
 
 
 

 
Regular Meeting of the Metro Commission  

and Metro Wastewater JPA 
  

AGENDA 
 

Thursday, August 6, 2015 
12:00 p.m. 

 
9192 Topaz Way (MOC II) Auditorium 

San Diego, California   
 

 “The Metro JPA’s mission is to create an equitable partnership with the San Diego City Council and 
Mayor on regional wastewater issues.  Through stakeholder collaboration, open dialogue, and data 
analysis, the partnership seeks to ensure fair rates for participating agencies, concern for the 
environment, and regionally balanced decisions.” 

 
Note: Any member of the Public may address the Metro Commission/Metro Wastewater JPA on any 
Agenda Item.  Please complete a Speaker Slip and submit it to the Administrative Assistant or 
Chairperson prior to the start of the meeting if possible, or in advance of the specific item being called.  
Comments are limited to three (3) minutes per individual.   

 
Documentation  
Included  

 1. ROLL CALL 
   
 2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG   
   
 3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 

Persons speaking during Public Comment may address the Metro Commission/ 
Metro Wastewater JPA on any subject matter within the jurisdiction of the Metro 
Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA that is not listed as an agenda item.  
Comments are limited to three (3) minutes.  Please complete a Speaker Slip and 
submit it prior to the start of the meeting. 

   
X 4. ACTION – CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES 

OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF June 4, 2015 (Attachment) 
   

X 5. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE POINT LOMA 
DIGESTER ROOF SYSTEMS REPLACEMENT AND REPAIRS – CHANGE ORDER 3 
(Mike Faramarzi) (Attachment) 

   
X 6. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE COMMON AREA 

IMPROVEMENTAS AT POINT LOMA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (Mike 
Faramarzi) (Attachment)  

   
X 7. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE POINT LOMA 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT GRIT IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT – CONTRACT 
AMENDMENT #7 TO THE CONSULTANT AGREEMENT WITH LEE & RO, INC.  (Iraj 
Asgharzadeh) (Attachment)  
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Documentation  
Included  

X 8. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE MBC 
ADDITIONAL BIOSOLIDS SILOS (#9 & #10) – SECOND AMENDMENT TO 
AGREEMENT WITH AECOM USA, INC. (Not Provided) (Attachment) 

   
X 9. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE METRO JPA 

STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE (Greg Humora) (Attachment) 
   

X 10. METRO TAC UPDATE/REPORT (Attachment) (Greg Humora) 
   

X 11. POINT LOMA PERMIT RENEWAL UPDATE (Attachment) (Greg Humora) 
   
 12. IROC UPDATE (Ed Spriggs) 
   
 13. FINANCE COMMITTEE (John Mullin) 
   
 14. REPORT OF GENERAL COUNSEL (Paula de Sousa)    

   
 15. PROPOSED AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT METRO COMMISSION/METRO 

WASTEWATER JPA MEETING September 3, 2015 
   
 16. METRO COMMISSIONERS’ AND JPA BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 

   
 17. ADJOURNMENT OF METRO COMMISSION AND METRO WASTEWATER JPA  
   
 
 
The Metro Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA may take action on any item listed in this Agenda 
whether or not it is listed “For Action.”   
 
Materials provided to the Metro Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA related to any open-session 
item on this agenda are available for public review by contacting L. Peoples at (619) 476-2557 during 
normal business hours. 
 
 
 
 

In compliance with the 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT 

The Metro Commission/Metro Wastewater JPA requests individuals who require alternative agenda 
format or special accommodations to access, attend, and/or participate in the Metro Commission/Metro 
Wastewater JPA meetings, contact E. Patino at (858) 292.6321, at least forty-eight hours in advance of 
the meetings. 
 
 
 
 

Metro JPA 2015 Meeting Schedule 
 

  January 8, 2015 February 5, 2015 March 5, 2015 
  April 2, 2015 May 7, 2015  June 4, 2015 
  July 2, 2015  August 6, 2015  September 3, 2015 
  October 1, 2015 November 5, 2015 December 3, 2015  

   
 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4 
Minutes of the June 4, 2015  

Special Meeting 
 



 
 
 

 
Special Meeting of the Metro Commission  

and Metro Wastewater JPA 
 

Pt. Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 
1902 Gatchell Road 

San Diego, California  
  

June 4, 2015 
DRAFT Minutes 

 
Chairman Peasley called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m.  A quorum of the Metro Wastewater JPA and 
Metro Commission was declared, and the following representatives were present:  
      
1. ROLL CALL 
      

Agencies                                   Representatives Alternate 
City of Chula Vista Steven Miesen  X  
City of Coronado Bill Sandke X    
City of Del Mar Sherryl Parks X   
City of El Cajon Tony Ambrose   Dennis Davies  
City of Imperial Beach Ed Spriggs  X   
City of La Mesa Bill Baber  X  
Lemon Grove Sanitation District Jerry Jones  X  
City of National City Jerry Cano  Albert Mendivil  
City of Poway John Mullin X  
County of San Diego Dianne Jacob  Daniel Brogadir 
Otay Water District Jose Lopez X    
Padre Dam MWD Jim Peasley X   
Metro TAC Chair Greg Humora X Dennis Davies   

 IROC Chair Irene Stallard-Rodriguez       
  
 Others present:  Metro JPA General Counsel Paula de Sousa and Assistant General Counsel 

Steve Martin; Metro JPA Secretary Lori Anne Peoples; Scott Tulloch of Atkins Global; Kuna 
Muthusamy – City of National City, Augie Caires, Karen Jassoy, Al Lau, Augie Scalzitti - Padre 
Dam Municipal Water District; Mike Obermiller – City of Poway; Seth Gates, John Gavares, Lee 
Ann Jones-Santos, Peggy Merino, Edgar Patino - City of San Diego Public Utilities 

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 
 

Commissioner Miesen led the pledge. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT  
  

None. 
 
4.  ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 

REGULAR MEETING OF MAY 7, 2015 
 
ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Mullin, the Minutes of 

May 7, 2015 were approved unanimously. 
 
5. FINANCE COMMITTEE (John Mullin) 

a. Finance Committee Minutes of April 29, 2015 Regular Meeting (Information only) (Attachment) 
b. Report by Chairman John Mullin on May 27, 2015 meeting 

 

Page 1 of 3 
METRO COMMISSION                                                                                                              Minutes of June 5, 2015 
METRO WASTEWATER                                                                                                                        Special Meeting 



 
 Finance Committee Chairman Mullin reported that the Committee had received presentations 

and approved the FY 2011 and FY 2012 Exhibit E Audits to be brought forward to the 
Commission for approval along with the FYE 2016 City of San Diego Metro Sewer Budget; 
Billing Issues Reconciliation; South Bay Recycled Water Revenues; FY 2015-2016 Metro 
Wastewater JPA Budget and Annual Consultant Contracts and/or Amendments for a) Atkins; 
b) Keze and c) Treasurer. 

 
6. ACTION: CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE FY 2011 AND FY 2012 

EXHIBIT E AUDITS (Lee Ann Jones-Santos/MGO) (Attachment) 
 
 Ms. Jones-Santos, City of San Diego Metro Division Deputy Director of Finance and IT, provided 

a brief verbal overview of the item.  Karyn Keese of Atkins Global provided an overview of how 
the audit process had evolved.   

 
ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Mendivil, seconded by Commissioner Sandke, the item was 

approved unanimously. 
 
7. ACTION: CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE 

FYE 2016 CITY OF SAN DIEGO METRO SEWER BUDGET (Seth Gates/Edgar Patino) 
(Attachment) 

 
 Seth Gates, City of San Diego Budget Program Manager, provided a brief overview of the report 

and stated that this item would be going before the San Diego City Council on Monday.  
 
ACTION: Upon motion by Vice Chair Jones, seconded by Commissioner Spriggs, the item was 

approved unanimously. 
 
8. ACTION: CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE BILLING ISSUES 

RECONCILIATION 
 
 Lee Ann Jones Santos provided a brief verbal overview of the staff report and Edgar Patino 

provided a revised handout.  Metro JPA Finance Committee Chair Miesen stated the handout 
provided by Mr. Patino was what the committee had reviewed and approved to bring forward to 
the JPA. 

 
ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Miesen, seconded by Vice Chair Jones, The item was 

approved unanimously. 
. 
9. ACTION: CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE SOUTH BAY 

RECICLED WATER REVENUES 
 

Chair Peasley provided a brief verbal overview of the item noting that this was a reconciliation of 
water sold to Otay and everyone would be getting revenue from the sale based on the Regional 
Agreement.  From now on an annual basis will reflect an income credit to the Participating 
Agencies, but this time it will be in a check form and is due June 30th to go to the PA’s. 
 

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice Chair Jones, seconded by Commissioner Mendivil, The item was 
approved unanimously. 

 
10. ACTION:  CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE FY 2015-2016 

METRO WASTEWATER JPA BUDGET (Karen Jassoy) (Attachment)  
 
Karyn Jassoy, Metro Commission/Metro Wastewater JPA Treasurer provided a brief verbal 
overview of the budget noting that it had also been presented to Metro TAC and the Metro 
Wastewater JPA Finance Committee who approved it to bring forward to the Commission. 
 

ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Miesen, seconded by Vice Chair Jones, The item was 
approved unanimously. 
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11. ACTION: CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE ANNUAL 
CONSULTANT CONTRACTS AND/OR AMENDMENTS (Karen Jassoy/John Mullin) 
(Attachments)  
a. Atkins Contract 
b. Keze Contract 
c. Treasurer’s Contract 
 
Karyn Keese of Atkins provided a brief verbal report on why the Atkins Contract was being 
bifurcated into the Atkins and Keze Contracts.  Metro Wastewater JPA Treasurer Karen Jassoy 
provided a brief verbal overview of the Treasurer’s Contract. 
 

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice Chair Jones, seconded by Commissioner Mullins, The contracts were 
approved unanimously. 

 
12. IROC UPDATE (Ed Spriggs) 
 
 Due to there being no smart phone reception in the meeting room, IROC Representative Ed 

Spriggs stated he would present his report at a future meeting. 
 

13. PROPOSED AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT METRO COMMISSION/METRO 
WASTEWATER JPA MEETING July 2, 2015 (Normally cancelled due to long weekend holiday) 
 
Consensus of the Commission was to cancel the July 2, 2015 Metro Commission/Metro 
Wastewater JPA meeting. 
 

14. NEW BOARD MEMBER/ALTERNATE ORIENTATION (Greg Humora) (Attachment) 
 
MetroTAC Chair Greg Humora laid out the agenda for the orientation. 
 
Augie Caires, Former Commissioner provided a presentation on the Metro Commission/JPA 
History and Accomplishments from Pre-1963 to 2012. 
 

15. STRATEGIC PLANNING SESSION (Greg Humora/John Gavares) (Attachment)  
 
 MetroTAC Chair introduced City of San Diego Organization Development Section Manager, who 

had led our past Strategic Planning Sessions. 
 
