GREEN TARIFF PROPOSAL

Delivering Clean, Renewable Gas to Customers
SoCalGas is submitting a proposal to state regulators at the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) that will empower customers with the option of purchasing a portion
of their gas from renewable sources. Our Green Tariff proposal will help customers reach
their sustainability goals and reduce their carbon footprint by displacing traditional fossil
fuel with clean, renewable gas (RG). It will also help the state achieve its climate change
goals by reducing methane and carbon dioxide emissions.

How the Green Tariff Works
If approved by the CPUC, the program will be open to all residential customers and to
commercial and industrial customers for whom SoCalGas purchases gas. Residential
customers who participate in the program will be able to choose how much of their gas
will be supplied by renewable sources by selecting from set dollar amounts. Commercial
and industrial customers for whom SoCalGas purchases gas will be able to select either
from set dollar amounts or a percentage of their total gas load.
Residential customers will be required to participate for at least one year, and commercial
and industrial customers whom SoCalGas purchases gas for will be required to participate
for two years. The commitments are necessary to allow SoCalGas to enter into longer
term renewable gas purchase contracts, which should help reduce overall program costs.
This voluntary tariff will allow SoCalGas to buy RG from producers and reduce the amount
of fossil gas that is brought into our system.
The CPUC will review our proposal, and we are hopeful that they will allow us to begin
offering the program in early 2020.

Renewable Gas: Waste to Energy
Nearly 80% of methane emissions come from organic waste streams decomposing and
escaping into the atmosphere as greenhouse gas. RG is produced from renewable
sources, including these existing municipal waste streams, like landfills and waste water
treatment plants, as well as sustainable biomass sources, including animal waste, crop
residue, and food waste.
By collecting this gas to create renewable fuel, we are putting waste streams to beneficial
use, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and addressing climate change.

Final details and requirements of the proposed program may vary depending on Commission decision and
commencement of program.

SoCalGas Green Tariff Proposal
THE ISSUE: SoCalGas is submitting a proposal to state regulators at the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) that will give customers the option of purchasing a portion of their gas from
renewable sources.
RELEVANCE: Our Green Tariff proposal will help customers reach their sustainability goals and
reduce their carbon footprint by displacing traditional fossil fuel with clean, renewable gas (RG). It
will also help the state achieve its climate change goals by reducing methane and carbon dioxide
emissions.
ACTION REQUESTED: Support SoCalGas’ Green Tariff Proposal.
REQUESTED MOBILIZATION: Write letter of support to CA Public Utilities Commission
BACKGROUND: If approved by the CPUC, the program will be open to all residential customers
and to commercial and industrial customers for whom SoCalGas purchases gas. Residential
customers who participate in the program will be able to choose how much of their gas will be
supplied by renewable sources by selecting from set dollar amounts. Commercial and industrial
customers for whom SoCalGas purchases gas will be able to select either from set dollar amounts
or a percentage of their total gas load.
Residential customers will be required to participate for at least one year, and commercial and
industrial customers whom SoCalGas purchases gas for will be required to participate for two
years. The commitments are necessary to allow SoCalGas to enter into longer term renewable gas
purchase contracts, which should help reduce overall program costs.
This voluntary tariff will allow SoCalGas to buy RG from producers and reduce the amount of fossil
gas that is brought into our system.
The CPUC will review our proposal, and we are hopeful that they will allow us to begin offering the
program in early 2020.
SUPPORTING VIEWS: (Views in support of requested action)
Bizfed; Anitsa/Valet Services; American Jerky; Valley Vista Services; San Gabriel Valley Regional
Chamber; Athens Services; University of California, Office of the President; Bolsa Chica
Conservancy; PTS Advance; Tejon Ranch Co.; Orange County Business Council; El Monte / South El
Monte Chamber Of Commerce; Self-Help Enterprises; Greater Los Angeles African American
Chamber of Commerce; Newlight Technologies, Inc.; Congress of California Seniors; Pasadena
Chamber of Commerce; Eastern Municipal Water District; Alhambra Chamber of Commerce; San
Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership; The Langham Huntington, Pasadena; Climate Resolve; North
East Trees; American Indian Chamber of Commerce of California; ViaCare; Leading Edge Power
Solutions; North Orange County Chamber; Maximum Nursery; RNG Coalition; South Orange
County Economic Coalition; Sequoia Riverlands Trust; Center for Renewable Natural Gas, UC
Riverside; California Latino Leadership Institute; Commerce Industrial Council; Inglewood Chamber
of Commerce; Montebello Chamber of Commerce; Global Green; Inland Valley Hope Partners;
Bloom Energy; Tulare County Economic Development Corporation; Greater Conejo Valley
OPPOSING VIEWS: (Views opposed to requested action)
None

