CA Save Our Streams Council

June 26, 2018
Senator Hertzberg, Chair
Natural Resources and Water
California State Senate
State Capitol, Room 5046
Sacramento, CA 95814

Senator Stone, Vice Chair
Natural Resources and Water
California State Senate
State Capitol, Room 5046
Sacramento, CA 95814

Email: sntr@sen.ca.gov
Re: July 3rd Informational Hearing: Overview of the proposed contract amendments
between the Department of Water Resources and State Water Project Contractors.
Dear Chairperson Hertzberg, Vice-Chair Stone and Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the ratepayers and taxpayers represented by the undersigned, we write to request
greater transparency and reliable answers regarding the impacts of proposed State Water Project
(SWP) Contract amendments, including the proposed 50-year SWP Contract Extension
amendments and other as-yet-unspecified Delta Tunnels (California Water Fix) Contract
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amendments. At present, the proposed amendments are poorly defined and explained and have
potential adverse impacts far beyond their apparent scope. We urge your Committee to request
that the Joint Legislative Budget Committee not schedule its hearing on the SWP Extension Contract
Amendments while major questions noted below remain unanswered. The Legislative Analyst and
State Auditor must first review the fiscal impacts of the proposed contract changes and the
relationship of both sets of amendments to the proposed Department of Water Resources (DWR)
Delta tunnels project now known as California WaterFix [dubbed earlier and at various times as
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), and Delta Habitat Conservation and Conveyance Program
(DHCCP)].
We extend our thanks to you and the Committee for holding an informational hearing on these farreaching SWP Contract amendments to help fill critical information gaps. There is much
information that remains unknown regarding the extensive changes to the SWP contracts that are
being proposed and how the changes will impact property taxes, water rates, the fiscal integrity of
the SWP and General Fund, and finally how the changes, if adopted, could impact Public Trust
values, the environment, and other water users. Our primary areas of concern are explained below:
SWP Contract Amendments Are In Flux & Have Not Completed CEQA Requirements.
Neither the proposed SWP Contract Extension amendments nor the as-yet-unspecified WaterFix
Contract amendments (still in flux with on-going negotiations) have fully completed the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. There is a reason that California law requires
CEQA compliance for these amendments. The lack of required analysis, public reporting, and the
piecemeal approach to these amendments, creates a fog of complexity for the public and the
Legislature, undermining appropriate Legislative oversight.
SWP Amendments Would Obligate Taxpayers & Ratepayers to Fund Tunnels Without a Vote.
Despite the many unknowns regarding the SWP contract amendments, DWR has prematurely
requested that the Legislature commence the last step in the contract amendment procedural
process --a Joint Legislative Budget Committee hearing. The fundamental problem with is approach
is that, once this last Legislative procedural step has occurred, DWR will likely claim statutory
authority to finalize the SWP contract extension and purportedly other amendments. Largely by fiat
after specified contractors act, 1 the SWP Contract Extension amendments would automatically
extend the existing 75 year contract term by another 50 years, thus obligating property taxpayers
and ratepayers for DWR's WaterFix debt. They would also drastically change the definition of
water system facilities, removing requirements that now limit payment to those SWP projects in
existence prior to 1987. 2
DWR Amendments Hide Financial Impacts & Conceal Circumvention of Propositions 13 & 26.
DWR claims the SWP Contract Extension amendments are unrelated to the WaterFix tunnels
project, but investment banks evaluating financing strategies for the Delta tunnels have indicated
that extension to a 50 year term and inclusion of WaterFix as a project under the State Water
Project are essential. 3 In fact, some SWP contractors have asserted that all SWP contractors must
either pay for WaterFix, forfeit their current SWP contract, or find another SWP contractor to pay
their share of the costs of constructing and operating WaterFix. 4 SWP contractors like
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) claim that if WaterFix is part of the SWP list of projects then
they are subject to the required property tax obligations 5 and contract payments. Further, MWD
claims any increase in water rates or property tax rates are "voluntary" and thus, not subject to the
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voter requirements or limitations on the use of property taxes and issuance of debt contained in
Propositions 13 or 26. 6
Basic Planning and Financial Feasibility Analyses Required by California and Federal
Engineering Guidelines Are Not Provided.
Incredibly, after having expended more than a quarter of a billion dollars on planning (including
some $84.8 million in hidden public subsidies for federal contractors 7), DWR still has not produced
a defensible economic or financial analysis to demonstrate the financial viability of the WaterFix
tunnels project. 8 As can be seen in Table below, independent analysis that actually followed
federal and DWR guidelines 9 for such a fundamental project feature as a benefit cost analysis show
the WaterFix produces little benefit, while adding more than $16 billion to the current SWP
contract debt that already totals more than $7 billion dollars. 10
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With major debt still outstanding from the original SWP general obligation bonds, 11
fundamental questions must be asked:
1. Will the Cal WaterFix financing, including the 'dry-hole' take or pay aspects of the proposed
contract amendments, imperil the financial integrity of the entire SWP given the extensive
costs facing the existing project even without the proposed tunnels?
2. Where is the repeatedly promised off-ramp for those contractors who do not want to pay
for WaterFix’s estimated more than $17 billion dollars in additional costs?
3. With the skyrocketing costs and the shaky legislative and administrative oversight that
plague this decade-old, contentious conveyance project, where is the public and transparent
system of governance?
4. Where are the cost control and state contracting changes required to remedy the State
Auditor's findings that the project has failed to keep important documents 12 and failed to
follow state required competitive bidding processes, 13 thereby inflating costs through
expensive consultants without proper credentials. Will ratepayers, property taxpayers and
all Californians look forward to more of the same, including project cost overruns?
5. Will the abuses identified by the Legislative Analyst Office continue? 14
An over–allocation of total SWP costs to recreation and mitigation thereby
increasing general fund costs and reducing SWP contractor costs;
Obligating taxpayers without legislative approval when recreation costs are
incurred without Legislative review.
Regulatory compliance costs for mitigation and recreation are being allocated by
DWR to Davis–Dolwig (Water Code § 11925), thus obligating taxpayers and the
general fund. For example, the proposed contract language [Agreement In Principle
(AIP)] fails to define "preservation" vs. "enhancement." Article XIII of the proposed
AIP purports to define certain costs as reimbursable under the proposed
amendments. DWR in the contract extension amendments is relying on the
undefined "enhancement" term to result in additional obligations to the General
Fund. This proposed language creates confusion when, in fact, so called
"enhancements" are in fact mitigation obligations of the existing SWP and federal
CVP projects to restore 28,500 acres of habitat under the current Biological
Opinions for the projects pursuant to state and federal law. Further confusion and
expense to the General Fund is likely once mitigation requirements under the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission are established. This lack of clarity also
opens the door for General Fund or other taxpayer funds to be used for recreation
benefits that are the responsibility of the contractors or do not exist and yet, are
charged to the General Fund.
A Viable Plan for Financing the Delta Tunnels Project is Still Missing.
Despite the many thousands of billed dollars represented by all the contractors, bond lawyers and
consultants in the SWP contract amendment negotiations (whose annual salaries likely eclipse that
of the Governor), the required financing plan for this tunneling project remains elusive. 15
Metropolitan Water District has voted to put up $10.8 billion dollars, pending reaffirmation at
another meeting, provided they have more control over this state project and greater authority to
make substantive political decisions concerning water supply and water exports. It appears from
the limited public view of the still on-going contract amendment negotiations that relaxing existing
contract rules for buying and selling water is the likely payoff to MWD for further subsidizing the
water purchases of the agricultural water contractors and their financial participation in the
tunnels project. However, the cost of relaxing rules on water sales and exchanges to the
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environment, water quality, existing water rights and downstream uses do not appear at the
forefront of these negotiations, yet by law they must be considered and mitigated. 16 Adverse
impacts for example, include discharges of arsenic-laden groundwater into drinking water canals 17
and discharges of toxic selenium laden groundwater into canals that serve endangered species and
livestock uses that likely would be impacted by the accumulation of this contaminant
downstream. 18
Figure 1: According to DWR data 19, Arsenic concentrations in the California Aqueduct,
downstream of where groundwater has been pumped into the canal, have increased
markedly in 2015 and are approaching the Maximum Contaminant Level for drinking water
of 0.010 mg/L.