 John Gavares provided a review of the current Strategic Plan, including the Mission Statement, 

Strategic Goals and Strategic Initiatives, noting that the goal of this session was to determine 
what should be retained, modified, removed, and/or added.  Following this a process and 
timeframe for further review and possible updating of the Strategic Plan.  MetroTAC Chair Greg 
Humora requested clarification throughout the process while taking copious notes to bring back 
for presentation and review to the MetroTAC and then to the next Commission meeting. 
 

16. POINT LOMA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT FACILITY TOUR 
 
 Those wishing to take a tour of the facility met upstairs in the conference room for a brief 

overview of the plant and then proceeded to walk the facility. 
 

17. ADJOURNMENT  
 
 At 1:05 p.m., there being no further business, Commissioner Peasley declared the meeting 

adjourned. 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
Recording Secretary 
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AGENDA ITEM 5 
 Point Loma Digester Roof Systems 
Replacement and Repairs – Change 

Order #3 
 



Revised: 20140409 

METRO JPA/TAC 
Staff Report 

Date: 07-15-15 
Project Title:  Point Loma Digester Roof Systems Replacement and Repairs - Change Order 3 
 
Requested Action: Authorizing an increased expenditure not to exceed $61,048 from Metro 
Sewer Utility Fund 700001, to Brazos Urethane Inc., for Change Order 3, bringing the total 
contract amount to $813,530.04 for the additional repairs on Digester C1 roof coating system at 
Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

Recommendations: Approval 

 
 

Metro TAC:  
 

IROC:  
 

 

Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, 
Date, Result) 

Metro TAC – Approved on 4/16/14  
 
Metro Commission – Approved on 5/01/14 with a total project 
cost of $757,595. 

Fiscal Impact: Total cost for Change Order 3 is $61,048. Funds are available in the FY16 
Metro Sewer Utility Fund 700001. 

Is this projected budgeted?      Yes _X_        No ____ 
Cost breakdown between 
Metro & Muni: 

Original Contract                        $721,595.60 (R-308996) 

Change Order 1                         $30,886.44   (R-308996) 

Change Order 2                         $0.00            (no cost) 

Change Order 3 (This Request) $61,048.00  (100% Metro)  

Total Contract                             $813,530.04    

 

Fiscal impact to the Metro 
JPA: 

$20,451.08 (33.5% Metro JPA) 

Capital Improvement Program: 
New Project?          Yes _ __        No _X_  
Existing Project?     Yes _X_        No __        upgrade/addition _X_        change ___ 
 

Previous TAC/JPA Action:  This project was approved by Metro TAC and Metro Commission 
on April 16, 2014 and May 1, 2014, respectively.  
 
Additional/Future Action:   
 

City Council Action:   
 

(NEW) Background:  This construction project with Brazos Urethane Inc., for the repair and 
replacement of the existing roof insulation and coating system on Digesters 7, N1 and N2, and 
repair of the delaminating (bubbles & blisters) roof coating system on Digesters C1 and C2 
was previously approved and awarded by the Council in June 2014.  
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The original scope of work for Digester C1 was to remove and replace approximately 1,000 SF 
of damaged roof area where blisters and bubbles were evident. During the repiar of the 
digester roof, severe cracks were discovered throughout the roof that could potentially 
deteriorate the roof insulation and corrosion of the steel roof if not repaired. It was determined 
that the Digester C1 roof needs to be re-coated to protect the roof system from corrosion.  
 
This project will repair craks throughout the digester roof, applying epoxy primer sealer, 
applying a second coat using acrylic elastomeric coating, and lastly applying high build two-
component polyurethane coating to protect the membrane coating from chemicals, abrasion, 
and ultraviolate light.  
 
This action is to execute Change Order No. 3 with Brazos Urethane Inc., in an amount not to 
exceed $61,048.    

 
(NEW) Discussion:  Provide information on decisions made to advance the project  
Based on current condition of digester C1 roof and significant cracking of the roof insulation and 
coating, a decision was made to rehabilitate the roof system to provide safe and reliable working 
and operating condition. 
(NEW) Bid Results:  N/A 

 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 6 
 Common Area Improvements at 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 
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METRO JPA/TAC 
Staff Report 

Date: 07-15-15 
Project Title:  Common Area Improvements at Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 
 
Requested Action: Authorizing the expenditure in the amount $48,525 from Metro Sewer Utility 
Fund 700001, to Delmar Environmental & Construction Services Inc., for site preparation and 
improvements of the Common Area. 
 
 
Recommendations: Approval 
 
 

Metro TAC:  
 

IROC:  
 

 

Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, 
Date, Result) 

 
N/A 

Fiscal Impact: Total estimated cost for this construction contract is $48,525. Funds are 
available in the FY16 Metro Sewer Utility Fund 700001. 

Is this projected budgeted?      Yes _X_        No ____ 
Cost breakdown between 
Metro & Muni: 

$48,525 (100% Metro) 
 

Fiscal impact to the Metro 
JPA: 

$16,256 (33.5% Metro JPA) 
 

Capital Improvement Program: 
New Project?          Yes _ __        No _X_    N/A ___  
Existing Project?     Yes ___        No _X_      Upgrade/addition _X_        Change ___ 
 

Previous TAC/JPA Action:  N/A 
 

Additional/Future Action:   
 

City Council Action:   
 

Background:  The  Public Utilities Department owns and operates the Point Loma Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (PLWTP).  This construction contract will provide improvements to the south 
central location of the Treatment Plant also known as the Commom Area.  The construction 
consists of site preparation and improvements of approximately 3,000 square feet area which 
will include placement of decomposed granite as surface material, placing barriers along the 
edge of the cliff, concrete swale, and a short retaining wall to enhance the architectural feature 
of the facility. This project was advertised on January 29, 2015 and bid opening on March 3, 
2015. There were fourteen (14) bid packages received which Delmar Environmental & 
Construction Inc. was the apparent low bidder.  

This action is to award the contract to Delmar Environmental & Construction Inc., for the 
improvements of the Common Area which has been selected through the City soliciting 
competitive bids. The total estimated cost for this project is $70,000, of which $48,525 is for 
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construction and $21,475 for project contingency and administration cost. 

 
 
Discussion:  Based on the existing condition of the Common Area which is hard to maintain 
and keep it clean, it was decided to restore the area to provide safe and suitable environment 
for the facility.  
Bid Results:  The project was advertised on January 29, 2015 and bid opening on March 3, 
2015. There were fourteen (14) bid packages received which Delmar Environmental & 
Construction Inc. was the apparent lowest bidder. 
 
 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 7 
 Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 
Plant Grit Improvements Project – 

Contract Amendment #7 to the 
Consultant Agreement with  

Lee & Ro, Inc. 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
PUBLIC WORKS  DEPARTMENT 

BRIEFING REPORT 
 
 
August 6, 2015 
 
 
Project Name: Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant Grit Improvements Project (WBS# S00315) 

Contract Amendment to the Consultant Agreement  
 
Name of Project Presenter: Iraj Asgharzadeh, Senior Civil Engineer 

         
Project Background: 
 
The Point Loma Grit Processing Improvements Project (GIP) is located at the existing Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP).  Presently, the PLWTP has six aerated grit basins constructed 
between 1962 and 1988. Grit is the heaviest material in wastewater and cannot be broken down by 
biological processes, therefore it is collected in the grit basins, removed and hauled to a landfill. Grit 
removal efficiency is a major operational concern because of the wear and tear the grit material causes 
on the downstream equipment resulting in a decrease in treatment capacity.  It is estimated that PLWTP 
spends $1,000,000 per year on grit removal from plant digesters.  The grit material also inhibits 
operations, maintenance and performance of the Metro Biosolids Center.   
 
Project Description 
 
This project will reconstruct the two south grit tanks and its adjacent pump gallery, as well as replacing 
the head works building with a truck loading facility and new grit processing equipment. The project 
also includes the construction of an interim grit processing facility to allow processing to continue 
during construction. 
 
During the construction phase of this project, unforeseen conditions have been encountered requiring the 
design consultant, Lee & Ro, Inc. (L&R), to provide additional engineering design support. The 
additional design work provides the grit facility with features that are critical to plant operations and 
maintenance. In addition to the increased design work effort, the workload for several construction 
support tasks has increased significantly requiring additional budget for construction support to continue 
until the end of construction.  These tasks include Submittal reviews and Request For Information 
support. 
 
The additional engineering design and construction support costs exceeds the current budget capacity, 
and as a result, a contract amendment in the amount of $153,170 is required. 
 
 
 
(Continued on next page) 
 
 
 
 
 
Cost: 
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Lee & Ro, Professional Engineering Services 

Original $2,134,362 Dec 2000 
Project Design, Bid and Award Support, Construction Engineering Support, 
Start-Up Services, and Record Drawings 

Amnd #1 No Cost Feb 2001 Revised Subcontracting percentage per final negotiation. 

Amnd #2 $800,000 Dec 2002 

After hydraulic evaluation, additional design enhancements were required.  
Scope was added to L&R contract for the additional design work, also for 
design of the Interim Grit Processing facility and Instrumentation & Control 
drawings (loop diagrams). 

    

  June 2003 

Authorization to advertise and award, however shortly after, GIP was put on 
hold before award because Pilot Testing for Secondary Wastewater 
Treatment conflicted with the footprint of the project site. 

    
Amnd #3 No Cost June 2005 Reallocated funds to future fiscal year. 

Amnd #4 No Cost Jan 2006 

While GIP was still on hold, the need to construct Grit Aeration System 
(GAS) was critical.  Therefore this amendment revised scope tasks to 
repackage GAS in a separate project.  

Amnd #5 $976,759 Sept 2008 

GIP was unshelved after Pilot Testing was complete.  Re-design from 
existing 60% design from when the project was put on hold in 2003.  Design 
update included the latest construction upgrades (building codes, mechanical 
and control technology). 

Amnd #6 $601,713 Jan 2014 

Additional budget for Construction Support Services:  Engineering for 
Change Orders, Request for Information (RFI) support and Submittal 
Reviews. 

Amnd #7 $153,170 
This 
Request 

Additional budget for Construction Support Services:  Change Order support 
and RFIs. 

 
The current costs associated with GIP are as following: 

Design (Lee & Ro, incl this request) $4,666,004 
Administration $3,098,198 
Construction (Archer Western Contractors) $24,726,530 
Construction Management (Jacobs Project Management) $3,540,599 
Contingency $1,063,706 

Est. Total Cost $37,095,037 

Previous Metro JPA presentation (Feb 2010), budgeted costs $37,400,000 
 
Funds are available in WBS#S-00315, Point Loma Grit Processing Improvements, Sewer Fund 700009, 
Metro Sewer CIP. 
 
