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Q1: What is your name, occupation, and address?

A1: My name is Margaret H. Nellor, and I am the President of Nellor Environmental 

Associates, Inc., an environmental engineering consulting firm that specializes in water 

recycling policy and regulation.  My business address is Nellor Environmental 

Associates, Inc., 4024 Walnut Clay Drive, Austin, Texas 78731.

Q2: Have you provided testimony in this California Public Utilities Commission 

(“CPUC”) proceeding where you have previously stated your qualifications?

A2: Yes, I have submitted direct testimony in this proceeding on January 22, 2016, in which I 

discuss my professional qualifications and role on the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater 

Replenishment Project (“GWR Project”).   

Q3: What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

A3: The purpose of my testimony is to rebut the allegations made in Mr. Weitzman’s 

testimony regarding the safety of the highly purified recycled water (“product water”)

produced from the Advanced Water Treatment Facility that will be constructed as part of 

the GWR Project and the use of the product water for replenishment of the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin.

Q4: In your expert opinion, will the Seaside Basin Groundwater replenished using the 

GWR Project’s product water be safe for Monterey residents and visitors to drink?

A4: Yes. After wastewater is treated at the MRWPCA Regional Treatment Plant, it will be 

diverted to the Advanced Water Treatment Facility where it will undergo a four-step 

state-of-the-art purification process consisting of pre-ozonation, membrane filtration, 

reverse osmosis, and advanced oxidation using ultraviolet light with hydrogen peroxide.

GWR Project Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), Appendix D, pp. 37–61.1 The 

product water is near-distilled-quality, and it will meet or exceed federal and state

drinking water safety standards.  The water would then be injected into the Seaside 

Groundwater Basin.

1 The GWR Project Final EIR is available at http://purewatermonterey.org/.
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Before being allowed to begin operation, the GWR Project will be reviewed, 

approved and permitted by the California State Water Resources Control Board’s 

Division of Drinking Water and the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

to ensure public health, water quality, and environmental compliance. See M. Nellor, 

Opening Testimony, dated January 22, 2016, p. 3:3–p.8:20.  The permit that would be 

issued for the GWR Project by the Regional Water Quality Control Board will require 

continuous water quality testing and sampling, including pesticides of local concern. If 

the product water does not meet water quality requirements, the Advanced Water 

Treatment Facility would be shut down immediately.

The reliability and safety of the product water was evaluated as part of the GWR 

Project’s Final EIR. GWR Project Final EIR, Appendix D, pp. 37–61. Based on the 

analytical results of monitoring the source waters to be used for the GWR Project, the 

water quality results of the pilot plant testing conducted for three of the unit processes to 

be included as part of the Advanced Water Treatment Facility (pre-ozonation, membrane 

filtration, and reverse osmosis), information on the predicted performance and water 

quality of the Advanced Water Treatment Facility based on other existing groundwater 

replenishment projects and related research/studies:

The GWR Project would comply with California’s groundwater 

replenishment regulations, and would meet or exceed the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan’s (“Basin Plan’s”)

standards, objectives, and guidelines. 

An expert panel and the Division of Drinking Water have reviewed the 

GWR Project Concept.  The Division of Drinking Water has conditionally 

approved the GWR Project Concept, pending submittal of additional 

information per the groundwater replenishment regulations.  M. Nellor 

Opening Testimony, p. 7:7–14.

The GWR Project’s Advanced Water Treatment Facility and 

replenishment of the Seaside Groundwater Basin with product water
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would provide reliability and redundancy through the use of multiple 

treatment barriers and water quality monitoring.

Q5: Are there scientific studies available that analyze the safety of the replenishment of 

groundwater basins with recycled water?

