deaf or 

We ask for your patience during busy periods since 
you may experience a higher than usual rate of busy 

Social Security Administration

January 2019 (Recycle prior editions)
Windfall Elimination Provision

Years of substantial 
earnings Percentage

90 percent
29 85 percent
28 80 percent

26
25 65 percent

60 percent
55 percent

22 50 percent
21
20 or less

Year Substantial earnings

1980
1981
1982

1985
1986

1988
1989
1990
1991

Year Substantial earnings
1992

1995
1996

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

2005
2006

2008

2012

2015-2016

2018
2019
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From: john magill
To: Comments
Subject: Measure J what is feasible
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 11:56:31 AM

submitted by John Magill, P.O. Box 538, Pacific Grove, CA

I have three concerns pertinent to the question of the feasibility of a public takeover of
California American Water.
 
1)  Certainly any takeover needs to realize lower water costs for all users.  This was a central
tenant of the advocate’s campaign.  These lower costs must be implemented immediately and
not at some future imagined date.  And they must be consequential because the public
takeover involves some risk and the benefits of lower rates must be substantial enough to
engage in this risk.  I would propose that anything less than 15% is not worth the effort or risk
of a takeover.
 
2)  A feasibility study must look at the existing CalAm infrastructure and the forward costs of
maintaining and improving that infrastructure.  Recent road repair work has exposed water
pipes that are substandard.  Perhaps no one knows the extent of substandard water delivery
infrastructure but a capital improvement fund must be a part of a pro forma budget that would
deliver the rate savings noted in #1.
 
3)  I have no expertise in municipal finances but I’m aware that debt encumbrances affect
bond ratings and further borrowing capacities.  Nothing in this takeover should result in
limitations or costs for other non-related borrowing.  
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Submitted by Mary Ann Carbone at 1/9/2019
Listening Session re Rule 19.8 - Feasibility Study
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Submitted by Marc J Del Piero at
1/9/19 Listening Session re Rule 
19.8 - Feasibility Study
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From: Stephanie Locke
To: Arlene Tavani
Subject: Fwd: Input Re public takeover of Cal-Am
Date: Friday, January 11, 2019 7:33:03 AM

Hi,

He replied just me. This is an amendment to his previous comment.

Steph

Begin forwarded message:

From: "mikelino2u@juno.com" <mikelino2u@juno.com>
Date: January 11, 2019 at 6:52:02 AM PST
To: <locke@mpwmd.net>
Subject: Re: Input Re public takeover of Cal-Am

Hello Stephanie,
Hope you can add a missing word (dedicate) in the top line of the last
paragraph.
Also please call me "Michael". I don't use my academic title, except
when I feel I need to "impress" the readers in favor of my argument.
Thanks for your help.  Michael 
 
 
---------- Original Message ----------
From: Stephanie Locke <locke@mpwmd.net>
To: "mikelino2u@juno.com" <mikelino2u@juno.com>
Subject: Re: Input Re public takeover of Cal-Am
Date: Thu, 10 Jan 2019 22:56:50 +0000

 
Dr. Lubic,
 
Thank you for your comments.
 
Kind regards,
 
Stephanie Locke

On Jan 9, 2019, at 10:49 PM, "mikelino2u@juno.com" <mikelino2u@juno.com>
wrote:
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---------- Forwarded Message ----------
From: "mikelino2u@juno.com" <mikelino2u@juno.com>
To: comments@mpwmd.net
Subject: Input Re public takeover of Cal-Am
Date: Thu, 10 Jan 2019 06:37:53 GMT

 

MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT]
Input: Feasibility study listening session
 
 
1. Meaning of "Feasibility"
 
In the context of the designated study, the "F word" signifies a fact-
based overview and analysis of the multifaceted water management
functions and itemized comparison with the Cal-Am performance
record in order to assess the proposed public agency's ability to more
successfully manage the same and do so at the lower water rates to
the local consumers.
 
A number of caveats should be integral to the methodology if the
study is to be performed in a fair and objective manner. It is of
paramount importance that the study be an honest, fact-based effort
and include relevant projections of the future water rates following
the trajectory of rate increases under Cal-Am in the past so that valid
figures are used when compared with those anticipated under public
management. Special attention should be paid to the water
conservation function, stewardship being an essential element for
responsible management of this precious resource. Equally
significant is the financial impact of the transition of water
management on the local economy, the possibility of public financing
for the benefit of the local economy and the like. Accordingly, the
methodology ought to combine fact-finding and impartial
examination of the historical record in order to furnish valid baselines
for the conclusion to be made. Put simply, the study ought to provide
the grounds for the choice between the public management of water
resources at cost or continuation of the status quo, namely water
management by a for-profit monopoly corporation.
 
2. Most Important Measure of "Feasibility"
 
Selection of a single measure of feasibility (considering the
complexities around water, as a resource, and the fundamental
difference in purpose and emphasis that guide private business as
opposed to the public agencies) is pretty much an academic exercise.
To comply with the question, however, I would choose the financial
and conservation aspects as the most inclusive. They would generally
answer the questions of whether we can afford to pay for it and for
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how long there'll be water... to drink.
 