Schedule: 
 
Construction NTP: March 2011  
Substantial Completion: September 2015 
Project Closeout February 2016  
 
 



METRO COMMISSION/JPA 
Staff Report 

August 6, 2015 
Subject Title:   Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant Grit Improvements Project – Contract Amendment 

to the Consultant Agreement 
 
Requested Action: Approval for Contract Amendment #7 for Professional Engineering Services with Lee & 

Ro, Inc., in the amount of $153,170. 

Recommendations:  
   Metro TAC: Present to JPA 

IROC: N/A- This project is included in the approved Metro CIP budget. 
 

Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, Date, 
Result) 

1/20/10, overall project presented to TAC.  Action sent to JPA. 
2/4/10, presented to JPA. The overall project was approved 
unanimously. 
7/15/15, consultant amendment presented to TAC.  Action sent to JPA. 

Fiscal Impact:  
 Is this project budgeted?      Yes _X__        No ___ 

Cost breakdown: 100% Metro 

Financial impact of this 
issue on the Metro JPA: 

Lee & Ro Amendment #7 = $153,170 
 
Metro portion (33.5%) = $51,311.95  

Capital Improvement Program: 
  

New Project?          Yes ___        No _X__ 
 
Existing Project?     Yes _X__        No ___        upgrade/addition ___    change ___    amendment  X_ 
 

Comments/Analysis:  
This amendment will allow Lee & Ro to continue with construction engineering support to the end of 
construction, and will provide compensation for additional design work. 
Previous TAC/JPA Action:  
TAC –January 2010 recommendation to proceed with construction phase. 
 
Metro Commission/JPA – February 2010 approval to execute the construction with a total project cost of 
$37,400,000. 
 
This consultant contract amendment was presented to TAC on July 15, 2015 and moved forward to Metro 
Commission/JPA for their review and potential approval.  
Additional/Future Action: 
This item was heard by the Infrastructure Committee on July 22, 2015 and forwarded to full City Council. 

City Council Action: This item is on the consent agenda for City Council meeting on August 4, 2015.  

 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 8 
 MBC Additional Biosolids Silos  

(#9 & #10) Amendment to 
Agreement with AECOM USA, Inc. 
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METRO JPA/TAC 
Staff Report 

Date: August 6, 2015 
Project Title:   MBC Additional Biosolids Silos (#9 & #10)  
Requested Action: The recommendation of approval to the Metro Commission for the 2nd 
Amendment to the Agreement with AECOM USA, Inc., the design engineering firm, for an 
additional amount not to exceed $54,330.00 for construction support services. 
Recommendations: Approval to the Metro Commission for the 2nd Amendment to the Agreement 
with AECOM USA, Inc. 
 
 

Metro TAC: Present to JPA for approval of the 2nd Amendment to the 
Agreement with AECOM USA, Inc. 

IROC: N/A- This project is included in the approved Metro CIP budget and 
does not require IROC review. 

 

Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, 
Date, Result) 

• This project was presented to the TAC Committee on 
October 15, 2008 and authorized by the Metro Commission 
on November 6, 2008 to proceed.  

• On June 16, 2010 this project was again presented to the 
TAC Committee and authorized by the Metro Commission 
on August 5, 2010 to grant authorization to advertise and 
award for construction.  

• This project was presented to the TAC Committee and 
authorized by the Metro Commission on August 20, 2014 to 
approve the First Amendment to the Agreement with 
AECOM.  

• MetroTac approved the 2nd Amendment on June 17, 2015. 

Fiscal Impact:  
Is this projected budgeted?      Yes _X__        No ____ 
Cost breakdown between 
Metro & Muni: 

 
 

Fiscal impact to the 
Metro JPA: 

• 33.5% of $8,749,094.44 = $2,930,946.64 (Total Project Cost)  

• 33.5% of $54,330.00 = $ 18,200.55 (This Amendment) 

Capital Improvement Program: 
New Project?          Yes _ __        No _X_    N/A ___  
Existing Project?     Yes _X_        No ___      Upgrade/addition ___        Change ___ 
 

Previous TAC/JPA Action:  See Prior Actions above 
 

Additional/Future Action:  Presented and Approved by Infrastructure Committee on July 22, 
2015.  
 
City Council Action:  Present it to City Council for authorization of the 2nd Amendment to the 
Agreement with AECOM USA, Inc. 
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Background:  On April 27, 2009, the City of San Diego executed the Agreement with AECOM 
USA, Inc., to provide engineering services for the design of these additional biosolids storage 
silos. The total amount of the agreement is $883,233.00. 
 
On June 2011 the City decided to pursue the State Revolving Funding (SRF) for the construction 
work of the MBC Biosolids Storage Silos (9 & 10) and the construction of this project was put on 
hold pending the approval of the SRF loan and lack of adequate funding. 

On December 19, 2012 the City executed the SRF Finance Agreement with the State Water 
Resources Control Board. On December 20, 2012, the City advertised the Metropolitan Biosolids 
Center (MBC) Biosolids Storage Silos (9 & 10) project. 
 
In addition to delays due to the SRF loan application, there were also delays on the award period 
of the contract.  The bid opening was on March 13, 2013. The top two low bidders were 
disqualified due to bonding issues and irregularity of bid documents.  Third low bidder, SCW 
Contracting from Fallbrook, CA, was awarded with $6,509,605.00. A $350,000.00 Contingency 
amount was added. 
  
On July 16, 2013 Notice to Proceed (NTP) for construction was issued to SCW Contractor. 
  
During the execution of the foundation work, SCW began to encounter unforeseen underground 
utilities. Foundation of storage silos 9 & 10 had to be re-designed to avoid this major underground 
utility duct. 
 
On December 17, 2014 a First Amendment to the Agreement with AECOM was executed to 
extend the Design Engineer Contract by 36 months and add a total of $71,323.50 for a total of 
$954,556.50 of Design Costs. 
 
This action will add a total of $54,330.00 for a total of $1,008,886.50 of Design Costs. 
Discussion:   

The costs associated with this project are as following: 

Administration    $   540,000.00 

Design Costs    $1,008,886.50 

Construction    $6,859,605.00 

Construction Management             $   340,603.44 

 

Total Projected Costs   $8,749,094.94 

Total cost this action                                $54,330.00 

 
Bid Results:  NA 
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 METRO JPA STRATEGIC PLAN 

UPDATE 
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201511-2013 STRATEGIC GOALS 
 
Strategic Goal 1 >>> 
Oversight of METRO System Management and Operations 
 
 
The METRO JPA and METRO TAC must continue their oversight of the City of San 
Diego’s management and operation of the METRO System on behalf of the Participating 
Agencies’ ratepayers. . 
 
Strategic Initiatives 

Oversight of Service and Billing 
Oversee City of San Diego Public Utilities Department to ensure that 
services provided to METRO member agencies areis high quality, 
efficiently delivered, professional and accurately billed. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC and Finance Committee 

Continuing 

Oversight of Costs and Rates 
Oversee the City of San Diego’s METRO wastewater programs, including 
Pure Water, sewer fees, and recycled water rates and the  Bid to Goal 
program to protect the interests of METRO member agencies.  
Assigned To:  METRO TAC and Finance Committee 

Continuing 

Oversight of Capital Improvements and Maintenance Operations 
Oversee the City of San Diego’s METRO wastewater system capital 
improvement program (CIP) and maintenance operations, from planning 
through construction, to protect the investment of METRO member 
agencies. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

Continuing 

Audit Process 
Maintain the integrity of the annual audit of the City of San Diego to 
ensure that only METRO wastewater costs are billed to METRO member 
agencies.  Conduct a full system audit every three years (next in 2016) 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC and Finance Committee 

Continuing 



24 

Strategic Goal 2 >>> 
Oversight of the City of San Diego’s Water Reuse Planning (Pure 
Water San Diego) 
 
 
As the City of San Diego expands the scope of its wastewater operations to include the 
Pure Water San Diego programWater Purification Demonstration Project and reservoir 
augmentation plan, the scope of oversight provided by the METRO JPA and the METRO 
TAC expands, as well. 
 
Strategic Initiatives 

Oversight of Renewal of USEPA Modified PermitWaiver for Pt. Loma 
Maintain ongoing technical, financial and regulatory analyses of the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats associated with the 
renewal permit process (SWOT analysis) and provide comments to the City 
of San Diego, METRO Commission and METRO JPA as needed. Focus on 
key questions shown on page 27. MaintainRequest METRO JPA 
involvement in the City’s negotiations with environmental groups. Focus 
on the following issues: 

1. Permit application and processing 
2. Definition of secondary equivalency at Pt. Loma 
3. Regulatory change to accept secondary equivalency at Pt. Loma 
4. A facility plan for Pure Water 
5. A cost allocation plan for Pure Water 
6. An outreach plan for Pure Water 

Assigned To:  METRO TAC, FINANCE COMMITTEE and METRO JPA 

ContinuingNe
w 

Oversight of Post-2015 Permit Waiver Planning 
Maintain ongoing technical, financial and regulatory SWOT analyses and 
provide comments to the City of San Diego, METRO Commission and 
METRO JPA as needed. Focus on key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Oversight of Recycled Water Pricing Study 
Maintain ongoing technical, financial and regulatory SWOT analyses and 
provide comments to the City of San Diego, METRO Commission and 
METRO JPA as needed. Focus on key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 
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Oversight of Recycled Water Optimization Study 
Maintain ongoing technical, financial and regulatory SWOT analyses and 
provide comments to the City of San Diego, METRO Commission and 
METRO JPA as needed. Focus on key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

New 

Participate in San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management 
Planning Group 
Cooperate with this group of agencies, which is already developing 
integrated regional water management strategies and projects, has 
administrative support from the San Diego County Water Authority, and 
has access to Proposition 84 grant funds. 
Assigned To:  METRO JPA and METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Oversight of Water Purification Demonstration Project 
Maintain ongoing technical, financial and regulatory SWOT analyses and 
provide comments to the City of San Diego, METRO Commission and 
METRO JPA as needed. Focus on key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Monitor Potable Reuse Regulatory DevelopmentOversight of 
Reservoir Augmentation Project 
Regulations do not currently exist for some of the planned potable reuse 
projects in the region.  Without regulatory guidance, permitting and 
acceptance of projects will be challenging.  Potential pathways are in place 
for some regulatory adoption.  We must monitor, participate and advocate 
where appropriate for regulatory adoption. Maintain ongoing technical, 
financial and regulatory SWOT analyses and provide comments to the City 
of San Diego, METRO Commission and METRO JPA as needed. Focus on 
key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC and METRO JPA 

ContinuingNe
w 

 
 
Graphic 5 / Advanced Treatment Process 
 

 

           Microfiltration                      Reverse Osmosis                    Ultraviolet Light           
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Key Questions / Water Reuse 

Do San Diego’s plans 
Ensure fair rates for Participating Agencies? 
Show concern for the environment? 
Reflect regionally balanced decisions? 