A5: Yes, studies have been conducted for similar potable reuse projects, including 

epidemiology studies, risk assessments, and investigations that analyze and compare the 

toxicological properties of recycled water to those of drinking water.  These studies,

which were discussed in the GWR Project’s Final EIR, have shown that:  (1) there is no 

association between the use of recycled water and adverse health outcomes in individuals 

consuming groundwater containing recycled water; and (2) purified recycled water used 

for groundwater replenishment from an appropriately designed and operated advanced 

treatment facility, such as will be used for the GWR Project, presents less risk in terms of 

regulated chemicals, pathogens, and trace organics compared to the risk from 

conventional drinking water sources. GWR Project Final EIR, Appendix D, pp. 27–35.

Q6: Turning to specific points raised by Mr. Weitzman, is the technology that will be 

used by the GWR Project new or experimental?

A6: No. The technology is not new and has been used in water recycling projects elsewhere 

in California. For example, reverse osmosis technology has been used to produce 

recycled water for groundwater replenishment since the mid-1970s as part of the Orange 

County Water District’s original Water Factory 21 Project.

In California, there are six operational groundwater replenishment projects, four 

of which use advanced treated recycled water for injection and/or spreading into a 

groundwater basin and two projects that use tertiary recycled water for groundwater 

replenishment via surface application (one of which has been in operation since 1962).  

These projects are located in urban areas and thus do not use source water from 

agricultural uses.

The use of agricultural wash water as source water for the GWR Project is

immaterial because most pesticides are below levels of detection or at very low 
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concentrations in untreated agricultural drainage or will be removed to safe levels or 

below detection through treatment at the Regional Treatment Plant and the Advanced 

Water Treatment Facility. Further, California has comprehensive state laws, regulations,

and policies governing the use of recycled water for groundwater replenishment to 

protect groundwater quality and the health of individuals who drink groundwater that is 

replenished with recycled water.  

An example of such a project is the Orange County Water District’s Groundwater 

Replenishment System (“GWRS”), which began operation in 2008.  The GWRS replaced 

the original Water Factory 21 Project, which ceased operation in 2004.  The GWRS

produces up to 100 million gallons per day of purified recycled water used for nearly 

850,000 residents in north and central Orange County.  The GWR Project will use the 

same advanced treatment system as the GWRS, plus an additional purification process. 

The outreach program and data collected for the GWRS have received broad 

support from the health, scientific, environmental, and water quality communities.  The 

GWRS has also gained support from educational leaders, as well as federal, state, and 

local leaders and policy makers.  For additional information about the broad support of

the GWRS, see http://www.ocwd.com/gwrs/project-supporters/.

The GWR Project has also received broad support from local leaders on the 

Monterey Peninsula, state and federal legislators, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, and the 

State Water Resources Control Board. This support acknowledges the importance of the 

GWR Project to create a sustainable, resilient water supply to meet the urban, 

agricultural, and environmental needs of Monterey County. See Attachment A

(compilation of documents supporting the GWR Project).

Q7: Do you agree with Mr. Weitzman that the GWR Project would impact Monterey’s 

tourism industry?

A7: No.  The Orange County Water District’s GWRS and data regarding tourism in Orange 

County provide evidence to rebut Mr. Weitzman’s unsupported claims.  As noted above, 

the Water Factory 21 Project, a smaller version of the GWRS, began operations in the 
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mid-1970s.  It was replaced by the larger GWRS, which began operations in 2008.  

Similar to Monterey County, Orange County is a major tourism destination, including 

beach areas along the coast and Disneyland in Anaheim. The water supply for these 

tourist destinations includes groundwater that has been replenished by Water Factory 21 

and now the GWRS:

Groundwater withdrawals make up about 70 percent of the water supply in 

the Orange County Water District’s service area, with the remaining 

demand being met by imported water from the Colorado River and 

Northern California. Historically, imported water from the Colorado 

River and Northern California and water from the Santa Ana River have 

been the source waters for groundwater recharge in Orange County. 

Seawater intrusion has been a problem since the 1930s as a consequence 

of groundwater basin overdraft. Injection of reclaimed water from an 

advanced wastewater treatment facility (Water Factory 21) to form a 

seawater intrusion barrier in the Talbert Gap area of the groundwater basin

began in 1976. The project served the dual purpose of seawater 

intrusion barrier and potable supply augmentation. Agency leaders 

acknowledged both of these purposes and did not encounter public

opposition to the potable augmentation.