3. Benefits of a Publicly Owned Water System
 
Without the overarching burden to realize the highest levels of profit,
a public agency would be mandated to dedicate all its resources to the
pursuit of objectives emanating from the customer-centered system
and, in consequence, be evaluated by standards of efficient
management, solid engineering, effective public education, good
stewardship, and distribution of water. 
Recognizing water as a precondition for life on our planet, it is fair to
conclude that water ought to be treated with spacial care,and not  just
like  another commodity. The best illustration was furnished by Cal-
Am dealing with successful water conservation results 2 years ago.
Cal-Am added $20. of monthly surcharge per customer because
"people did not consume enough."
 
Michael Lubic, Ph.D.
208 chestnut St.
Pacific Grove
(831)373-6968

____________________________________________________________
Judge Judy Steps Down After 23 Years Over This
Controversy
glancence-hality.com
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/5c36e86dc3603686d441fst02vuc
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January 9, 2019 
 

Dear Board Members and Staff of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District,  
 

Thank you for requesting public input about feasibility.  An acquisition of Cal Am needs to be financially 
feasible and beneficial for local residents.  I think it will be financially feasible if:  
• We can buy out Cal Am  in 30 years or less by issuing bonds and paying them off with income 

generated by a nonprofit, publicly owned water company.   
• The portion of income used for bond payments consists primarily of the portion of revenues 

historically used for Cal-Am's  expenses such as payments to shareholders, taxes, expenses of non-
local operations, and other items and payments not needed to maintain and operate the facilities 
of a local, publicly owned nonprofit water provider.   

• Note that, as a nonprofit, the district could potentially finance bonds at lower rates than a for-
profit company, and may at times be eligible for grants, incentives, and other cost savings. 

 

I do not expect my water bills to decline much if at all.  We will soon need to replace much of the water 
being taken from the Carmel River and other natural sources. The new water, recycled water and  
possibly also some de-sal, may  cost more to produce,  so costs for consumers may increase --  but 
probably by  less than they would under Cal Am. There will also be other many public benefits:  
• Unlike Cal-Am's choices on several occasions, the  Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

will adopt well-researched, realistic budgets and pursue well-researched options that are the least 
expensive available options that are also legally sound and environmentally responsible.  

• There will be greater  transparency in operations , more of the jobs will be local, there will be more 
input from local residents and ratepayers, and  decisions  will not be driven by a profit motive.  

• Under a nonprofit water provider,  rates should no longer rank as some of  the very most expensive 
in the country in comparison to communities using similar sources of water.   

•  A public water district is also more likely to encourage all customers to conserve water in times of 
drought, rather than favoring special interests.  

• Local oversight can also result in greater health and safety as the district maintains its facilities 
diligently to assure adequate supplies of water that meet water quality standards.   

• The entire community can also  benefit  when revenues are retained in the local economy  (as 
recently noted in Our Towns, a book about small to mid-size communities all across the US).    

I hope that a fair evaluation of feasibility and public benefits will allow the establishment of a locally 
controlled, nonprofit public water company  that will help  today's residents and future generations 
achieve the benefits listed above and  have greater control over their water, a vital resource.    
Thank you. 
 

Sincerely, 

Marli Melton                      Marli Melton,    7 White Oak Way,  Carmel Valley, CA 93924 
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Submitted by Pat Venza at 1/9/2019 Listening Session on
Rule 19.8 - Feasibility Study
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From: Thomas Reeves
To: Comments
Subject: Measure J Listening Session Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 5:04:36 PM
Attachments: Measure J Feasibility Discussion.docx

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments relating to the potential takeover of the
California American Water system. Attached are my comments and concerns. I have
attempted to address all the questions that are posed on your web site.
I attended the first listening session which was held at the Seaside City Council chambers. At
that meeting, MPWMD staff handed out two questionnaires. I chose not to fill out either
questionnaire. The reason I chose not to fill out the questionnaires is important to note. The
problem with answering questions such as those posed in the questionnaires is that the answers
are dependent upon the results of the "feasibility" study. For example, if the study shows that
the cost of taking over the Cal Am system is going to result in costs that are well over what
we're already paying, then game over in my opinion. It doesn't matter to me if the expenses are
spread out over decades so that the pain of paying for isn't perceived as being all that much.
What you have before you is a daunting task to say the least. To do this correctly, you need an
apples-to-apples comparison. So as a retired City Engineer, I think the best way to go about
this is to try to get all of the costs rolled back to present worth for both Cal Am's continued
ownership as well as for a publicly owned and operated system. Please present to the rate
payers an easy comparison of costs (not easy to do, I know). 
After the rate payers know the costs, then there needs to be another vote so that the rate payers
can express what is feasible at the ballot box. The rate payers, way more than will ever attend
the listening sessions, will let you know if it's feasible. The initial marketing of measure J
prior to a judge prohibiting such claims was that we will have cheaper water if the system is
publicly owned. Let's see if that's true. Let the proponents handle the payment options
marketing spiel (it reminds of stepping into the "closing office" at a car dealership). 
I want transparency. That means that I don't want obfuscation of costs thinking that the
inevitable upgrades will be a future cost and not accounted for in the feasibility cost analysis.
Playing with rate structures trying to get the pill down the throat of one group of rate payers at
the expense of another group is just going to cause confusion.
Please, we need another vote prior to proceeding with any condemnation efforts.
Thank you,