Will water reuse strategies include 
Distributed treatment? 
On-site, packaged treatment? 
In-pipe treatment? 
Natural treatment? 
Title 22 recycled water? 
Groundwater recharge? 
Reservoir recharge? 
Direct potable reuse? 
Stormwater reuse? 
Graywater reuse? 

Can costs be reduced by 
Integrated planning? 
Integrated development? 
Integrated administration? 
Using existing facilities? 
Using non-METRO facilities? 
Minimizing conveyance distances? 
Minimizing pumping? 
Not installing new purple pipe? 
New technology? 
Process improvement? 
Design improvement? 
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Is San Diego seeking input from 
Residents? 
Business community? 
San Diego County Water Authority? 
SANDAG? 
Non-METRO wastewater agencies? 
Orange County GWRP? 
West Basin Water District? 
Irvine Ranch Water District? 
CA Dept. of Public Health? 
State Water Resources Control Board? 
Congressional representatives? 
Legislative representatives? 

 

Is the goal of the region to 
Spend as little as possible to make the  Pt. 
Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant EPA 
compliant? 
Decrease reliance on imported water? 
Save money through an integrated approach 
to sewer, stormwater and flood control? 
Achieve environmental goals? 

 
 
 
 
 
Strategic Goal 3 >>> 
Develop and Maintain Key Partnerships 
 
 
The leaders of San Diego County’s business community and environmental community 
are concerned about the reliability of the region’s imported water supplies and are 
advocating the development of indirect potable reuse.  They want to see water, 
wastewater and stormwater agencies integrate their efforts. The METRO JPA and 
METRO TAC should  should consider participatinge in  these regional efforts. 
 
Strategic Initiatives 

Market-Based Approach  
High-tech companies purify water for manufacturing. Can these companies 
treat their wastewater?  Could it be advantageous for them to do so?  What 
other industries could treat their wastewater?  What volume could this 
strategy offload from Pt. Loma? 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

New 
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Orange County Tours 
Take key partners on guided tours of the Orange County Groundwater 
Replenishment Project to show them successful, working models of 
groundwater recharge and indirect potable reuse.  Consider public affairs 
staff from Participating Agencies as guides. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

New 

Speakers Bureau 
Endorse and explain Secondary Equivalency at Pt. Loma and the City of 
San Diego’s Pure Water San Diego indirect potable reuse planning at 
meetings of the Indirect Potable Reuse Coalition, local and regional 
business groups, San Diego County Board of Supervisors, city councils, 
water district boards, legislators and congressional representatives.  Solicit 
advocates. Consider public affairs staff from Participating Agencies to 
prepare presentations. 
Assigned To:  METRO JPA and METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Media Outreachet With Regional Media Leaders 
Endorse and explain Secondary Equivalency at Pt. Loma and the City of 
San Diego’s Pure Water San Diegoindirect potable reuse planning to 
owners, publishers and editors of San Diego County’s print, television, 
radio and online media. Until plan is completed, Pprovide progress reports. 
Request support. Consider public affairs staff from Participating Agencies 
to prepare presentations. 
Assigned To:  METRO JPA and METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Regulatory Partnerships 
Support Present and explain Secondary Equivalency and the City of San 
Diego’s Pure Water San Diego indirect potable reuse planning atto the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and San Diego County Department 
of Environmental Health. Utilize data from, and invite officials to tour 
Orange County GWRP. 
Assigned To:  METRO JPA and METRO TAC 

Continuing 
New 

Environmental Stakeholders Partnerships 
Relationships have been forged with stakeholders from the environmental 
community.  They are in support of Secondary Equivalency and Pure 
Water San Diego.  Continue to work with them and maintain their support 
and retain them as allies.  Their influence is essential to the success of these 
programs.  
Assigned To:  METRO JPA and METRO TAC 

Continuing  

 

Continuing 
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Regional Governance (On Hold) 
Assess feasibility and appropriateness of implementing, governing and 
managing a distributed treatment plan and regional wastewater 
management plan in partnership with the City of San Diego. Assess the 
issues and opportunities associated with activating the Special Act District 
formed by the legislature in 1992. 

On 
HoldContinuin
g 

 
 
 

Strategic Goal 4 >>> 
Develop Customer Relationships 
 
 
Water and wastewater agencies often consider developing customer relationships 
optional, and unimportant to their mission of providing water quality, water reliability 
and sanitation.  This malaise, however, leads to customer  cynicism and opposition to rate 
setting and investment in infrastructure. The METRO JPA and METRO TAC should 
avoid this mistake. 
Customer relationships are important.  Support from stakeholders should be maintained.  
Strive to enhance the public understanding of the importance, complexity of our business.  
Tell our story and what we are trying to achieve. 
 
Strategic Initiatives 

Visual Information  
Create technical illustrations to show the safety of advanced water 
purifcationtreatment, Visual information can be used in print, 
presentations, and on the web. Focus on key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

Financial Transparency  
Regional wastewater agencies have difficulty explaining sewer collection 
and treatment costs to their customers.  Developing a simplified, visual 
explanation of costs is necessary in order to explain cost savings. Focus on 
key questions below. 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC and Finance Committee 

ContinuingNe
w 
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Website & Social Media 
Use Develop new website and Facebook page to effectively communicate 
advantages of  Secondary Equivalency at Pt. Loma and Pure Water San 
DiegoCity of San Diego’s plans for offloading Pt. Loma and indirect 
potable reuse. Use Google Translation to allow viewer to convert pages 
into their preferred language.  Use Twitter to push residents, supporters and 
media to website for news and new content. Focus on key questions below.  
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

ContinuingNe
w 

San Diego and Padre Dam Demonstration Project ToursOrange 
County Tours 
Promote tours od the demonstation projects Promote guided tours of the 
Groundwater Replenishment Project and the Santa Ana River Watershed in 
Orange County. Consider utilizing public affairs staff from Participating 
Agencies as guides. 
Assigned To:  METRO TACAssigned To: METRO TAC and METRO JPA 

ContinuingNe
w 

“What Not To Flush” Public Outreach  
Combine information about fats, oils and grease, information about other 
products that should not be flushed, and information about water reuse to 
create a single public outreach campaign that raises awareness of water 
reuse. Consider utilizing public affairs staff  from Participating Agencies. 
Provide outreach tools for all Participating Agencies 
Assigned To:  METRO TAC 

Continuing 

 
Key Questions 

How do residents 
Know when a large infrastructure project is a good value? 
Know that a regional approach is better than local control? 
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AGENDA ITEM 11 

 Point Loma Permit Renewal Update 
 



                  Point Loma Permit/Potable Reuse 07/06/2015

                 KEY MILESTONE DATES

DATE TASK FOLLOW UP
ACTION/STATUS

January Begin outreach to regulators, legislators, key stakeholders and public San Diego signed contract with Katz Assoc. 
5/14

01/23/2014 San Diego meet with JPA on cost allocation. 1) Agree on methodology 
2) Insert construction costs from facilities plan

San Diego to look at comparing PR facilities 
construction through secondary to secondary 
at Point Loma.

February First draft of legislative language Draft prepared

03/05/2014 San Diego (Ann, Brent, Bob, Allan) meet with EPA staff Pure Water program was well received by 
EPA

10/08/2014 City of San Diego Environmental Committee Consideration of Pt Loma Permit

10/16/2014 Metro Commission - VOTE on Supporting Permit

11/18/2014 City of San Diego City Council Meeting Consideration of Pt Loma Permit and Side 
Agreement. Passed 9-0

2015
January Submit NPDES Permit to the Environmental Protection Agency Submitted!

 Prepare proposed lang for administrative fix to Clean Water Act
 Be ready to provide lang for legislative fix to Clean Water Act

05/07/2015 Cost allocation meeting
05/15/2015 Stakeholders meeting
05/20/2015 Present Phase 1 of cost allocation to Metro TAC
06/04/2015 Metro JPA Strategic Planning Meeting at Pt Loma
06/23/2015 Stakeholders meeting
07/01/2015 Water Reliability Coalition Potable Reuse Media Training
07/15/2015 Cost allocation meeting
08/18/2015 Stakeholders meeting

December Finalize Phase 2 of cost allocation
December Begin drafting updated wastewater dispoal agreement

OUTREACH SECONDARY 
EQUIV 

FACILITIES 
PLAN 

COST 
ALLOC 

PERMIT 
APP 

Milestone Progress Dashboard 

Amount of pie filled = % complete 
Green = on schedule 
Yellow = behind schedule 
Red = late 

LEGIS- 
LATION 



Pure Water/Potable Reuse
Message Workshop

July 1, 2015



Workshop Goals

Understand key messages 

Deliver effectively

Practice Q&A



Message Management

GOAL
Deliver strong, consistent and concise key 

messages that inform the public and protect 
the integrity and reputation of the 

organization.



Message Plan Contents

All issues/topicsAll issues/topics
• 3 Key Messages
• Supporting facts and data
Messages are NOT spinMessages are NOT spin
Messages summarize issuesMessages summarize issues
Messages must be backed by factsMessages must be backed by facts
Facts are NOT messagesFacts are NOT messages



Messages:  Q&A Planning

• All the (nasty) things people can ask
• Goal – never to be asked a question you 

 haven’t heard before

• Review and practice in words 
 comfortable for you

• Result – an updatable “bible”
 

for 
 spokespersons



Why Focus on Messages?

• Helps audience understand
• Cuts through the clutter
• Prevents others from creating messages 

 for you



Effective Messages Are….

• Grounded in research
• Brief and to the point
• Stated in natural language
• Ideally limited to three

• Supported by the facts
• A framework for an interview

• Key to soundbites
 

and takeaways



Statewide Potable Reuse Messages

• Potable Reuse provides a safe, reliable 
 and sustainable water supply.

• Using purified recycled water is good for 
 the environment.

• Potable reuse provides a locally 
 controlled, drought‐proof water supply.

• Water reuse –
 

including potable reuse –
 happens naturally all over the planet.



Key Messages

1. Pure Water uses proven 
technology to produce safe, 

reliable and a high quality water 
supply for San Diego. 



Key Messages

2. Pure Water is drought proof 
and locally-controlled to 

significantly improve our water 
reliability.



Key Messages

3. Pure Water is a cost effective 
investment for San Diego’s 

future water needs.



Optional Key Message

Pure Water San Diego eliminates 
the need for expensive upgrades 
to the Point Loma Waste Water 

Treatment Plant.  

((For select audiences onlyFor select audiences only))



The Message Track

Proven 
technology/safe/ 
sustainable

Transition

Transition

Transition

Locally controlled & 
drought proof

Cost- 
effective 
investment



Packaging Your Response

Always lead with key message
Get all in by hook or crook
Reinforce with facts, examples, statistics
Limit answers to 30 seconds



How to Bridge

Redirect, Focus and Reinforce
Pick a Phrase
Answer the Question
Then Bridge Back to Your Messages



Sample Bridging Techniques

What is more important is …
The key point is …
That’s a good question …
On the other hand …
The real question/issue is ...