Unfinished SWP Contract Amendments Open the Door to Abuse and a Piecemeal Approach.
DWR is currently in negotiations with SWP contractors to make additional permanent changes to
the contracts specifically with regard to the WaterFix project. 20 In theory, greater water
management flexibility for the contractors is a worthy goal. But is amending the SWP contracts the
best way to achieve that goal? And even if it is, how do we ensure that any changes to those
contracts do not have unintended negative consequences to the environment or some of the
contractors or third parties to those contacts? Figure 1 shows one example of how existing
transfers and exchanges are impacting downstream users, drinking water, health and treatment
costs. Does the proposed language under discussion represent a major weakening of protections
for the State, the environment and third parties? The relaxation of water transfer and exchange
provisions through SWP contract amendments contemplated would allow permanent transfer of
water between SWP contractors, in order to allow urban SWP contractors like MWD to
permanently purchase water from agricultural SWP contracts like the Kern County Water Agency
and to gain a permanent allocation of capacity from the tunnels for MWD to sell to federal
contractors or others. 21 This demands further public and Legislative oversight before finalizing
these far reaching amendments.
Santa Barbara County also faces major constraints on its ability to absorb debt for the tunnels and
other project infrastructure costs facilitated by the proposed amendments --at least without
exposing taxpayers and ratepayers to major new risks. 22 The proposed tunnels would not be a
reliable source of water for the Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District, which like all south of the Delta SWP contractors, must comply with the 2009 Delta Reform
Act and cut back its dependence on water from north of the Delta. The district anticipates the need
to spend scarce water dollars on firming up its own local supplies.
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Conclusion: The Required Joint Legislative Budget Hearing Pursuant to Water Code § 147.5
Should Not Be Scheduled While Major Questions Remain Unaddressed.
Once the required Water Code § 147.5 hearing is held, the Legislature will lose oversight of
additional amendments to SWP contracts. If adopted, the proposed SWP Contract amendments
will impose far reaching financial impacts on ratepayers and property taxpayers, as well as, the
environment. As you are undoubtedly aware, the 1960 general obligation bond referendum to
finance construction of the California State Water Project addressed changes to the water-supply
contracts, stating simply: “Such contracts shall not be impaired by subsequent acts of the
Legislature during the time when any of the bonds authorized herein are outstanding and the State
may sue and be sued with respect to said contracts.” Some of those bonds are still outstanding. 23
We remain concerned that the proposed SWP contract amendment changes may indeed impair the
finances for the existing State Water Project. 24
We urge further investigation into the impacts of the proposed SWP contract amendment changes,
especially prior to proceeding with any Legislative action that could later be challenged due to the
fiscal impacts and impairment to the existing project and compliance with existing law 25. We urge
your committee to request a postponement of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee Hearing on
the SWP Contract Extension Amendments until both the Legislative Analyst and State Auditor can
review the fiscal impacts of the proposed contract changes and the relationship to DWR’s proposed
WaterFix project.
Sincerely,