AB 40 – Zero Emission Vehicles by 2040 (Ting and Kalra)
THE ISSUE: AB 40 would require the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop a
comprehensive strategy to ensure that the sales of new motor vehicles and new light-duty trucks in
the state have transitioned fully to zero-emission vehicles by 2040. By requiring the ARB to
develop a strategy and ensure that passenger vehicles sold after 2039 are zero-emission vehicles,
AB 40 will operate as a de facto ban on the internal combustion engine.
RELEVANCE: Transitioning to zero-emission vehicles in twenty years is an ambitious goal with a
substantial impact on the economy. Several countries, including France, China, and the UK have
set goals to ban internal combustion engines by 2040, to achieve ambitious environmental goals
and reduce Climate Change. AB 40 will seek to do the same by requiring that all new cars sold are
zero tailpipe emission vehicles.
BIZFED BOARD ACTION REQUESTED: Oppose AB 40
REQUESTED MOBILIZATION: A letter of opposition to relevant legislators and/or joining a
coalition letter. Action Alert and social media push encouraging members to oppose AB 40.
BACKGROUND: According to one of the authors, Assemblymember Phil Ting, “Much of the
research today says climate change is happening at a much faster rate than anticipated. Since
transportation accounts for 40% of greenhouse gas emissions and 80% of transportation emissions
come from passenger vehicles, our vehicles are both the problem and solution. Cleaner cars would
make the biggest impact in reducing this pollution.”
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the California Transportation Commission (CTC)
recently held a joint hearing recognizing that while California was four years ahead of its 2020
emission reduction goals, the state was not on track to meet its 2030 goals. This is primarily
because of emissions from transportation.
SUPPORTING VIEWS: (Views in support of requested BizFed action)
WSPA, Feb 25, 2019
California is picking winners and losers, and setting policy goals that could have negative impacts
on many Californians. The bill ignores other fuel options, and even prohibits the sale of hybrids.
The bill also fails to contemplate what an adequate strategy might look like.
Not only does California lack the infrastructure to support electric vehicles, but this bill fails to
account for consumer choice, economic impacts, battery disposal, financing incentives and the
state of the market. It is irresponsible for California to codify such a goal without first doing a
comprehensive analysis.
Many Californians can’t afford a new electric vehicle, nor do vehicles currently on the market
support the lifestyle of many Californians. This bill effectually creates a one-size fits all approach to
our diverse state. Those commuting long distances to or within LA County may find that zero
emission vehicles will not provide adequate range for their commute, or may not be able to afford
a new zero emission vehicles, and thus will continue to drive older, less fuel efficient vehicles which
ultimately exacerbate current air quality problems. This bill fails to provide solutions to current air

quality problems, and does not allow the marketplace to evolve based on technology or consumer
demands.
OPPOSING VIEWS: (Views in support of requested BizFed action)
Kathryn Phillips, Director of Sierra Club California (Dec 3, 2018):
“It’s clear that we need to shift to zero-polluting electric cars and trucks. We simply have to stop
exposing children to harmful air pollution and to stop wrapping the planet in climate pollution. The
question is not whether we will have an electric car future or even when. The question is how do
we get there as quickly as possible? This bill will help answer that.”
Mary Creasman, CEO of the California League of Conservation Voters (Dec 3, 2018):
“Moving toward a clean cars future is not just important, it's necessary. With climate change
impacts worsening daily and federal progress on clean cars being gutted, California must take bold
action.”