Handling Questions



Handling Questions

Repeat the question/rephrase if needed
Talk to the intended audience
Work in a key message
Don’t be afraid to say “I Don’t Know”
Don’t “Over-Answer”



Attack the Premise

“Is this being done to address water needs 
or to avoid paying more to treat our 

wastewater?

Attack the premise
“First and foremost this project is being done to 
address San Diego’s water needs. Pure Water 
San Diego is a cost effective investment that 

produces a safe…..”



Underscore the Purpose

“ Why can’t we just continue to import our 
water as we have done for so many years?”

Underscore the Purpose
“Imported water costs have doubled since 2005 

and are expected to double again by 2020.  Pure 
Water (Potable Reuse) is a cost effective and 
locally controlled, drought-proof water supply.”



Affirm Position

“Are there other ways to meet our future water 
needs besides Pure Water San Diego?”

Affirm the agency’s position
“The City has and continues to consider all 
water supply options, but Pure Water San 

Diego provides a locally controlled and 
drought-proof water supply.  It is also one of 
the most cost-effective options to meet our 

future water needs.”



Helpful Information

“If I don’t like this program, who can I speak 
with to voice my opposition?”

Provide helpful information
“The San Diego City Council makes the ultimate 
decision on implementing this program. You can 
contact your councilmember to have your voice 

heard.  If you have general or technical questions 
about Pure Water, there is a great deal of 

information on our website at purewatersd.org”



Set the Record Straight

“Is this the same Toilet to Tap program you  
tried to sell to us years ago?”

Set the record straight
“It’s a disservice to describe this as toilet to tap. 

Pure Water (Potable Reuse) uses proven 
purification technology to produce a safe and high 

quality water supply. This is the exact same 
technology that  has been successfully used in 

Orange County since 2008 and currently provides 
water to nearly 600,000 people.”



Hostile or Emotional Individuals

Oil Your Back (don’t take it personally)

Allow for Venting

Acknowledge Feelings

Demonstrate Empathy (not sympathy)

Verify Understanding

If the individual is CALM….If the individual is CALM….

Provide 
Information/Develop 

Solutions

If the individual is STILL ANGRY….If the individual is STILL ANGRY….

Try 

Again



Conflict Management Behaviors

Acknowledge emotions
Avoid right-wrong paradigm
Listen as well as you speak
Put yourself in their shoes
Move from positions to interests
Reframe inflammatory statements
Understand and respect values



Questions?



July 1, 2015

330‐211



1

2014 Telephone Survey Methodology

• Telephone survey of 1,200 randomly‐selected voters:
• 600 in the City of San Diego 

• 600 in the Santa Clara Valley Water District

• Interviews were conducted via landline and cell phones

• Survey conducted June 4‐11, 2014

• Interviews in English and Spanish

• The  margin  of  sampling  error  is  +/‐2.8%  at  the  95% 
confidence level

• Margins of error for population subgroups will be higher

• Some percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding

• Selected  comparisons  to  statewide  June  2014  survey 
conducted for the California Water Foundation
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2015 Focus Group Methodology
FM3 held a  total of  four  focus groups with different groups of  residents of  the San 
Diego County Water Authority service area, as detailed below:

Aside from these criteria, respondents were recruited 
to  reflect  the  demographic  diversity  of  their 
community

Participants who initially supported recycling water for 
household use were screened out of participation

Limits  were  placed  on  the  number  of  participants 
“very familiar” with recycled water

Those  with  family  members  who  worked  in  market 
research,  advertising,  or  water‐related  fields  were 
excluded from the sessions

Date Location Profile

May 18 Flagship Research Latinos

May 18 Flagship Research Republicans

May 19 Taylor Research Seniors

May 19 Taylor Research Chaldean‐Americans



» Focus groups do not measure directly  the  frequency by which 
opinions and attitudes may exist within a particular universe of
people. 

» In addition, these sessions were specifically designed to  include 
only opponents of potable reuse.

» Accordingly,  the  results  of  these  focus  groups  may  be 
considered  suggestive  of  the  attitudes  of  San  Diego  County 
residents,  but  cannot  be  considered  to  represent  their  views 
with any kind of statistical precision.

» However,  they  do  provide  great  insights  into  language,  core 
values and the “why” behind overall views. 
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LATINO MALE:
Everywhere you see 
downtown they’re 
renovating and it’s just 
getting bigger.  The pace 
just speeded up. L.A. 
was different, fast‐
paced, and San Diego 
was moderate to slow. 
But it’s catching up. 
We’re not there, but it’s 
growing fast. 

REPUBLICAN MALE: In some areas there is growth, but 
there’s a lot of moving pieces and there’s a lot of things 
yet to be determined. I think a lot of the growth is 
speculative and a lot of it is just kind of hectic. There’s a 
lot of moving pieces and a lot of neighborhoods going in 
different directions. Just a lot of different things 
happening at once. 

• In  initial  discussion  about  overall 
issues  facing  the  region,  there was  a 
broad  consensus  that  growth  and 
development  is moving  rapidly  again, 
which sparked some resentment from 
participants.

• For  many  participants,  the  clearest 
manifestation of the impact of growth 
was  increased  traffic  congestion  as 
well  as  a  rising  cost  of  living  –
affordability  concerns  appeared 
particularly acute in the Latino group.

• Participants were  generally  dismayed 
about  a  lack  of  preparation  and 
planning  for  growth,  and  its  impacts 
on water and infrastructure.

• A  number  of  other  issues  were 
frequently  mentioned,  including 
schools and immigration.

Participants were generally pleased with the 
direction of the region, but concerned about the 

economy and the impacts of growth.
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Participants had little awareness 
of where their water came from.

CHALDEAN MALE: The only thing I think about 
is when I took a field trip to the water district. 
That’s all I think about. I just think of big pools 
and piping everywhere. 

• Participants were asked whether  they could  identify where  their water 
came  from; most  freely  admitted  that  they  could  not  and  had  never 
given it much thought.

• Others  understood  pieces  of  the  puzzle,  and mentioned  the  Colorado 
River, northern California, and other sources of imported water.

• Few seemed to have much latent concern about the region’s reliance on 
imported water.

• Seniors seemed to have somewhat greater understanding of the region’s 
water sources.
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The drought and water shortages remain 
major concerns for voters across the state.

DATA FROM JUNE 2014 FM3 STATEWIDE SURVEY

Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob.

85%

82%

70%

66%

52%

47%

45%

I'd like to read you some problems facing California that people have mentioned. Please tell me 
whether you think it is an extremely serious problem, a very serious problem, a somewhat 

serious problem, or not too serious a problem in California. 
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Total 
Agree

Total 
Disagr.

93% 6%

66% 28%

63% 32%

71% 24%

77% 18%

66% 29%

72% 21%

73% 24%

61% 31%

The consensus that California is in a severe drought is 
greater than at any time in the past decade.

“California is currently in the middle of a severe drought.”
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REPUBLICAN FEMALE: We still have 
beautiful golf courses, don’t we? They 
have beautiful green grass.

LATINO MALE: It’s more 
well‐known. Previous 
droughts – I can’t remember 
one that has been so 
advertised in the media. 
Everywhere you go it’s 
“conserve water.” Even if 
you go to a public place, 
they won’t serve you water 
unless you ask. It’s big 
enough to advertise to get in 
everybody’s head. So you 
open the faucet and you 
think about it. 

CHALDEAN MALE:  I 
think it’s waves. Some 
people don’t seem to be 
concerned. Like the 
place I live, it’s raining 
one day and the next 
day they’re fixing the 
fountain or running 
their sprinklers still 
while it’s raining. So it’s 
in waves, but people ‐‐
it doesn’t seem to 
bother them.

However, the drought was not a visceral 
concern for most focus group participants.
• Strikingly, most participants did not appear  to attach much urgency  to 
current drought conditions – despite ample polling data illustrating great 
concern in the broader population.

• Most  seemed  to  think  that  California moved  in  and  out  of  cycles  of 
drought, and that the current experience is part of that pattern.

• A  handful  did  see  a  more  severe  problem  – raising  the  specter,  for 
example of a new Dust Bowl.
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• Participants  expressed  an 
intellectual  understanding  of  the 
importance  of  conservation,  and 
had  clearly  received  messages 
about reducing their water use.

• Yet at  the  same  time,  few  seemed 
to have undertaken major  changes 
in  their  behavior,  or  undergone 
notable  hardships  due  to  the 
drought.

• A handful did note that the drought 
might  constitute  a  “new  normal”
which  would  require  significant 
alterations in the way that the state 
manages its water supplies.

Few were able to cite major ways that the 
drought had impacted them.

REPUBLICAN MALE: The water bill has gone up 
a little bit, but other than that it hasn’t really hit 
me. I think that’s the point where real change or 
a real responsibility for saving our water or 
being a little more thrifty about water will 
come. If I lived somewhere out on the 
Grapevine or somewhere where agriculture was 
important to me and important to my 
community, then I’d have a different view 
because I could probably see it on a day‐to‐day 
basis. 
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SENIOR MALE: They so easily do away with 
desalination, and the reason I say that is because 
being that I was in the Navy for 10 years; three trips 
to Vietnam. I was on an old, old ship…and our 
duties were we took fresh water to the Vietnamese 
and all the ships that came tied up alongside of us, 
we made the fresh water. And it was never a 
problem. 

SENIOR FEMALE: Actually 
desalination is one of the things that 
I have probably been more in favor 
of than others. My concern…is that if 
you take the salt out of the water so 
that we can use the water, does the 
concentrated salt in the ocean then 
start affecting the fish and all of 
those things in the ocean? 

• When  asked  about  potential 
solutions for the drought, many 
pointed to growth and said that 
there must be  stricter  controls 
on new building  in  the  face of 
limited water supplies.

• Desalination  came  up 
repeatedly, with many  arguing 
that  if brought to scale  it could 
represent  a  complete  solution 
to the problem.

• Only  a  handful  volunteered 
recycled  water  as  a  potential 
strategy  for  addressing  the 
drought.

When pressed for solutions, desalination came 
up more often than recycling water.



12Q4.

Thinking about the water that you drink at home, do you most often drink? 

Most voters do not drink water
straight from the tap.

Tap water that is filtered in your home,  
either at the sink, through the refrigerator, 
or through a pitcher

Total Not Tap 
Water
76%
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• No  more  than  a  few  reported 
drinking  unfiltered  water 
straight from the tap.

• Most  used  some  type  of water 
filter, but a sizable minority also 
reported drinking bottled water.

• Few could articulate any specific
problem  with  the  water.  
General  issues with  taste,  odor 
and  appearance  dominated 
participants’ concerns.

• However, many also cited safety 
concerns  about  a  number  of 
potential  contaminants,  ranging 
from  rust  to  bacteria  to 
chemical  contaminants  or 
fluoride. 

In the focus groups, concerns revolved around taste 
and potential contaminants.