Tom Reeves
844 Pine Street
Monterey, CA 
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What is my definition of “feasible”?

1. It must not cost more than the alternative of staying with Cal Am. And all costs need to be taken into account (staff time, study costs, legal costs such as for bond counsel and fighting law suits, capital costs, debt costs, operations, maintenance and management costs, capital replacement cost to name but a few)

2. There must be adequate water supply to fill the existing and future needs of the communities.

3. All water sources must be stable, in other words, not subject to the political winds of the District and there must be a reliable and sustainable source of water within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District. What’s the District’s plan for where the water will come from?

4. It must be the rate payers and voters that get to answer the question of what they feel is feasible by holding a vote prior to any condemnation proceedings after all of the cost data is available. Let the voters determine what is feasible.

What’s most important?

Allowing the voting rate payers to cast their votes and express their opinion prior to any condemnation proceedings.

What do I see as the benefits of a publically owned water system?

Other than perhaps more transparency, I don’t see too many benefits but I do see some possible pit falls such as:

1. Public employees and the costs associated therewith.

2. Inheriting an old and crippled water system while losing much of the institutional knowledge that goes with it.

3. Injecting politicians directly into the water supply of our region.

4. A potential for a “cash cow” mentality to flourish amongst the member entities as the water supply system could now become a revenue enhancer. Even though Proposition 218 prohibits making a profit, there are inventive ways in which local governments can include costs such as including parts of their existing overhead.

5. There’s considerable risk associated with proceeding with eminent domain in that the District may lose the case and then be liable for paying the legal costs to California American Water.

6. With respect to future costs and rate increases, what if the rate payers don’t agree and fail to pass the required Proposition 218 approval?

7. [bookmark: _GoBack]If there aren’t sufficient sources of water within the District’s boundries, can the District condemn sources outside of its’ boundaries such as Cal Am’s proposed desalination facility? If not, will we be held hostage to negotiate with the same Cal Am for our water?



What is my definition of “feasible”? 

1. It must not cost more than the alternative of staying with Cal Am. And all costs need to be taken 
into account (staff time, study costs, legal costs such as for bond counsel and fighting law suits, 
capital costs, debt costs, operations, maintenance and management costs, capital replacement 
cost to name but a few) 

2. There must be adequate water supply to fill the existing and future needs of the communities. 
3. All water sources must be stable, in other words, not subject to the political winds of the District 

and there must be a reliable and sustainable source of water within the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the District. What’s the District’s plan for where the water will come from? 

4. It must be the rate payers and voters that get to answer the question of what they feel is 
feasible by holding a vote prior to any condemnation proceedings after all of the cost data is 
available. Let the voters determine what is feasible. 

What’s most important? 

Allowing the voting rate payers to cast their votes and express their opinion prior to any condemnation 
proceedings. 

What do I see as the benefits of a publically owned water system? 

Other than perhaps more transparency, I don’t see too many benefits but I do see some possible pit falls 
such as: 

1. Public employees and the costs associated therewith. 
2. Inheriting an old and crippled water system while losing much of the institutional knowledge 

that goes with it. 
3. Injecting politicians directly into the water supply of our region. 
4. A potential for a “cash cow” mentality to flourish amongst the member entities as the water 

supply system could now become a revenue enhancer. Even though Proposition 218 prohibits 
making a profit, there are inventive ways in which local governments can include costs such as 
including parts of their existing overhead. 

5. There’s considerable risk associated with proceeding with eminent domain in that the District 
may lose the case and then be liable for paying the legal costs to California American Water. 

6. With respect to future costs and rate increases, what if the rate payers don’t agree and fail to 
pass the required Proposition 218 approval? 

7. If there aren’t sufficient sources of water within the District’s boundries, can the District 
condemn sources outside of its’ boundaries such as Cal Am’s proposed desalination facility? If 
not, will we be held hostage to negotiate with the same Cal Am for our water? 

EXHIBIT 15-D



To:  MPWMD Board of Directors 
 5 Harris Ct., Bldg. G   P.O. Box 85 

Monterey, CA  93940   Monterey, CA  93942-0085 
http://www.mpwmd.net 

 
From: Tim Sanders 

25075 Pine Hills Dr. 
Carmel, CA  93923 
 

January 8, 2019 
 
RE:  FEASIBILITY OF PUBLIC/PRIVATE OWNERSHIP OF THE 

PENINSULA WATER SYSTEM  
 

I have two comments: one concerning existing facilities and the overall 
issue of ownership, and the second concerning the special circumstance of a 

proposed major project being pursued under threat of a regulatory 
deadline. 
 