A recharge project called the Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) 

System was conceived in the 1990s to replace Water Factory 21 and 

provide additional water to recharge the Orange County Groundwater 

Basin. The GWR System consists of three major components: the 

Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF); the Talbert Gap Seawater 

Intrusion Barrier; and the Miller and Kraemer spreading basins. The 

AWPF began producing reclaimed water in January 2008 for injection at 

the Talbert Gap and spreading at Kraemer and Miller basins. The source 

water for the 70-MGD (260,000-m3/d) advanced treatment facility is 
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secondary effluent from the adjacent Orange County Sanitation District 

Plant No. 1. The AWPF provides further treatment by microfiltration, 

reverse osmosis, and advanced oxidation.

National Research Council (NRC), 2012, Water Reuse: Potential for Expanding the 

Nation's Water Supply through Reuse of Municipal Wastewater, Washington, D.C., The 

National Academies Press, p. 59 (emphasis added); personal communication from 

Eleanor Torres, Director of Public Affairs, Orange County Water District, March 9, 2016.

There is no evidence that the use of product water from the GWRS has impacted 

Orange County’s tourism industry.  Rather, during the time period that recycled water has 

been used to replenish the Orange County Groundwater Basin:

Statistics from the 2009 Orange County Community Indicators Report

indicate that Orange County is second among its California peers in total 

visitor spending, with an average annual growth rate of 7% between 2002 

and 2006. See 2009 Orange County Community Indicators Report, p. 17,

available at http://www.ocbc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2009_Orange_County_Community_Indicators_

Report.pdf.

Statistics from the 2015 Orange County Community Indicators Report

indicate that based on employment, Orange County tourism has grown by 

approximately 11% between 2006 and 2014, despite the national 

recession.  See 2015 Orange County Community Indicators Report, p. 16,

available at http://www.ocbc.org/wp-content/uploads/OC-Community-

Indicators-report_2015.pdf.

Q8: Does the GWR Project’s use of source water from agricultural drainages impact the 

safety of the product water, as suggested by Mr. Weitzman?

A8: No. Use of source water from agricultural drainages does not impact the safety of the 

product water. Mr. Weitzman erroneously asserts that two pesticides, diazinon and 

chlorpyrifos, allegedly present in the agricultural drainage would be present in the 
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product water at unsafe levels.  Mr. Weitzman’s concerns are unfounded for a number of 

reasons.

As a preliminary matter, Mr. Weitzman relies on a study that is not relevant.  See

R. Weitzman, Supplemental Testimony on behalf of Water Plus Concerning Phases 1 and 

2 of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project, p. 8 (citing Anderson, B. S., et al., 

Integrated Assessment of the Impacts of Agricultural Drainwater in the Salinas River

(California, USA), Environ. Pollut. 2003; 124(3):523–32). The study evaluated 

laboratory measured toxicity in the Salinas River to assess the link between the presence 

of pesticides and other factors that impact the macroinvertebrate community.  It did not

address human toxicity, but rather toxicity to macroinvertebrates in the river.  Id.,

pp. 523–24. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) defines 

macroinvertebrates as:  “small aquatic animals and the aquatic larval stages of insects.  

They include dragonfly and stonefly larvae, snails, worms, and beetles.  They lack a 

backbone, are visible without the aid of a microscope and are found in and around water 

bodies during some period of their lives.”  EPA, National Aquatic Resource Surveys, 

Indicators: Benthic Macroinvertebrates, available at https://www.epa.gov/national-

aquatic-resource-surveys/indicators-benthic-macroinvertebrates. It is not appropriate to 

apply the results of this study to extrapolate the potential impacts to human health.  