CHALDEAN MALE: It doesn’t taste good and I just 
don’t think it’s healthy for you. My parents growing 
up always told me the water is bad here, so I’ve 
learned that the water is bad here. Then you start 
paying attention and you’re like “It does kind of 
taste weird.” Even when I shower I’m like “Okay, 
my hair is going to fall out.” So I grew up thinking 
that way. 

LATINA FEMALE: I don’t trust 
the pipes it’s coming out of. I 
don’t trust the water itself. I 
feel better if it’s filtered and 
it doesn’t taste good. I can 
tell the difference in the 
taste between tap water and 
bottled water.

SENIOR FEMALE: I 
don’t know exactly 
how to describe it. 
To me it’s like foul. 
It just tastes foul 
and that’s a hard 
thing to explain. 
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Total 
Agree

Total 
Disagree

81% 16%

73% 21%

70% 20%

67% 28%

Q6. ASKED ONLY OF THOSE WHO DRINK BOTTLED WATER (31% OF SAMPLE)

I am going to read you a list of reasons why people think bottled
water is safer than their tap water. Please tell me whether you

agree or disagree with the following statements. 

Bottled water drinkers have a number of 
misperceptions of its quality.
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• Most  participants  had  positive  feelings  toward 
their  water  agency;  most  found  their  service 
reliable  and  did  not  remember  notable 
disruptions.

• Few  saw what  they  currently paid  for water  as 
upsetting, though when asked some saw it as too 
high.  Most were entirely comfortable with rates 
– though tiered rates struck some as unfair.

Most expressed satisfaction with their water agency; there 
was little latent concern about water bills.

LATINA FEMALE: I think it’s 
one of those things you 
don’t think about, you just 
use it. It’s not like electricity 
where sometimes it will go 
off or anything like that. It’s 
always there. It’s never not 
been there so you never 
think about it. You just pay 
the bill and move on. 
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Initially, participants were willing to pay 
about 13% more on each water bill to 

secure a reliable supply. 

Participants  in  each  group 
were  asked  to write  down 
how  much  more  they 
would be willing  to pay on 
their water  bill  each much 
to  ensure  a  reliable  supply 
of water.

On  average, participants 
were  willing  to  spend 
13% more across all four 
groups.
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Total 
Familiar
73%

Total Not 
Familiar
27%

Are you familiar with the concept of recycled water? 

Q7.

Most voters are at least somewhat familiar 
with recycled water.



19

Mind-Mapping “Recycled Water”

An  initial  “mind‐
mapping” activity 
asked  participants  to 
write  down  any 
associations  they  had 
with  “Recycled 
Water.” Some  of  the 
most  common 
language  they  used  is 
shown  to  the  right, 
with  the  font 
reflecting  the 
frequency  with  which 
it was used.
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Total 
Support

78%

Total 
Oppose

15%

Do you support or oppose recycling water for 
local reuse on a community‐wide scale? 

Q8. ASKED ONLY OF THE 73% FAMILIAR WITH RECYCLED WATER

Among those familiar with recycled water, 
most support its use.
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I’m going to read several different approaches to addressing California’s water supply issues.  
Please tell me whether you generally support or oppose each approach. 

Voters statewide rank expanded use of 
recycled water among their highest priorities.

Total 
Supp.

97%

97%

96%

94%

95%

94%

DATA FROM JUNE 2014 FM3 STATEWIDE SURVEY
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Do you believe that it is possible to further treat recycled water used
for irrigation to make the water pure and safe for drinking?

Voters are confident that it is possible
to treat recycled water to 

drinking water quality standards….
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(% of 
Sample) (65%)

Acceptability of Recycled Water for Drinking by 
Belief in its Feasibility

(22%)

9E. I AM GOING TO READ YOU A LIST OF POTENTIAL USES FOR RECYCLED WATER. PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU CONSIDER EACH ITEM TO BE A COMPLETELY 

ACCEPTABLE, SOMEWHAT ACCEPTABLE, SOMEWHAT UNACCEPTABLE, OR COMPLETELY UNACCEPTABLE USE FOR RECYCLED WATER. DRINKING WATER

(13%)

. . . but even those who believe that do not 
necessarily accept the idea of potable reuse.
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• Most  participants  had  some 
familiarity with recycled water.

• Their  associations  were 
generally positive; they liked the 
idea  of  more  efficient  use  of 
water, and saw landscaping and 
non‐potable uses as completely 
appropriate.

• However,  most  found  the 
subject  unpleasant.    The  term 
“toilet  to  tap” came  up 
regularly,  and  participants 
indicated that  it was difficult to 
think  about  the  original  source 
of the water.

Participants were generally favorable 
toward recycled water in concept, 

but found it distasteful.
SENIOR FEMALE:  What if the whole filtering system broke 
down, would they be honest enough to tell us or let us keep 
using it and drinking it?...It’s thrifty, it’s wise, it’s useful, it’s 
necessary, but my feeling word was “ambivalent” because I 
think for some purposes. The blanket toilet‐to‐tap thing I 
disagree with, but if there’s a way to funnel the toilet to tap 
into irrigation and non‐drinking and save the first‐use water 
for drinking, than I would be all in favor of it. People flush 
drugs down the toilet, among other things. I’m not 
convinced that any amount of filtering gets it all out. 

LATINO MALE:
It’s just 

the thought of where it 
came from, that’s what’s 
going to mess with 
everybody. Like I don’t 
want to drink poop water.

REPUBLICAN FEMALE: 
In Northern California, I 
was reading in the 
paper where there are 
some faucets, and they 
go to turn their faucet 
on and there is no 
water.  If that’s the 
route we’re headed 
down, I would much 
rather take a risk that 
we know that we can 
trust them. Maybe not 
for our kids but our 
grandkids. We have to 
start thinking ahead at 
some point. 
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• As  shown  below,  participants  were  asked  to 
indicate  whether  they  found  various  uses  of 
recycled water to be “acceptable.”

• While  there  was  near‐unanimity  about  irrigation 
and  industrial  uses,  only  a  handful  were  initially 
comfortable with household uses – even those that 
did not involve drinking. 

Participants overwhelmingly favored non-
potable uses, but drew a line at household use.  

LIST OF USES FOR 
RECYCLED WATER

LATINOS GOP SENIORS CHALDEANS
TOTAL RATING 
THE USE AS 

“ACCEPTABLE”
Irrigation 9 9 10 6 34

Industrial uses (like machinery, 
factories, etc.)

10 10 10 4 34

Household uses (laundry, showers, 
dishwasher) but not drinking

0 2 2.5 1 5.5

Drinking water 0 0 1 0 1
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• Most  participants  had  seen 
recycled water  in use  in  various 
locations  – many  were  familiar 
with  “purple  pipe” or  signs 
designating  recycled  water  as 
“not for drinking.”

• Many  saw  this  as  not  only 
appropriate, but as the only real 
appropriate  source  of water  for 
such uses.

• Conscious  of  the  state’s  water 
shortage, many did not want  to 
see  fresh  water  used  for 
purposes  where  recycled  water 
would suffice.

Participants were aware of recycled water 
being used for non-potable purposes, and 

generally did not object. 

REPUBLICAN MALE: Every time you see where it says 
recycled water, it says, “Do not drink.” I agree with 
watering the freeways and all the commercial 
landscape. If we’re using fresh water now we’ve got to 
cut that off. Catalina has been having salt water in 
their toilets for 50 years. 

SENIOR FEMALE: You go places like the wild animal park 
and the zoo and they say that the majority of the water 
they use is recycled water. I think that especially 
corporations and big businesses should be required to 
have some sort of system so that they use recycled water. 
But not that we’re going to drink it.
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Initially, participants opposed 
potable reuse by more than two to one.  
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The GOP and Chaldean groups were somewhat 
more accepting.

POSITION LATINOS REPUBLICANS SENIORS CHALDEANS TOTAL

Strongly Support 0 0 2 2 4
Somewhat Support 0 4 1 3 8

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 0 4 3 5 12
Strongly Oppose 7 3 2 2 14
Somewhat Oppose 3 2 5 2 12

TOTAL OPPOSE 10 5 7 4 26
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CHALDEAN MALE: I think if it’s 
treated and purified back to the 
high standards, I would [support 
it]. I think you just have to get 
past the part of where it came 
from originally. If you didn’t 
know it came from the sewer 
line or it came from the toilet, 
you would drink it no problem, 
especially if it’s purified that 
well. And for any use, I think it’s 
fine.

SENIOR MALE: A 
mistake or lapse in 
the process could be 
disastrous, possibly 
contaminating a 
source like a reservoir 
for a very long time. 
The end result would 
be several steps 
backward. If it is 
100% successful, it 
would be a great 
advantage. 

A Sampling of Initial Comments 
About Potable Reuse

LATINA FEMALE: My head just can’t 
conceptualize something being complete 
wastewater, and then the chemicals that 
would be involved. At that point, okay ‐‐ your 
water tastes fine, your water tastes clean, but 
look at all the stuff that’s in it to get it to this 
point. So it almost feels like you’re harming 
yourself, no matter what. 

REPUBLICAN MALE: Mine is a question of trust. I’m not willing to 
take a chance of spreading disease by some type of accident or 
malfeasance. These have already happened.  I’m not trying to 
change anybody’s minds here, but in the Eastlake Industrial Park, 
somehow multiple purple pipes were switched with regular pipes 
and it spread through and people drank it and a lot of people got 
sick. So you can tell me all you want about how safe we are and my 
answer to you is “San Onofre.” Best atomic engineers on the planet 
and how long did those new things last?...What I’m getting at is I 
do not trust government or private industry for that matter, to 
continually maintain what they originally say: “This water is going 
to be safe.”

SENIOR FEMALE: One, it just disgusts me, just 
on a gut level. Two, I already mentioned the 
overuse of bottled water and I think that 
would increase and I don’t want to see that 
happen. And I really question whether we’ve 
looked at all of the alternatives. It’s like this is 
the only place we’re looking and maybe 
there’s another alternative that would be 
better, but we just haven’t looked there yet.

CHALDEAN MALE: I just wouldn’t know the 
health risk in the future or the present. I’m 
kind of picky about my drinking water, like I 
only drink spring water. I don’t even drink the 
purified, like Dasani….So with it being recycled, 
I would never touch it. 
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Total 
Agree

Total 
Disagree

72% 24%

66% 30%

52% 38%

49% 49%

Q16.

I am going to read you a list of concerns some members of the public have expressed 
about direct reuse of recycled water for drinking. Please tell me whether you personally 

agree or disagree with that concern. 

In the survey data, safety concerns drive 
reservations about direct potable reuse.



31Q13 TOTAL/Q18/Q20. 

Total Support

Total Oppose

Don’t Know/NA

Though they are initially opposed, voters quickly 
become more comfortable with direct potable 

reuse after information about safety.
Do you support or oppose direct reuse of recycled water in your 
community for all household purposes, including drinking? 
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Participants were split on the 
best term for recycled water, but rejected 

“treated wastewater.”