1. Private ownership by Cal Am is infeasible according to any 

reasonable standard of feasibility 

 

First, the feasibility study must be viewed as a comparative feasibility study: 

Is it feasible to remain with CAW (Cal Am, California American Water) as 

owner of the water system? And, in comparison, is public ownership feasible? 

Any rigorous study, using consistent standards and knowledge of CPUC 

behavior and decisions, would have found CAW ownership less feasible 
than public ownership at, say, any time since the year 2000. An obvious 

pattern of costly delays, cost-overruns, failure to meet regulatory deadlines, 

excessive ratepayer charges, etc., would not have been tolerated by a 

management working under direct local oversight rather than one tied to the 

persistent corporate incentives of agency-protected and ever-growing 
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investment demands by owners – CAW investors – whose locations and 

preferences are remote from the issues affecting a local water acquisition and 

delivery system. 

 

Only if, for example, the highest water rates in the nation were considered 
appropriate here, in this unlikely small coastal water district, could private 
CAW ownership be deemed feasible. It has the highest rates, and they 

certainly are not appropriate. CAW ownership has not in fact been feasible, 

and local ratepayers have had to pay the excess costs of this infeasibility. 

That is why 55% of district voters said, “We no longer are willing to support 
the pretense that CAW ownership of our water system is feasible.” 

 

In recent judicial decisions on private/public water system ownership, public 
ownership has been deemed decisively “more necessary” (the precise term 

used in the decisions) than private, in both the district and the state supreme 

courts (Montana). For the Monterey Peninsula public ownership, by those 

reasonable standards, similarly would be deemed the “more necessary” or 

more feasible option. 

 

A principal standard for “feasibility” must be the comparative acceptability 
of the existing or available alternative. 

 

2. For desalination plants, public ownership is the California Standard  

Second, the unusual circumstance in this case that a major and expensive 

water project is in process at the time when the ownership decision was 

brought forward by the public’s vote, adds complexity to the assessment of 
options. However, several critical factors weigh heavily in favor of public 
ownership of any and all of the pending desal system proposals. One of these 
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is that state law requires public ownership, but CAW was unwisely 

awarded a waiver allowing private ownership of its proposed facility (still 

somewhat undefined). The reasons for the law against private ownership 

are sound and the waiver should be rescinded. A significant effect of 

the waiver would be to raise substantially the consumer rates for the 

desalinated water by perhaps as much as 30% (because of provisions for profit 

and corporate taxes) relative to the price under public ownership. This is a 

high percentage on extremely expensive water, and would constitute very 

large dollar increases. It is entirely unacceptable and argues decisively 
against private ownership of the desal facility. 

 

The desal project, whatever form it may take, is infeasible under reasonable 
California state rules, that are applied to the rest of Californians; it is 

artificially made to appear feasible only through corporate lobbying for 

special and unwarranted treatment by a waiver of  enforcement of the law 

for the CAW desal project. 

 

Experience and evidence show clearly that private CAW operation of 

the water acquisition and delivery system, and its planning and execution 

for a desal project on the Monterey Peninsula, is distinctly infeasible, 

by existing and reasonable standards. The costs of operating that 
infeasible system have been and are borne by ratepayers who have 

not been properly and effectively protected by the Public Utilities 
Commission. 

 
Public ownership of all aspects of the water system is distinctly “more 
necessary” (i.e., more feasible) than private ownership 
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From: Alan Estrada
To: Comments
Subject: Public Water [J]
Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 8:48:49 AM

Dear Verily Important MPWMD Reader~

Consider locally-owned water here making public sense over time . . . over East Coast private
interest, that is. Dollars would stay here, not sent to New Jersey.

Thank you for accepting this general and specific thought.

Alan Estrada
Carmel
831-585-8195
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Submitted by Anna Thompson at 1/15/2019 Listening Session
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Submitted by Barbara Evans at 1/15/19 Listening SessionEXHIBIT 15-D



Submitted by Brian LeNeve at 1/15/2019 Listening Session
EXHIBIT 15-D



EXHIBIT 15-D



MEASURE J FEASIBILITY STUDY COMMENTS 
 
WHAT DOES FEASIBLE MEAN TO YOU? 

