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Human Right to Water 
 

“It is hereby declared to be the established policy of 
the state that every human being has the right to 
safe, clean, affordable, and accessible water 
adequate for human consumption, cooking, and 

sanitary purposes. 
All relevant state agencies…shall consider this state 

policy when revising, adopting or establishing 
policies, regulations, and grant criteria…” 





Nitrate Health Impacts 
Acute (Short-term) 
»Methemoglobinemia 
(Blue Baby Syndrome) 
»Severe gastoenteritis 

 

Chronic (Long-term) 
»Cancer (thyroid, colon, 
stomach, others) 
»Impaired in utero 
growth, pre-term birth 
»Birth Defects 
»Pancreatitis 
»Nervous system 
defects 





Tooleville 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tooleville: Tooleville is a community of approximately 77 homes or 350 people, located within a mile east of the City of Exeter. Residents are primarily farmworkers, with a median household income of $16,000 a year.  A non-profit mutual water association provides water to the community from two wells, both of which produce water with nitrate over the MCL




Springfield Terrace 

• 160 to 300+ residents in 
harvest months 

 
• Drinking water exceeds 

300 mg/L nitrate with 
violations as far back as 
1986 

 



Nitrate, Well Depth, and Land Use 
USGS domestic well study 2006 

Urban 
Agriculture 
Forest 
Grass/shrub/rock 

Derived from GAMA PBP,  
GAMA DWP & USGS NWIS data 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Use this as a foil to show depth differences

Say here that we have info for public supply wells across all the state
we only have information for shallow wells for parts of the state



Arsenic 
Health Effects 
 
» cancer  
» increased blood pressure 
» hypertension  
» cardiovascular disease   
» reduced mental function in children 
» tremors and numbness  
 



Allensworth and Alpaugh 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Already many communities drinking water supplies have been contaminated with nitrates. For the smallest communities, one contaminated well means that the entire community doesn’t have access to safe drinking water in their homes and schools and places of business. For others, it means they loose valuable water supply and often lack capacity to provide water permits for new economic development in the region. Others are forced to raise already high water rates to pay for expensive treatment costs.  



1,2,3-TCP 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1,2,3-TCP causes cancer in laboratory animals (US EPA, 2009). It is reasonably anticipated to be a human carcinogen (NTP, 2014), and probably carcinogenic to humans, based on sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental animals (IARC, 1995). In 1999, 1,2,3-TCP was added to the list of chemicals known to the state to cause cancer [Title 22, California Code of Regulations, Section 12000]. 

irritate or burn the skin, nose, eyes, or throat, and it may cause drowsiness or liver damage


Most 1,2,3-TCP contamination stems from the extensive application of soil fumigants manufactured by Shell Oil and Dow Chemical Company containing 1,2,3-TCP prior to the 1980s. Despite the companies’ knowledge of the health risks, they failed to remove the ingredient from their products or notify farmers of the risk.  


 D-D and Telone were defective products because, according to Shell and Dow's own studies, TCP was a useless impurity that did not provide any benefit to farmers. But Shell and Dow intentionally misbranded their products as "100% active" to avoid the costs of having to remove and dispose of hazardous impurities like TCP. Although Shell and Dow were always fully capable of removing TCP from their fumigants, they made the business decision not to. In short, Shell and Dow intentionally used D-D and Telone as profit-making vehicles for disposing of TCP and other hazardous waste impurities. As a result, farmers unnecessarily and unknowingly injected millions of pounds of TCP  into the ground, causing widespread contamination of precious groundwater resources by an extremely potent carcinogen.


In California, these fumigants (known by the trade names D-D and Telone) were among the most widely used pesticides in the history of the State, second only to sulfur.  
TCP accounted for approximately 1% of D-D which was manufactured by Shell Oil, and approximately 0.1% of Telone, which was manufactured by Dow Chemical.  




Presenter
Presentation Notes
Through 2013, detections of 1,2,3-TCP above the notification level in two or more samples (Excel, 1.7MB) were reported in 372 active and standby sources, belonging to 92 water systems in 17 counties - primarily located in the San Joaquin Valley and the Southern California Inland Empire. Kern County had the highest number of reported 1,2,3 TCP detections with 17 systems contaminated, followed by Los Angeles County, Fresno County, Tulare County, Merced County, etc..  The highest concentration (270 µg/L) was also detected in Kern County. 



Cost Recovery Litigation 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How to make them pay? Cost- reocvery litgation. Wells should be tested for 123TCP and if detected, water systems can file suit. Once the MCL is established, it will be much easier for water systems to enter a lawsuit and get an adequate settlement. But, how much money water systems get to remediate the contamination is dependent on how strict the MCL is….. 

