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Michele King

From: Katja Irvin <katja.irvin@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 12:00 PM
To: Board of Directors; Clerk of the Board
Subject: October 9 Agenda Item 7.2, Recommended Position on State Legislation" Proposition 3
Attachments: Fact Sheet on Proposition 3  Opposition July 18.pdf

Dear Chair Santos and Board of Directors, 
 

  
Please consider taking "no position" on Proposition 3.  Many newspapers and environmental organizations 
oppose it because it's a pay-to-play measure that bypasses legislative oversight, disproportionately benefits 
central valley agribusiness, and will burden the state budget with excessive bond repayments. 
  
Consider the following quotes from the Sacramento Bee editorial (www.sacbee.com/opinion/election-
endorsements/article218816280.html).  
  

“The measure promises money for quite a few local agencies, nonprofits, private water companies 
and others, which is great for them. It’s not clear, however, that these are the projects that California 
needs most right now, or that they couldn’t get the money elsewhere.” 
  
“Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon is among the critics of Proposition 3 because of what his office 
calls a lack of oversight, an absence of statewide priorities and a surplus of special interest projects 
for Central Valley agriculture.” 
  
“ … the measure also would directly benefit … San Luis and Delta Mendota Water Authority and the 
state Department of Water Resources by giving them state cap-and-trade revenue to offset higher 
electricity costs. The LAO says that could total tens of millions of dollars a year.” 
  
“If all the bonds are sold, it would take an average of $430 million a year for 40 years to pay them 
off. Gov. Jerry Brown, who has made it a priority to reduce the state’s debt and put money into 
reserves to prepare for the next recession, is staying neutral on this measure.” 

  
There are good projects in this bond measure, but most of the projects will get funded with or without 
Proposition 3.  The legislature has proposed and will continue to work to fund programs for clean drinking 
water in particular.  Other projects can and should continue to be funded by the project beneficiaries as they 
have been in the past. 
  
This definitely applies to the goodies for SCVWD: the cap and trade appropriations for SLDMWA; the $250 
million earmark for the Bay Area Regional Reliability Partnership; and the $200 million earmark towards 
repair of Oroville Dam ($5 million for SCVWD that would otherwise be passed on to Santa Clara County tax 
payers and ratepayers).   
  
This isn’t how water supply projects such as Oroville repairs should be paid for.  This is one of the main 
points against Proposition 3 - it opens up the state general fund to pay for repairs of water supply 
projects funded by local water agencies, and undercuts the principle of beneficiary pays.   The Friant 
Water Authority and State Water Project contractors can afford to pay for repairs and should.  
  
For these reasons the Sierra Club and many other environmental groups, the League of Women Voters, 
many Democratic Clubs, and the San Jose Mercury News, the SF Chronicle, the Sacramento Bee, the 
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Orange County Register, and the San Diego Union-Tribune are opposing this measure.  Refer to the 
enclosed fact sheet for more information. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
  
Katja Irvin 
Conservation Committee Co-chair 
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter 
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July 2018  
 

Proposition 3: A Fiscally Irresponsible Approach to California’s 
Water Problems 

 
Sierra Club California has taken an oppose position on Proposition 3, a water bond on the 
November 2018 statewide ballot. This decision follows internal discussion, consultation with 
allies, and votes by various entities, including the Sierra Club California executive committee 
and the California Nevada Regional Conservation Committee. 

Proposition 3, previously known as the Water Supply and Water Quality Bond Act of 2018, 
would provide $8.877 billion for various water projects and programs.  
 
Key Concerns About Prop 3 
 
Here is a brief list of key concerns about the proposed bond measure, leading us to oppose it. 
 

1. It flies in the face of good governance by being written behind the scenes by those 
who would gain funds from it, rather than through a legislative process. This bond 
presents an example of the “pay-to-play” approach to policy making. Many interests 
participated in writing the bond, but those special interests who are funding the measure’s 
campaign reap a disproportionate amount of the bond’s benefits. The proponents of the 
bond have added many wasteful items to attract rich investors to help support the 
campaign who will ultimately profit from the bond at the taxpayers’ expense. Critical 
bond measure proposals for drinking water and ecosystems are best created through a 
legislative process that is transparent and open to the public. Tax funds should be used for 
projects that will benefit taxpayers, not billionaires. 

 
2. It would bypass legislative oversight of the spending or programs it would create. 

This is unlike almost every other environmental bond passed by voters. All of the bond 
funds are continuously appropriated, meaning that there is no legislative appropriation, 
removing the public from overseeing how funds are spent or if the programs are 
effective. The bond programs are also exempt from the Administrative Procedure Act, 
providing no avenue for public input into the allocation of its funds, and no review by the 
Office of Administrative Law of whether the spending complies with the bond’s stated 
priorities.  

 
3. It opens up the state general fund to pay for repairs of water supply projects funded 

by local water agencies, and undercuts the principle of beneficiary pays. Specifically, 
Chapter 10 in the measure provides $750 million to the Friant Water Authority for repairs 

Handout 7.2-A 
10/09/18



2 
 

to the Friant-Kern canal. This $750 million in subsidies  could—and likely will—help the 
Friant Water Authority  fund dam projects that are harmful to the environment and 
strongly opposed by the environmental community. The Friant-Kern Canals are units of 
the Federal Central Valley Project, which is funded almost entirely by 20 agricultural 
water agencies which collectively irrigate 879,000 acres of farmland. Purported needs for 
additional funding cite increased groundwater pumping that has led to subsidence, which 
has damaged the canals. Those who pumped the water and caused the damage should pay 
to repair the canals. Chapter 11 of the bond measure provides $200 million for Oroville 
dam repairs. This dam is a unit of the State Water Project, which has been funded by the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and other State Water Project 
Contractors under a beneficiary pays principle. The Friant Water Authority and State 
Water Project contractors can afford to pay for repairs and should. 

 
4. The bond appropriates cap-and-trade revenues from the Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Fund to State Water Project and Central Valley Project water agencies. 
Section 6 of the measure would provide a continuous appropriation from the AB 32 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) to the Department of Water Resources, 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, San Luis and Delta-Mendota Water 
Authority, and Contra Costa Water District for direct and indirect power costs resulting 
from compliance with AB 32.  The appropriated GGRF funds could be spent on water 
conservation or other programs that the water agencies are currently funding from water 
sales revenues, providing little to no net reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. The 
impact on the GGRF is unknown, but could be substantial and siphon funds from other 
important projects that will cut climate pollution and air pollution.  

 
5. Californians just passed a bond measure to support water cleanup and restoration, 

and adding this new bond will substantially add to the natural resource debt 
dependent on the general fund for payback. This bond would add $400 million of debt 
service annually to the general fund, and bring the Natural Resources Agency’s debt to 
over 50% of its budget. Since much of the general fund is dedicated to K-12 schools 
because of Proposition 98, this could mean that other social and environmental programs 
could be cut to pay for this debt. An economic downturn could worsen these impacts.  

 
6. Some of the projects funded by this bond could worsen environmental quality. The 

bond lacks proper language in place to prevent all activities that could harm the 
environment, such as prohibitions on new dams for all funds, and potential impacts to 
wildlife habitat and forest ecosystems. Taking funds away from the GGRF can weaken 
programs to lower emissions and improve air quality and public health for millions of 
Californians. 
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