Turning to the pesticides discussed by Mr. Weitzman in his testimony, neither 

pesticide will be present in levels that present a risk to human health and safety.  With 

regard to diazinon, the EPA has determined that:  (1) exposure to diazinon in drinking

water at a concentration of 20 migrograms per liter (“μg/L”) for up to 10 days is not 

expected to cause any harmful effects in a child (the most sensitive human receptor); and 

(2) lifetime exposure to 1 μg/L diazinon in drinking water is not expected to create any 

harmful effects. EPA, 2012 Edition of the Drinking Water Standards and Health 

Advisories, EPA 822-S-12-001, Office of Water U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Washington, D.C., available at http://www.epa.gov/dwstandardsregulations/drinking-

water-contaminant-human-health-effects-information#dw-standards. In addition, the 
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State of California has established an advisory level for diazinon of 1.2 μg/L. See DDW, 

Drinking Water Notification Levels and Response Levels:  An Overview, available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/documents/notificat

ionlevels/notificationlevels.pdf.

As discussed in the GWR Project’s Final EIR, MRWPCA collected untreated 

samples of the source waters for the GWR Project, including 11 samples from 

agricultural drainage water.  See GWR Project Final EIR, Appendix D, Section 13.2.

The analytical detection level used for diazinon was 0.1 μg/L, orders of magnitude below 

the drinking water thresholds set by EPA. EPA, 2012 Edition of the Drinking Water 

Standards and Health Advisories, EPA 822-S-12-001, Office of Water U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency Washington, DC, available at

http://www.epa.gov/dwstandardsregulations/drinking-water-contaminant-human-health-

effects-information#dw-standards.

Diazinon was not detected in any source waters, including agricultural drainage 

water. See id. Even if diazinon were to be detected in the agricultural wash water, it 

would be removed to levels below detection by processes the source water would 

undergo at the Regional Treatment Plant and the Advanced Water Treatment Facility.

Monitoring of local pesticides of concern is expected to be included in the permit issued 

by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the GWR Project.

With respect to chlorpyrifos, the EPA recommends that children (the most 

sensitive human receptor) not drink water with chlorpyrifos levels greater than 30 μg/L 

for periods of 1 to 10 days. EPA, 2012 Edition of the Drinking Water Standards and 

Health Advisories, EPA 822-S-12-001, Office of Water U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency Washington, DC, available at

http://www.epa.gov/dwstandardsregulations/drinking-water-contaminant-human-health-

effects-information#dw-standards.  The analytical detection level used for chlorpyrifos 

for the evaluation of the source waters was 0.06 μg/L, more than two orders of 

magnitude below the EPA advisory level.  
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As noted above, MRWPCA collected untreated samples of the source waters, 

including 11 samples of agricultural drainage water. See GWR Project Final EIR,

Appendix D, Section 13.2.  Chlorpyrifos was not detected in any of the 11 agricultural 

drainage water samples collected.  Id. If chlorpyrifos is ever detected in the agricultural 

drainage water used as source waters for the GWR Project, it would be removed to levels 

below detection by the processes applied to the source waters by the Regional Treatment 

Plant and the Advanced Water Treatment Facility. Monitoring of local pesticides of 

concern is expected to be included in the permit issued by the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board for the GWR Project. 

Mr. Weitzman also raises false concerns regarding the presence of DDT in the 

source water. See R. Weitzman Supplemental Testimony, p. 8.  During the review of the

GWR Project under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), some 

commenters expressed concerned about the presence DDT in the agricultural drainage 

water and if the purified water would be safe to drink. DDT 

(dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) is an insecticide developed in the 1940s. DDT was 

initially used with great effect to combat malaria, typhus, and the other insect-borne 

human diseases among both military and civilian populations. It also was effective for 

insect control in crop and livestock production, institutions, homes, and gardens. DDT 

persists in the environment and can cause adverse health effects on wildlife. As a result, 

the State of California banned the sale and use of DDT in December 1970 (the national 

ban was enacted in 1972). Despite being out of use for more than 40 years, DDT and its 

related breakdown products (DDD and DDE) are highly persistent in the environment 

and thus are found the world over, including soils in the Salinas Valley. The soil half-life 

for DDT is from 2 to 15 years (meaning the time required for half of the compound to 

degrade).