Jonas Minton
Senior Water Policy Advisor
Planning and Conservation League
jminton@pcl.org

Carolee Krieger
Executive Director
California Water Impact Network
caroleekrieger7@gmail.com

Conner Everts
Executive Director
Southern California Watershed Alliance
Environmental Water Caucus
connere@gmail.com

Noah Oppenheim
Executive Director
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Asso.
noah@ifrfish.org

Barbara Barrigan-Parrilla
Executive Director
Restore the Delta
Barbara@restorethedelta.org

Kyle Jones
Policy Advocate
Sierra Club California
kyle.jones@sierraclub.org
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Bill Jennings
Chairman Executive Director
California Sportfishing Protection
deltakeep@me.com

Barbara Vlamis,
Executive Director
AquAlliance
barbarav@aqualliance.net

John Buse
Senior Counsel
Center for Biological Diversity
jbuse@biologicaldiversity.org

Ron Stork
Executive Director
Friends of the River
RStork@friendsoftheriver.org

Brenna Norton
Senior Organizer
Food & Water Watch
bnorton@fwwatch.org

Larry Collins
President
Crab Boat Owners Association
papaduck8@gmail.com

Lloyd G. Carter
President, Board of Directors
California Save Our Streams Council
lcarter0i@comcast.net

Adam Keats
Senior Attorney
Center for Food Safety
akeats@centerforfoodsafety.org

Martha Camacho-Rodriguez
Educator/Organizer SEE
Social Eco Education
mmmmmrtha@gmail.com

Caleen Sisk
Chief and Spiritual Leader of the
Winnemem Wintu Tribe
caleenwintu@gmail.com

Frank Egger
President
North Coast Rivers Alliance
fegger@pacbell.net

Stephen Green
President
Save the American River Association
gsg444@sbcglobal.net
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