39 plaintiffs have filed suit
All cases “coordinated” in San Bernardino
“Focus case” approach; first in, first out
Redlands: defense verdict (2010)
Oceanside: settled (2010)
Livingston: settled (2011)
Shafter: settled (2012)
Wasco: settled (2013)
Lamont P.U.D.: settled (2014)
Delano: settled (2015)
Up next: Tulare




Uranium 



Water Quality is not static 





Drought   

  
 



East Porterville 

Photo Courtesy of Community Water Center 



Loss of Water Supply 

» Total dry wells reported (July 2015): 2115 
»  Highest #: Tulare County, 1126 
»  #3: LA County, 150  
» #4: Ventura County, 120 



Distribution System 
Contaminants 







Affordability 

» Limited information collected about water rates 
and affordability 

» Tiered rate structures in jeopardy based on 
recent Capistrano decision 

» Prop 218 limits the ability to implement lifeline 
rates 

» Successful water conservation equals higher 
water rates 



Ducor, Ca 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Town of approximately 800 people, predominantly Latino farmworkers.

Had to drill new well because of nitrate contamination.
Cost over $1 million and had to raise water rates.
Now rely on aquifer with high sulfur and manganese.




San Jerardo 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
250 year-round residents and 100+ daycare 8 months of year
Fight for clean water took 10 years and over $6 million 
Rates now average of $125 per month





Vulnerable Communities 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
LA County 100+ water systems
Riverside County - 63



Small Water Systems 

» 7500 water systems in CA 
» 3000 community water systems 

(residential water supplies) 
» 2300 community systems with < 1000 

connections 
» About 400 schools have their own water 

system (non-transient, non-community) 



Californians not served by a 
public water system 
» Less 5-14 connections – state small 

systems 
» 1-4 connections – private wells 
» USGS Estimate 2.5 million in CA 
» LA County estimate 575,900 

 



Small Water System  
Program Plan 



Here’s what’s not part of  
the plan 

» Total Coliform violations – 121 systems 
» Arsenic violations – 98 
» Hex Chrome violations – 97 
» Nitrate violations – 43 
» Uranium - 11 



Solutions 



DRINKING WATER PROGRAM 
MOVE TO STATE WATER 
BOARD 

Dedicated office within the State Board Division 
of Financial Assistance that coordinates 
financial, technical, legal and other assistance 
for impacted systems 



Sustainable Groundwater 
Management 
 



 Change in San 
Joaquin Valley 
Groundwater levels 
2013-2014 

Department of Water Resources 



2016 Goal  
 
Protect 
Ground-
water 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
3. One reason Californians have weathered the current drought as well as they have is because of our large groundwater reserves. They’ve provided nearly 2/3 of the state’s water supply in the past 2 years.  But we have to take better care of our groundwater so it can continue to see us through drought and climate change. That’s why we’re engaging with local communities to make sure they’re part of local groundwater decisions, and working at the state level to steer $2-1/2 billion in bond funding for groundwater storage projects.  




What’s “undesirable” and 
who decides? 
Significant and unreasonable…. 

o Lowering of groundwater levels 
o Reduction of groundwater storage 
o Seawater intrusion 
o Degraded water quality 
o Land subsidence 
o Surface water depletions 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
…so that leads to the key piece of SGMA = groundwater management is determined by the need to avoid undesirable results, but those results have to be determined to be �“Significant and unreasonable” it’s not a specific number, it’s a local decision. So looking at nitrate, you can see how a public water system, an ag district and a small water system may have a different view of what is significant and unreasonable



Salt and Nutrient 
Management 



Tighten current requirements 
for new development 
» Current state law – 

500 units triggers 
water supply 
assessment 



What’s needed 

» ….issuing permits 
to vulnerable 
systems! 



Proposition 1 

» $520 million for small water system 
infrastructure needs   

» Up to 15% for technical assistance 
» $51 million in IRWMP funding for DACs 
» $90 million in Recycled water funding for 

DACs 
» $800 million in GW remediation funding 

now being developed 
 
 
 
 
 



Is this inevitable? 



 Water Conservation 

» East LA – 51.4 gallons per capita per day, 
median income $37,982 

» Beverly Hills – 235.9 gallons per capita per 
day, median income $86,141 
 

» Distance between the two cities – 16 miles 



Equity Challenges of Water 
Conservation Programs 

» Most based on rebate formulas 
» Indirect ratepayers (renters) have few 

options 
» Programs developed and funded by 

individual water agencies 



Develop water user fee to fund lifeline rates 
for low-income residents, both rural and 
urban 

 

Affordability - recommendation 



Thank you! 
 

For more information, contact: 
 Jennifer Clary 
 Water Program Manager 
 Clean Water Action/Clean Water Fund 
 350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 200 
 Oakland, CA 94612 
 Tel. (415) 369-

9160x311Jclary@cleanwater.org 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Our report can be found on the websites of any of our 3 organizations, or you can send me an email and I’ll send you a link or a pdf.

Thank you!1
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