Sampling conducted for source waters for the GWR Project did not find DDT in 

untreated agricultural drainage water samples. DDE was found in one sample at a 

concentration of 21 nanograms per liter (“ng/L”). To put this amount into perspective, 
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21 ng/L is like a single drop of water in an Olympic sized swimming pool. This pesticide 

was present in the untreated agricultural drainage water at concentrations 50 times less 

than the World Health Organization’s drinking water guidance value of 1,000 ng/L.

World Health Organization, Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality, Fourth Edition, 

ISBN 978 92 4 154815 1, 2011, available at 

http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44584/1/9789241548151_eng.pdf. There are no

EPA standards or advisory levels for DDT and its breakdown products in drinking water.

Any DDT or its breakdown chemicals coming into the Regional Treatment Plant and the 

Advanced Water Treatment Facility will be removed or destroyed to levels below 

detection as demonstrated by the pilot testing conducted by MRWPCA. 

Q9: Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A9: Yes, although I reserve my right to update this testimony at the evidentiary hearing 

scheduled for this proceeding in April 2016.
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Electronically generated. 

March 22, 2016 
 
Commissioner Catherine J.K. Sandoval  
California Public Utilities Commission  
505 Van Ness Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298 
 
Dear Commissioner Sandoval: 
 
I am writing in support of Pure Water Monterey, a project developed jointly by the Monterey Peninsula 
Water Management District and the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency. 
 
This multi-region, multi-benefit project seeks to augment the highly limited potable water supply for 
Monterey County. With the December 2016 deadline from the State Water Board’s Cease and Desist 
Order fast approaching, California-American Water must cease unlawful diversions from the Carmel 
River, dramatically reducing the available water supply for the area. The loss of this water combined with 
the ongoing drought in California poses a substantial threat to the tourism and agriculture sectors which 
drive economic health in the County.  
 
Pure Water Monterey is a key element in the portfolio of proposed water supply solutions Monterey 
County is considering to address this shortage. This system of advanced water recycling and purification 
presents an innovative approach which will take wastewater as well as agricultural produce wash water, 
storm water, and used irrigation water and purify it through a process which complies with or exceeds 
strict state and federal standards. The purified potable water will then be delivered to the Monterey 
Peninsula and irrigation water delivered to agricultural operations in North Monterey County. 
 
With Pure Water Monterey in operation, the region will be able to pursue a smaller desalination plant, 
reduce potentially polluted discharge into the National Marine Sanctuary, and clean up discharge to the 
Salinas River. The project presents a legal, environmentally preferable regional replacement water supply 
solution on a timeline anticipated to be faster than the proposed desalination plant. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this worthy project. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me at (831) 649-2832. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mark Stone 
Assemblymember 
Twenty-Ninth District 

EXHIBIT 9-D



EXHIBIT 9-D



EXHIBIT 9-D



EXHIBIT 9-D



EXHIBIT 9-D



 

 
 
 

 
 
March 7, 2016 
 
 
Catherine J.K. Sandoval, Commissioner 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Dear Commissioner Sandoval: 
 
This letter is to express my support for the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District’s Pure Water 
Monterey (MPWMD) water recycling and purification project.  
 
As you know, the Monterey Peninsula receives its water supply from surface and sub-surface water in the 
Carmel River, as well as water from the Seaside Groundwater Basin.  In 2009, the State Water Resources 
Control Board issued a Cease and Desist Order to California American Water (Cal-Am) that prescribed a 
series of significant cutbacks to the Monterey Peninsula’s access to water from the Carmel River.  
 
The MPWMD and the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency have jointly developed Pure 
Water Monterey in order to deliver potable water to the Monterey Peninsula.  This multi-region, multi-
benefit project is supported by Cal-Am and will gather wastewater, agricultural produce wash water, storm 
water, and used irrigation water for regional re-use.  The project is environmentally preferable to a larger 
desalination plant because of its smaller carbon footprint and its reduction in discharge in the National 
Marine Sanctuary.   
 