Feasibility is not measured directly by the current water rates charged by CalAm.  Feasibility means that 
in the long run ratepayers will pay reasonable rates for their water as opposed to the current rates 
which are amongst the highest in the nation.  This will be achieved through economic goals which are 
defined by the public good rather than how to achieve the greatest return to the shareholders.  The 
profit now removed from the system will allow for its purchase and for the investment needed to 
produce a SUSTAINABLE water supply.  Feasibility does not mean that water rates will be immediately 
reduced or that they will not rise but that the rates projected by a poorly run company will not be 
sustained in the future and that a patently unfair tier system will be replaced by reasonable measures to 
encourage conservation.  In addition the costs of loans through a publicly owned system will be 
substantially lower. Costs associated by failed projects such as the Carmel river dam, the pilot desal 
plant, or the extremely risky regional desal project will be avoided.  Another important factor is freedom 
from CPUC decisions that invariably fail to regulate a monopoly.  Time and again the CPUC has failed to 
address the needs of the ratepayers; If we own the system, our needs will be heard through the ballot 
box.  

WHAT MEASURE OF FEASIBLE IS MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU? 
The key to feasibility is a FAIR assessment of the value of the water system.  Clearly CalAm will overstate 
its value as a bargaining tactic.  So the economic value must be fairly established unfortunately this will 
most likely be argued in the judicial system. The value of local ownership, however, goes beyond 
monetary concerns just as the value of home ownership is not just in the assessed value or mortgage 
payment.  Ownership entails local freedom of action and responsibility.  Access to clean potable water is 
a human right absolutely necessary to life.  The best assurance that future generations will have this 
right is local ownership and control. 
 

WHAT DO YOU SEE ARE THE BENEFITS OF A PUBLICLY OWNED SYSTEM? 
The benefits of a publicly owned system are many for example: 
 Lower water cost no profit, no taxes, reduced overhead 
 Lower cost of financing through a publicly owned system 

Avoidance of a costly lawsuit and delay by cooperating with the Marina Coast Water District 
rather than violating their water rights. 

No CPUC fees 
Local control and transparency and accountability 
Benefit to ratepayers not shareholders of an international corporation 
No corporate monopoly over an essential human right WATER 

Possibility for easier regional planning and cooperation 
More local jobs including retention of operational employees 
More sensitivity and concern of local environmental issues to include the Seaside basin and the 
Carmel River Watershed 
More of the water revenues stay in the local economy 
ETC 
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On a more philosophical note the Principle of Subsidiarity holds that social and political problems should 
be dealt with at the most immediate level capable of a solution. This principle is clearly consistent with 
the democratic foundations of our republic. It’s our problem. We have the responsibility to solve it in an 
equitable and environmentally sustainable manner. If we do not exercise our rights we are in danger of 
losing them.  Local control is exercising our right to clean, potable, sustainable water for future 
generations as well as ourselves. 
Thank you for soliciting and considering my views on the implementation of Measure J. 
Sincerely, 
 

Robert McGinley 
1505 Ord Grove Avenue 
Seaside, CA 
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From: Carter Filion
To: Comments
Subject: Input on Measure J Feasibility Study
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 10:55:39 AM

We have been residents of Pebble Beach for 27 years. 

-  We want the Cal Am desalination plant to be built.

-  We do not want any costs for a Cal Am buyout to be added to our property taxes. 

-  We do not consider a public buyout of Cal Am “feasible” unless there would be bill savings
within a year.

Thank you,

Graham and Carter Filion
1010 Wranglers Trail
Pebble Beach, CA 93953
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From: Greg Thompson
To: Comments
Subject: Comments on Cal Am takeover feasibility
Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 10:29:27 AM

I live in Carmel Valley with my wife.  We are very conservative with water, we harvest rain
water, and we route gray water to the landscaping.  Our monthly Cal Am bill is usually less
than $50, and we are very satisfied with the water quality and taste.  We have neighbors with
palm trees and extensive landscaping that no one sees - their monthly water bills are over $700
and they complain about it.

"Feasible" to me is that my water bill and water quality will remain unchanged.  "Feasible" is
NOT cost sharing, such that my bill increases so that others may save while continuing to
abuse their water rights.  It would NOT be feasible if I have to pay for others' overuse.  If you
overuse, you should overpay, no matter who is supplying your water.  

People of the Monterey Peninsula need to stop blaming Cal Am for their water bills and start
conserving and embracing the new reality, which is an ongoing shortage of clean water.
 MPWMD will not magically produce new sources of water that have not already been
considered.

How about a community effort to conserve and recycle, rather than misguided rabble rousing.

Resident of Carmel Valley
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From: Molly Evans
To: Dave Stoldt; gqhwd1000@gmail.com; Arlene Tavani
Subject: Fwd: Financial Feasibility Factors
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 11:09:04 AM

Dave,

This comment was sent to Gary and me. Please include this in the next submission of public
comments that you send to the Board. Thank you.  

- Molly
Molly Evans 
MPWMD Chair 

Begin forwarded message:

From: HELGA FELLAY <puma2012@comcast.net>
Date: January 14, 2019 at 10:31:55 AM PST
To: gqhwd1000@gmail.com
Cc: water@mollyevans.org
Subject: Financial Feasibility Factors
Reply-To: HELGA FELLAY <puma2012@comcast.net>

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

As I am not certain that I will be able to attend tomorrow evening's meeting
at Carpenter Hall, I wanted to make a few comments.  Immediately below,
(in italics) is a list that Public Water Now (PWN) has sent to its members
as talking points (emphasis added). Below that list (not in italics) I
questioned a few of their points.