REPUBLICAN FEMALE: “Purified”
makes me think it’s been treated 
and “pure” water doesn’t make me 
think of water being treated.  It just 
makes me think there’s water there. 

CHALDEAN MALE:  It seemed like more 
care is taken to clean the water rather 
than pure. You say “pure water,” I’m 
thinking spring water. You say “purified”
I’m thinking there’s a filtration system, 
regardless of where it came from.

• Participants were asked  to  choose  the most appealing of  four  terms  to describe 
potable reuse – their preferences are graphed below.

• A reference to “wastewater,” even in the context of treatment, was rejected.
• “Purified water” implied water that had been cleaned to a high standard – whereas 
for some, “pure water” was water that had not been touched.

• “Advanced  treated  water” was  reassuring  to  some,  and  raised  suspicious  for 
others.
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Some participants in the Chaldean group 
were torn between terms, and thought 

“treated wastewater” was most realistic.

TERM LATINOS REPUBLICANS SENIORS CHALDEANS TOTAL

Purified Water 2 7 2 3 14

Advanced Treated 
Water

2 2 5 3 12

Pure Water 6 0 2 2 10

Treated Wastewater 0 0 0 4 4
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Participants drew clear distinctions
between the messages tested.

TOTAL TOP THREE
24

23

13

12

11

10

9

7

2

(Times Ranked as 1ST Choice)

Participants  were  given  a  list 
of nine  arguments  in  favor  of 
potable reuse, and were asked 
to  pick  the  three that  they 
found  most  compelling.  
Discussion  then  focused  on 
the wording of all of the items 
on the list.
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(Times Ranked as 1ST Choice)

The preference for the same top 
messages was generally present 

across all four groups.

MESSAGE LATINOS REPUBLICANS SENIORS CHALDEANS TOTAL

Purification 3 1 4 4 12
Adoption 3 2 3 2 10
Future 0 3 1 1 5

Environment 0 1 1 0 2
Rates 2 0 0 1 3

Principle 0 0 0 1 1
Monitoring 2 1 0 0 3

Natural Process 0 0 1 0 1
Drought‐proof 0 0 0 0 0
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The  assertion  that  the  process 
produces water purer than bottled 
was critical.
References  to  the  three‐stage 
treatment process also stood out.
Directly  addressing  lingering 
concerns about chemicals was also 
significant for many participants.

The strongest argument focused on safety.

(PURIFICATION)  Thanks  to  advances  in modern  technology,  it  no 
longer matters where water  comes  from.    The water  purification 
process  uses  state‐of‐the‐art  multi‐stage  technology,  including 
microfiltration,  reverse osmosis  and ultraviolet  light.    This  process 
cleans  water  to  a  very  high  standard,  and  ensures  that  drinking 
water  produced  is  safe  and  free  of  harmful  chemicals  and  toxins.
The purification process produces water  that  is purer  than bottled 
water.

(PURIFICATION)  Thanks  to  advances  in modern  technology,  it  no 
longer matters where water  comes  from.    The water  purification 
process  uses  state‐of‐the‐art  multi‐stage  technology,  including 
microfiltration,  reverse osmosis  and ultraviolet  light.    This  process 
cleans  water  to  a  very  high  standard,  and  ensures  that  drinking 
water  produced  is  safe  and  free  of  harmful  chemicals  and  toxins.
The purification process produces water  that  is purer  than bottled 
water.

LATINO MALE: I like the whole 
filtration system. It also said there’s 
no chemicals and toxins, “is safe and 
free of harmful chemicals and 
toxins,” so that was a plus. And then 
the same thing, “produces water 
that is purer than bottled water.”
The more you tell me about all this 
filtration – like the one that says it’s 
going through this process and this 
process and this process, and they 
say it’s chemical‐free. That’s a plus 
for me. 
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Many  participants  were  impressed 
by  the  fact  that  other  communities 
already had potable reuse in place; it 
implicitly  answered  some  of  their 
concerns  about  the  practicality  and 
safety of the idea.
The  fact  that  Orange  County  – a 
nearby community – had experience 
with potable reuse was also critical.

(ADOPTION) Several  California  communities  already  use  advanced 
purification processes  to produce potable  reuse water  suitable  for 
drinking and household use – including Orange County  since 2008.   
They have been  taking advantage of  the more  reliable and diverse
water supply that recycled water provides, and there have been no 
health problems whatsoever from this use of potable reuse water.

(ADOPTION) Several  California  communities  already  use  advanced 
purification processes  to produce potable  reuse water  suitable  for 
drinking and household use – including Orange County  since 2008.   
They have been  taking advantage of  the more  reliable and diverse
water supply that recycled water provides, and there have been no 
health problems whatsoever from this use of potable reuse water.

SENIOR MALE: I have 
grandchildren, eight‐year‐old twins 
that live in Orange County and 
they’ve been drinking this water 
their whole life. No problems at all. 
We went through a lot to get them 
here and they’re great. They live in 
Costa Mesa. 

Messaging about use of recycled water in other 
communities stood out.

LATINA FEMALE: There hasn’t been 
any health problems, which is a great 
plus. No one has gotten sick.
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A  generational  message  was 
appealing,  because  participants 
were  cognizant  that  the  state  and 
region’s water needs were not likely 
to diminish over time.
Some  participants  seemed  to  have 
greater  confidence  that  challenges 
around  potable  reuse  could  be 
worked  out  successfully  over  a 
longer time horizon.

(FUTURE) We need to consider all options  to ensure a  reliable and 
locally‐controlled  supply  of  water  for  ourselves  and  future 
generations.    In order to make sure our children and grandchildren 
have a reliable supply of water, we need to make investments today
to make sure it is there.

(FUTURE) We need to consider all options  to ensure a  reliable and 
locally‐controlled  supply  of  water  for  ourselves  and  future 
generations.    In order to make sure our children and grandchildren 
have a reliable supply of water, we need to make investments today
to make sure it is there.

CHALDEAN FEMALE: Just the 
fact that in order to make 
sure our children and 
grandchildren have a reliable 
supply. I underlined “to 
make investments today,” to 
make sure it’s there. Even 
though I’m still not 
convinced.

A generational message also held appeal.
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An environmental message was attractive, but 
at a more intellectual level.

(ENVIRONMENT)  Using  potable  reuse  water  is  good  for  our 
environment.   The more potable reuse water we use,  the  less we 
have to take out of rivers and streams, and our scarce groundwater 
supplies.   That’s good  for rivers, streams, and  the  fish, plants and 
wildlife that rely on them.

(ENVIRONMENT)  Using  potable  reuse  water  is  good  for  our 
environment.   The more potable reuse water we use,  the  less we 
have to take out of rivers and streams, and our scarce groundwater 
supplies.   That’s good  for rivers, streams, and  the  fish, plants and 
wildlife that rely on them.

Participants  valued  the  idea  of 
protecting  the environment, and 
recognized  that  some  aspects of 
the  environment  are  threatened 
or at risk.
At  the  same  time,  the 
environmental  message  seemed 
to  lack  emotional  urgency  with 
these participants.

LATINO MALE:  I liked the fact that 
we’re not taking it out of the rivers 
and streams and not taking from our 
wildlife and all that. Because there’s a 
lot of endangered species nowadays. 

REPUBLICAN MALE: It was the idea 
that it’s not just good for one use, but 
that it’s environmentally responsible 
in a number of ways. It’s going to be 
an enhancement to the community, 
not just our drinking water but to 
other parts of the natural resources.
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While  not  currently 
very  concerned  about 
rates,  participants 
realized  they  would 
likely rise.
Avoiding  that  was  a 
high priority for many.
However,  some  were 
skeptical  that  potable 
reuse  would  really 
result  in  much  rate 
difference.

Participants wanted to believe rates 
would fall, but were skeptical.

(RATES) With the economy just coming out of a recession and many 
families having a hard time making ends meet, we need to make the 
most of our existing water  resources.   Over  time,  importing water 
from  other  parts  of  the  state will  get more  and more  expensive. 
Making better use of existing  local water  supplies  through potable 
reuse may keep  rates  lower  than  they would be  if we  continue  to 
rely so heavily on imported water.

(RATES) With the economy just coming out of a recession and many 
families having a hard time making ends meet, we need to make the 
most of our existing water  resources.   Over  time,  importing water 
from  other  parts  of  the  state will  get more  and more  expensive. 
Making better use of existing  local water  supplies  through potable 
reuse may keep  rates  lower  than  they would be  if we  continue  to 
rely so heavily on imported water.

SENIOR FEMALE: It’s 
also very speculative. 
I’m not sure that it’s 
going to be cheaper 
than importing it 
because we’re talking 
about a facility that’s 
going to have a treat 
all this and the 
maintenance of the 
facility. It could 
actually end up costing 
more. 

LATINO MALE: The number 
one thing, to avoid further rate 
increases. That hits all of us and 
hits us in the pocketbook, so 
it’s going to hurt. And if the 
rains don’t come it’s going to 
keep on going up and up and 
up. With the economy kind of 
recovering a little bit but not so 
much, we’re still $4 gas and all 
that, it’s hard to get where 
we’re supposed to be. So I 
think we need to do something 
now to avoid further increases.
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A message centered around recycling 
didn’t take off.

(PRINCIPLE) We all recycle as often as we can – glass, plastic, paper, 
and even yard waste.  It’s the right thing to do.  For the same reason, 
we  should  reuse  as  much  of  our  limited  water  supplies  as  we 
possibly can.  Water is too valuable to be used just once.

(PRINCIPLE) We all recycle as often as we can – glass, plastic, paper, 
and even yard waste.  It’s the right thing to do.  For the same reason, 
we  should  reuse  as  much  of  our  limited  water  supplies  as  we 
possibly can.  Water is too valuable to be used just once.

Participants  agreed with 
the message in principle.

However,  the  message 
did not seem particularly 
compelling  in  moving 
opinions.
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While  relatively  few  rated  this 
message  highly,  a  handful  felt 
strongly about it.
A lack of familiarity with the State 
Division  of  Drinking  Water 
hampered some of the message’s 
appeal.
However,  reminders  about  the 
state’s  high  water  quality 
standards  and  about  continual 
monitoring were helpful.

A few participants rated monitoring as 
highly important.

(MONITORING)  California’s drinking water standards are among the 
strictest  in the nation, and water from potable reuse would comply 
with  those  standards.   Potable  reuse water would be  continuously
tested with  online  sensors.   And  the  quality  of  the  potable  reuse 
water, once  it has been purified, will be monitored by  the State of 
California Division of Drinking Water.

(MONITORING)  California’s drinking water standards are among the 
strictest  in the nation, and water from potable reuse would comply 
with  those  standards.   Potable  reuse water would be  continuously
tested with  online  sensors.   And  the  quality  of  the  potable  reuse 
water, once  it has been purified, will be monitored by  the State of 
California Division of Drinking Water.