Pure Water Monterey is an advanced water recycling and purification public project, and a critical 
component of the region’s water portfolio.  The project is a collaborative effort to develop an 
environmentally sustainable water supply in the Monterey region and I urge your support of the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District’s Pure Water Monterey project.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
WILLIAM W. MONNING 
Senator, 17th District 
 
WWM:nc 
 
cc: Michael Picker, President 
         California Public Utilities Commission  
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January 22, 2016

Commissioner Catherine J.K. Sandoval
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Via U.S. Postal Service and Email: catherine.sandoval@cpuc.ca.gov

Subject:  Letter of Support for Pure Water Monterey, Application No. 12-04-019 (filed April 23, 
2013)

Dear Commissioner Sandoval:

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) is both very concerned about 
and interested in a sustainable water supply for the Monterey Peninsula to eliminate existing 
unlawful pumping from the Carmel River consistent with the State Water Board’s Cease and 
Desist Order (CDO), State Water Board Order WR 2009-0060. I understand that several 
public agencies and Cal-Am have chosen to support water recycling (Pure Water Monterey) as 
part of the portfolio of water supplies under consideration by the California Public Utilities 
Commission. 

On November 30, 2015, the State Water Board approved a wastewater change petition for the 
City of Salinas, that allows up to 4.67 million gallons per day (5,235 acre-feet per year) of 
wastewater to be recycled and applied to two potential uses, one of which is municipal use in 
the Cal-Am service area.  This water must be used to offset deliveries of unlawful diversions 
from the Carmel River by Cal-Am, unless the Executive Director of the State Water Board 
grants permission to use the water for new uses in the service area.  Additionally, it is my 
understanding that the project will use wastewater that would not be subject to State Water 
Board water right permitting requirements, because it is currently discharged directly to the 
ocean.

Allowing this water to be used in the Cal-Am service area by adding this portion of Pure Water 
Monterey to the area’s water portfolio makes sense because it would provide a lawful 
alternative to illegal diversions from the Carmel River on a timeline anticipated to be faster 
than that anticipated for the proposed desalination plant.  State Water Board Order WR 2009-
0060 requires that Cal-Am cease unlawful diversions at the end of December 2016.  Cal-Am
has requested an extension of this deadline until December 31, 2020 that is currently under 
consideration by the State Water Board.  Any potential extension of the deadline, however, will 
not solve the issue of continued impacts to the Carmel River.

Approval of this portion of Pure Water Monterey adds to the region’s development of a diverse 
water portfolio.  The current drought emergency has underscored the pitfalls of relying on too
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few sources of water supply in many communities across the state.  The project is in alignment 
with the State Water Board’s Recycled Water Policy, which encourages the maximum 
substitution of recycled water for potable water by 2030.      

Water rights for other portions of the Pure Water Monterrey Project are currently under review 
at the State Water Board, and I can therefore not comment on them. The portion of Pure 
Water Monterey Project approved by the State Water Board, however, advances state 
mandates and policy objectives. If successful, it also demonstrates how multiple agencies can 
work together to develop a water supply project that provides benefits to multiple stakeholders 
and enhances environmental considerations. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proceedings.

Sincerely,

Felicia Marcus
Chair
 
cc.  Administrative Law Judge Gary Weatherford.

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298
Via U.S. Postal Service and Email: gw2@cpuc.ca.gov

Monterey Peninsula Regional Water Authority
Attn: President Jason Burnett
735 Pacific Street
Monterey, CA  93940
Via U.S. Postal Service and Email: jason.burnett@gmail.com

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
Attn: David Stoldt, General Manager
5 Harris Court, Building G, P.O. Box 85
Monterey, CA 93942

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
Attn: Paul Sciuto, General Manager
5 Harris Court, Bldg D
Monterey, CA 93940

California American Water Company
Attn: President Robert MacLean
1033 B Ave Ste 200
Coronado, CA 92118
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Office of Ratepayer Advocates
Attn: Linda Serizawa, Deputy Director
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94102
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