Financial Feasibility Factors
• Lower Water Cost – No profit, no taxes, reduced overhead
    Publicly owned water in California costs an average of $385 a year for 60,000
gallons. 
    Our cost is $1202 a year. 
• Lower cost over time compared to Cal Am
• Lower cost public financing of new projects with lower interest rate
• Lower cost refinancing of Cal Am’s debt at lower interest rate
• Stop costly environmental damage
• Eliminate CPUC fees
• More cost effective solutions without profit motive
• Avoid financial risks like building a desal plant with no water rights or harming
Marina’s water supply
• Avoid cost of failed projects:
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    Carmel River Dam, $3.5 million
    Pilot desal at Moss Landing, $12 million 
    Failed regional desal project, $20 million

Why is a Buyout in the Public Interest? 
• Lower cost and a sustainable water supply
• Local control & transparency – Public has no say with private ownership
• Local Leadership, accountability and integrity – All decisions are made locally 
• Eliminates corporate monopoly control of a fundamental human resource 
• Eliminates corporate profit incentive on future projects
• Focuses on benefit to ratepayers, not shareholders
• Eliminates the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
• Eliminates Regulatory Capture
• Local public process and input on rate setting
• New water supply projects can be regional with shared costs
• New water projects and repairs don’t have a profit markup
• Incentive to protect our natural resources in the interest of our community  
• Responsible environmental management of the Carmel River and the Seaside
Basin
• Retains operational employees who run the system now
• Creates new local jobs by relocating outsourced services
• Water revenue stays in local economy

My own questions and responses to a few of the claims made by PWN
(highlighted above)

No Taxes Taxes we pay support public services, which will still have to be
collected from the public. Those millions collected by Cal Am as sales taxes will
have to be collected some other way, in other words, we will still be paying them,
only not on our water bill, probably added to the taxes we are already paying on
our property taxes, added onto the taxes now billed under MPWMD. If not that,
another sales tax or local income tax will be imposed. So I consider that a moot
point.

Reduced Overhead. How and why. While the individual heading the
organization will probably be paid less than CalAm’s CEO, that’s only one
position. The thousands of workers currently employed by CalAm - what about
them? Are we planning to reduce their wages? The countless CalAm trucks will
cost just as much to run and maintain as they do under CalAm. There seem to be
no concrete data to support the claim of reduction in overhead.

Our cost is $1,202 a year. I presume this is an average. Which means that the
water wasters, who claim to be paying hundreds a month or more, are offset by a
majority of folks like myself who are making serious efforts at water
conservation. My bill is consistently under $40 a month, less than half of my
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electric bill.

I have been with PWN since at least 4 years ago, and the biggest complaint I have
heard over time is the steep tier system. While nobody talks about this publicly, I
fear that the first thing PWN wants to accomplish is do away with the tier system
altogether. The tier system seems to have been challenged in court in another
jurisdiction in California and they won. It is silently planned to challenge Cal
Am’s tier system in Monterey County’s court, using this as a precedent. If PWN
wins this case as well, it would have two consequences: First, the majority of
financially challenged consumers like myself would see a steep increase in our
own water bills, while the minority, the water wasters,would see a steep reduction
in theirs. And secondly, it would encourage the water wasters to waste more
water, which in turn would be detrimental for the Carmel River.

Avoid cost of failed projects: Carmel River Dam, $3.5 million

Members of PWN have consistently accused CalAm of removing the San
Clemente dam in order to make more profits. However, it was the Army Corps of
Engineers which examined the condition of this dam (which was completely filled
with silt and no longer served its purpose) and found that the dam was structurally
unsound and posed a danger to the public. It found that an earthquake of four
point something on the Richter Scale could break the dam, releasing a wall of
silty water threatening the lives and properties of residents living near the river
only 3 to 4 miles downstream. I don’t know if they ordered CalAm to remove the
dam, or merely advised to do so, but it was a sound decision, especially
considering that small earthquakes like this are quite common in this area.

A sustainable water supply While Pure Water and water recycling may have
provided some relief for the present, it does not for the future. The need for
housing, especially affordable housing, will persist and become more urgent with
time. There is also the challenge of developing the former Ft. Ord, which requires
a drought independent solution, especially considering rapid climate change that
cannot depend on annual rainfall. While PWN calls the water recycling system a
“sustainable water supply,” it is not as it still depends on annual rain fall, which
is not guaranteed. PWN is dead set against the building of any kind of desal plant
because it would drive up costs and thus not help the feasibility study results in
their favor. This may be unrealistic.