REPUBLICAN MALE: What turned me off was 
“monitored by the State of California Division of 
Drinking Water.” Our past Public Utilities Commission, 
the president of that is now being indicted for 
something….And so I have no idea who the State of 
California Division of Drinking Water, what they’re 
going to do.

LATINA FEMALE: “N” came up as the number one for 
me only because it again talked about what the 
standards are, what California’s standards are and the 
fact that it was constantly being monitored and tested, 
and so to me that was a tiny little bit reassuring to 
know that it was constantly being tested. Because you 
figure that if something goes wrong, they will be aware 
and there will be some adjustments made.
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A message about the natural process of 
recycling didn’t move many.

(NATURAL PROCESS) The amount of fresh water on the planet does 
not  change.  Through  nature,  all water  has  been  used  and  reused 
since  the beginning of time across every  river system  in  the world.  
Using advanced technology to produce potable reuse water merely 
speeds  up  a  natural  process  – and  in  fact,  the  water  produced 
through  advanced  purification  meets  a  much  higher  standard  of 
quality than what occurs naturally.

(NATURAL PROCESS) The amount of fresh water on the planet does 
not  change.  Through  nature,  all water  has  been  used  and  reused 
since  the beginning of time across every  river system  in  the world.  
Using advanced technology to produce potable reuse water merely 
speeds  up  a  natural  process  – and  in  fact,  the  water  produced 
through  advanced  purification  meets  a  much  higher  standard  of 
quality than what occurs naturally.

Some  participants  found  this 
concept  appealing  and 
thought‐provoking, as they did 
in response to the video.
However,  that  was  a  distinct 
minority position.

CHALDEAN MALE: This was 
interesting to me because it says 
a much higher standard of 
quality than what occurs 
naturally. I liked that it says that. 

CHALDEAN FEMALE: I think it’s 
not confusing, just not clear like 
the other ones. It just has so 
much.



45

Drought messaging had 
surprisingly little impact.

(DROUGHT‐PROOF)  Potable  reuse water  could  supply  as much  as 
ten percent of our local drinking water supplies, even in the face of a 
drought.  Potable reuse water is a drought‐proof way to help ensure 
a  reliable  supply  of  water  to  meet  local  needs,  independent  of 
climate change or weather in other locations.

(DROUGHT‐PROOF)  Potable  reuse water  could  supply  as much  as 
ten percent of our local drinking water supplies, even in the face of a 
drought.  Potable reuse water is a drought‐proof way to help ensure 
a  reliable  supply  of  water  to  meet  local  needs,  independent  of 
climate change or weather in other locations.

As  noted  earlier,  these 
participants  seemed  less 
drought‐sensitive than others.
In  addition,  the  “ten  percent”
figure  really  under‐whelmed 
people  and  seemed  like  a 
distinctly minor contribution to 
the state’s water needs.

CHALDEAN MALE: I think the 
fact that it just states to 
prevent drought through 
potable uses. It doesn’t talk 
about how safe it is. That’s 
why I didn’t pick it at all. I 
could care less about what “O”
is stating….I’m more 
concerned about the safety of 
it. 

SENIOR MALE: I think the 10% 
is not very compelling. That’s 
the first thing I noticed about 
that.



46

Collectively, the messages led to an impressive 
increase in support for potable reuse.

SENIOR FEMALE: We need the water. 
[Potable reuse] is going to 
come…whatever we say, it’s coming. 
We have no control over it so it just 
needs to be. When I saw the reverse 
osmosis and the ultraviolet and I 
know how they work, so that really 
sold me. 

POSITION
INITIAL 

POSITION
AFTER POSITIVE 

MESSAGES
CHANGE

Strongly Support 4 9 +5

Somewhat Support 8 18 +10

TOTAL SUPPORT 12 27 +15
Strongly Oppose 12 5 ‐5

Somewhat Oppose 14 9 ‐7

TOTAL OPPOSE 26 14 ‐12

CHALDEAN FEMALE: I was kind of still torn…but I 
think I’m more convinced with all the information I 
was given…. It’s really not fair for us to be selfish and 
think about us today. Like the future generations, 
the economy and environmentally safe, it’s like I just 
got to psychologically do it for everybody’s welfare.
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However, willingness to pay for water 
supply improvements declined with 
the introduction of potable reuse.

Initial Average 
Monthly 
Willingness to 
Pay for Water 
Supply 
Expansion

REPUBLICAN MALE: I went 
from 10% to 5%, just with 
the basic thinking being 
that I would want to see 
some sort of cost reduction 
or a reduction in the 
percentage increase if we 
were going with this 
alternative solution.

LATINO MALE: We should 
be getting a discount here 
because we’re not bringing 
it in from other places. I 
understand that there’s a 
process that we have to go 
through and make it 
filtered, but come on. Look 
what you’re serving us?

Average 
Monthly 
Willingness to 
Pay After 
Discussion of 
Potable Reuse
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This decline was evident in all groups 
with the exception of the seniors.

Groups
Initial Average Monthly 
Willingness to Pay for 

Water Supply Expansion

Average Monthly 
Willingness to Pay 
After Discussion of 
Potable Reuse

Latinos 7% 6%

Republicans 14% 11%

Seniors 15% 15%

Chaldean‐Americans 14% 9%

Averages (All Groups) 13% 10%
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Spreading the Word

SENIOR FEMALE:When you 
talked about people in the 
community who are using it, 
my skepticism would say 
you’ve picked out the ones 
who are in favor of it. So 
maybe what I would put a little 
more faith in is if there were a 
random large‐scale survey of 
peoples’ satisfaction with the 
water in places like that and 
then I might be more willing to 
say, “It sounds like it.”

LATINO MALE: How about 
the people who are actually 
doing the process itself? 
Scientists, the engineers, the 
people who are on the front 
lines.

Participants  consistently  expressed  a 
desire  for  more  information  about 
potable  reuse,  and  specified  some  ways 
they would like to receive it:

They wanted  to  hear  from  experienced 
authorities  – water  agencies,  scientists, 
and regulators
Learning  more  from  communities  that 
are already using potable reuse was key
Many  said mass messages  on  TV  or  in 
the  mail  were  the  best  ways  to  reach 
them
Having a detailed website was important
Participants  were  divided  on  whether 
they would pay attention to bill inserts
Chaldeans said organizations within their 
community would play an important role
Chaldeans also noted  the key role of he 
young  in  helping  to  build  confidence 
among  older  members  of  their 
community
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Difference

+58%

+54%

+50%

+48%

+47%

+47%

+43%

The Department of Public Health

Medical researchers

Medical doctors

Scientists

Nutritionists

The Environmental Protection Agency

Residents of community that already have 
potable reuse

Top messengers are generally those
with scientific expertise.

Q22. ^NOT PART OF SPLIT SAMPLE

I am going to read you a list of people and organizations that may provide 
information about recycled water. Please tell me if you would generally trust that 
person’s or organization’s opinion on this issue, or if you would be suspicious of 

it. 
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Difference

+38%

+34%

+31%

+26%

+24%

‐14%

‐24%

‐27%

Dentists

Environmental organizations

Independent lab studies

^A professor at a local university

Your local water utility

Your local mayor

A taxpayer advocate organization

Local business owners

Those with a political or economic 
perspective are less credible.

22. I AM GOING TO READ YOU A LIST OF PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS THAT MAY PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT RECYCLED WATER. PLEASE TELL ME IF YOU 

WOULD GENERALLY TRUST THAT PERSON’S OR ORGANIZATION’S OPINION ON THIS ISSUE, OR IF YOU WOULD BE SUSPICIOUS OF IT.  ^NOT PART OF SPLIT 

SAMPLE



52



53

Communications Recommendations
• DO  understand  that  voters  who  are  uncomfortable  with 
potable  reuse  may  not  be  highly  concerned  about  the 
drought.

• DO NOT  assume  that  the  public will  be willing  to  pay  a  lot 
more  for  recycled  water;  in  fact,  they  may  expect  rate 
reductions.

• DO leverage  substantial  public  acceptance  of  non‐potable 
reuse;  the  public  believes  it  has  been  implemented 
effectively.

• DO consider use of the term “purified water….”
• But DO NOT use language that incorporates “wastewater.”
• DO NOT talk about potable reuse providing ten percent of our 
water supply; it strikes many as too low.

• DO emphasize the three‐stage process for making wastewater 
safe to drink, both in words and visuals.

• DO highlight  successful potable  reuse  in other  communities, 
most prominently Orange County.
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Communications Recommendations (Cont.)

• DO emphasize provisions in place to monitor water quality –
continually.

• DO underscore  the need  to  act now  in order  to  ensure  an 
adequate supply of water for future generations.

• DO use comparisons  to bottled water – many  think  it has a 
high standard of purity.

• DO  NOT  rely  on  messaging  about  the  broad  principle  of 
recycling.

• DO position water agencies as key messengers on this issue –
voters trust them.

• DO  err  on  the  side  of  presenting  the  public  with  more 
information rather than less: detailed, well‐sourced, credible 
information  is  capable  of  moving  the  public,  even  given 
strong initial opposition.
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Water Reuse Media Tips 

• What is the Media?

• Interview strategies

• Water reuse media clips



Water Reuse Media Tips 

Background…



Water Reuse Media Tips 

• What is the Media? 
– Newspapers
– Television
– Radio
– “Electronic news”
– Digital media
– Social media
– Comment sections 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

• Who is the Media?
– Reporters
– Editors
– Producers
– Writers
– Bloggers
– The public
– Periscope, Meerkat apps



Water Reuse Media Tips 

• Interview strategies
– Control
– Negotiate 
– Select
– Prepare
– Follow-up 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

They control… You control…
-Decision
-Location
-Interviewee
-Messages
-Messages
-Messages  



Water Reuse Media Tips 

You can’t negotiate…
-Passion
-Expertise
-Experience



Water Reuse Media Tips 

Who do you select? 
-Authority
-Trained
-On-message
-Jargon-free
-Match for the 
medium 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

How do you prepare? 
-Media outlet details (other interviews?)
-Be sensitive to deadlines
-Live or taped? By phone?
-Front-page or side column?
-Can responses be provided via email? 
-Background info (for you and the reporter)
-Rehearse key messages. Rehearse again. 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

• Effective Communications
– Bridging (“What I can tell you…”)
– Redirecting (“The real question is…”)  
– Focusing (“What’s important here is…”)
– Reinforcing (“That’s a great question…”) 
– Repeating (key messages to fit any question)



Water Reuse Media Tips 

• Communication Etiquette 
– Not a conversation. Repetition is not rude. 
– Avoid jargon, consider the audience. 
– There is NO “friendly conversation”
– Follow-up. 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

Avoid surprises,
or being “bitten”

Understand the
nature of the 
media / reporters



Water Reuse Media Tips 

The mic is ALWAYS on! 



Water Reuse Media Tips 

Water reuse media clips  
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