Sincerely,

Helga and James Fellay

15 Paso Hondo
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Carmel Valley, CA 93924

(831) 659-5116
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From: John Sherry
To: Comments
Subject: Monterey needs a cistern
Date: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 2:17:53 PM

Hi All,

I had this out of the box idea and wanted to present it for your consideration.

Monterey should consider engaging Elon Musk's Boring Company to create a cistern or
possibly a network of cisterns, or man-made aquifers, of several hundred acre feet to collect
rainwater runoff.  This could completely fix our water shortage on the  Monterey Peninsula
and serve as a model for coastal cities throughout California.  The hundreds of thousands of
gallons of water that escape to the ocean could instead be captured and used.  A one time,
albeit substantial, expense to create an underground water supply would be far superior to the
construction of a desalinization plant that would require vast amounts of costly energy to
operate.  

I’m interested to hear your thoughts.

Best,
John
It’s never too late to be what you might have been

John Sherry
http://johnsherry.com
(831) 905-1708
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From: Jacquelyn Woodward
To: Comments
Subject: comments on measure j
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 12:04:07 PM

My name is Jacquelyn Woodward. PO Box 3911 Carmel CA 93921 624-3982
I have lived in Carmel since 1957.

As a full-time, year-round resident for 62 years, I’ve seen my water bills climb to become a higher percentage of my overall
expenses. However, the amount of my water bill is not how I judge the feasibility of publicly owned water. Even if the
feasibility study determined that public ownership would end up costlier than CalAm ownership, I’m willing to pay an even
higher amount for water if it means having our water supply under local control.

The most important measure of feasibility to me—and the greatest benefit of publicly owned water—is protecting this
resource that is vital to all people, and not allow water to be treated largely as a means of producing corporate profits. 

Water ownership is a serious global issue. We still have a voice here in Carmel, and the opportunity for our local citizens and
government officials to help protect our water for future generations.
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Submitted by Lorin Letendre at 1/15/2019 Listening SessionEXHIBIT 15-D



Submitted by Melodie Chrislock at the 1/15/2019 Listening Session
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Submitted by Mark Eckles at 1/15/2019 Listening Session
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From: Peter H Hiller
To: Comments
Subject: re CalAm buyout
Date: Saturday, January 12, 2019 9:49:16 AM

Dear members of the Monterey Peninsula Water District Board,

Please find this as my comments about the potential CalAm buyout - an acknowledgement of
receipt is appreciated.

I live in the unincorporated part of Carmel and am currently a CalAm customer. I voted for
and am in support of a CalAm buyout to take place as quickly as possible. 
I would like to see a publicly owned system in place that is designed to cover all costs without
a profit motive. 
I am in support of working with all water agencies in Monterey County to coordinate water
use with the intent of serving the greater good for all.
I am in favor of exploring all water alternatives such as desalt, again without compromising
any community.

Please find these comments in lieu of attending any of the community meetings - January 8 -
January 15.

Thank you,

Peter Hiller
26541 Willow Place
Carmel, CA. 93923
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From: Dave Stoldt
To: Arlene Tavani
Subject: FW: Measure J Feasibility Study Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 12:53:11 PM

More
 
 
 
 
From: Robert Ellis <burlybob4@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 12:51 PM
To: Comments <Comments@mpwmd.net>; gqhwd1000@gmail.com; district5@co.monterey.ca.us;
Dave Stoldt <dstoldt@mpwmd.net>
Subject: Measure J Feasibility Study Comments
 
My name is Robert Ellis and I am a Carmel Valley resident (District 5).  
 
I am a professional engineer specializing in the planning, design and construction of water facilities.  I
have been responsible for over $ 3 billion in projects for major water utilities throughout the
western US.
 
I attended the listening session on January 8 at the District headquarters.  I agree with your general
approach to the feasibility study outlined at the meeting.  I have the following additional comments.
 
Items that need to be addressed in the financial feasibility step include :
 
1. Establish and document the baseline for CALAM projected rates over the next 20 years whatever
reasonable timeframe is established by MPWMD and the consultants.
 
2. Determine whether or not the Desalination Project will be included in the baseline.  This project
has significant technical, environmental, and financial risk and may never be constructed.  It may be
appropriate to do analyses with and without this project.
 
3. A comprehensive condition assessment of all existing facilities must be completed as part of the
valuation study.  Many facilities are in need of repair and this will impact their valuation as well as
capital budgeting going forward.  
 
4. Based on my experience, it is not likely that rates will drop initially.  However, the financial
feasibility test should be realization of significant savings over the next 20 years or so compared to
continued ownership and operation by CALAM.
 
If financial feasibility is established and well documented, the next steps should include :
 
1. How will operations staff be transferred and integrated into the MPWMD ?  What gaps will need
to be filled with external recruiting ?
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2. How will administrative, financial and management functions be integrated into MPWMD to
remain cost-effective ?
 
3. How will MPWMD organize to respond to the new state and federal regulatory requirements
unique to delivery of municipal and industrial water supply ?
 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your feasibility study and look forward to reviewing
the results.
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From: Elsberry, Russell (Russ) (CIV)
To: Comments
Subject: Comments related to the feasibility of public water company versus Cal Am Water
Date: Saturday, January 12, 2019 5:54:53 PM

My comments presume that a public water company would not be subject to the California
Public Utility Commission (PUC) regulations, which have allowed Cal Am to earn about 8.5%
annually on its capital base. According to a letter in the Carmel Pine Cone, Cal Am was thus
permitted in 2017 to have a 10.8% return to its stockholders. All of us Cal Am customers know
that Cal Am did go to the California PUC at the end of the recent drought and was allowed to
greatly increase their water rates to cover their costs and pay their stockholders. In this PUC
regulation arrangement, there had been no reason for Cal Am to have a flexible or efficient
infrastructure in those drought years when water usage was further restricted by the State of
California. Cal Am could pay workers, management, and executives anything they wanted (and
according to Cal Am’s advertisements prior to the November vote, be a “good citizen by
donating hundreds of thousands of dollars to schools and charities).
                My first point is that the feasibility decision should be based on what a totally re-
designed work and management staff would cost for a public water company that efficiently
serves our area that alternates between long droughts and then one or two wet years. Such a
new design should avoid the crisis in retirement system costs that California local
governments are presently facing by having a minimal permanent staff and by using
contractors for flexible needs. Another suggestion is to explore a pay system widely used in
East Asia in which a base salary is paid with a twice a year bonuses given depending on the
(water) service actually provided.
                My second point is the cost of acquiring Cal Am, and the future Cal Am water rates,
will critically depend on that PUC-allowed 8.5% return on the Cal Am capital base if or when
the desalination plant is built. I strongly suspect that the Cal Am’s own cost estimate of more
than a billion dollars is based on their investments thus far and the anticipated cost of building
that desalination plant. Thus it is important that the feasibility decision regarding a public
water company must be made before Cal Am begins the desalination plant, because the public
water company will not require an 8.5% return on its capital base since it will get bonds at a
lower rate and does not have stockholders to pay.
                My final point is that the feasibility of the slant-pipe desalination plant to produce the
specified peak water amounts on a long-term basis without violating the water rights of
adjacent land owners needs to be re-examined. My thought is that the digging of the slant
pipe will create a “channel in the underground river” that will draw water farther and farther
inland during each successive summer when the peak water is to be drawn. Essentially, it will
be analogous to a broadening of the Salinas River during peak winter rains. Whereas the draw
of ocean water into the slant pipe is constrained by the depth of the sand above the pipe,
each summer it will become easier to pull water from the land side via the broadening channel
in the underground river. Since the water rights of the land owners have precedence, less and
less water will be produced by the desalination plant, and the water rates will go up and up. I
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submit that the short tests of the slant-pipe design have not addressed the potential effect of
sustained heavy draws by the desalination plant during the dry months of April to November.
Such an eight month test should be required with measurements of the extent and magnitude
of the draw from the landward side. In my view, the slant-pipe design is basically flawed, and
the only alternative is a pipe on the ocean floor with screens to prevent the entrapment of the
little ocean creatures that the California Coastal Commission is dedicated to protecting at the
expense of humans. However, if a slant-pipe desalination plant is the only option, it will be far
better for it to be built by a public water company than by Cal Am with its guaranteed annual
8.5% return on its capital base.
                Bottom line: I am more concerned with stopping the PUC-guaranteed water rate
increases than requiring any specific amount of cost savings, which I strongly believe will be
possible with a public water company.
 
Russell L Elsberry, Emeritus Distinguished Professor of Meteorology, Naval Postgraduate
School        
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From: Tim Smith
To: Comments
Subject: Feaseability
Date: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 2:09:06 PM

Board Members,

I write to share my particular view on feasibility as I’ve not been able to attended any of the 
listening sessions.

The passage of measure J indicated the communities willingness to explore the feasibility of 
replacing Cal-Am
with local ownership of the water resource.  For me this is the highest good against which any 
feasibility discussion
should be measured.  Without local control of our resource, we’re destined to be controlled, 
one way or the other,
by parties having no interest in preserving the character, environment and habitat of the 
Carmel River, principal source
of our area’s water.

Additionally, the coming environmental crisis precipitated by global warming will present us 
with many issues that must
be locally addressed and decided.  Leaving the resource in the hands of a for-profit, non local 
firm puts us at risk.  We have
already born the costs associated with poor management by Cal-Am, and these costs are likely 
to increase more rapidly given
the uncertainty of the environmental impact of global warming.  We will be better served, 
even if prices do not significantly decline,
by an organization that is responsible to us, not outside shareholders nor market whims.

These factors should be considered in determining feasibility, and whether or not reasonable 
cost increases are justified.  Assuming
that we can save money, its all the more critical that we look at the entire picture, not just the 
dollars.  

Thank you,

T.L. Smith
101 Calle de Quien Sabe
Carmel Valley, CA  93924
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