California State Assembly
Capitol Room 6026
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Assemblyman Ting:
On behalf of the organizations listed above, we must oppose your AB 40, as it was introduced on
December 3, 2018. AB 40 would require the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop a
comprehensive strategy to ensure that the sales of new motor vehicles and new light-duty trucks in the
state have transitioned fully to zero-emission vehicles by 2040. By requiring the ARB to develop a

strategy and ensure that passenger vehicles sold after 2039 are zero-emission vehicles, AB 40 will
operate as a de facto ban on the internal combustion engine.
As outlined in AB 40, the ARB would be required to develop a strategy by examining data gaps,
coordinating with state agencies, assessing barriers to financing development and ownership, and
identifying regulations that could help ensure market acceptance. While the outlines of the strategy
provide a starting point, it fails to contemplate the myriad agencies, programs, and policies that play a
role in ZEV adoption, and those which may be impacted. Only with a more robust analysis can the public
and policy makers truly assess whether or not to limit choice for California’s 27 million drivers and 35
million registered vehicles. Without a more comprehensive and meaningful approach, AB 40:
Unnecessarily Limits Mobility and Transportation Options for California Families and Businesses
Even with a comprehensive report, the Legislature has the obligation to decide whether or not limiting
mobility and transportation options for the vast majority of California’s families and businesses is the
best way to achieve California’s climate goals. By leveraging all available vehicle technologies, including
efficient internal combustion engines, California would improve environmental standards and better
meet a more diverse range of family and business transportation needs at a lower cost.
Arbitrarily Limits Advanced and Efficient Vehicle Technologies
One of California’s notable policy advancements is regulation that is measured to encourage
technological innovation. This bill runs roughshod over this important and subtle dynamic – essentially
proclaiming, “Ban it, and they will come.”
In fact, ARB’s regulations are driving increasingly efficient internal combustion engine vehicles and
hybrids. According to some experts, the fuel economy of some of the internal combustion vehicles could
double by 2050.
In requiring ARB to “ensure” a strategy for zero emission vehicles, AB 40 arbitrarily limits advanced and
efficient vehicle technologies, and necessarily stymies further innovation. AB 40 is also inconsistent with
California’s recently-adopted greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction strategies and the state’s near-term air
quality improvement needs. California should not eliminate efficient and clean transportation choices,
as would certainly be the result of AB 40.
AB 40 ignores this progress by creating a zero emission vehicle definition inconsistent with the vehicle
technologies promoted by the Air Resources Board’s Low Emission Vehicle (LEV) and its Zero Emission
Vehicle (ZEV) regulations. The bill “ensures” the sale of zero-emission vehicles and narrowly defines a
zero emissions vehicle as a vehicle that produces zero exhaust emissions of any criteria pollutant or
precursor pollutant, or greenhouse gas. In addition, approximately $480 million in public funding has
been provided to California drivers through the California Vehicle Rebate Program (CVRP) to promote
cleaner vehicles that aren’t required to meet the stringent AB 40 standard. Specifically, Californians have
paid over $169 million to incentivize drivers to buy plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, which would be
prohibited by AB 40.
Ignores Immediate Air Quality Needs and Improvements
AB 40 ignores immediate air quality improvements by placing a focus on 21 years from now, ignoring
immediate opportunities. According to the state’s major air pollution control districts, the primary
contributors to exposure to toxics in disadvantaged communities are from older, less efficient vehicles

that are not at all the focus of your AB 40. This low hanging fruit provides the opportunity to achieve
tremendous air quality improvements in a manner that is more cost effective and achieves immediate
and permanent emission reductions.
Unfortunately, the bill’s focus on new sales in 2040 ignores the millions of older vehicles that may be
driven longer and concentrated more in disadvantaged communities for decades to come, and fails to
provide a cost effective path that results in immediate and permanent air quality improvements.
Is Inconsistent with California’s Climate Strategies
California has adopted the most ambitious and aggressive greenhouse gas emission reduction goals in
the world. The Legislature and Governor in 2016 adopted an enforceable requirement to reduce GHG
emissions by 40 percent from our 1990 levels by 2030. In 2017 the Legislature adopted a well-designed
cap-and-trade program to best accomplish that goal. In addition, the ARB adopted a long-term
comprehensive GHG emissions reduction strategy in the 2017 Scoping Plan. Banning the internal
combustion engine, as would result from AB 40, is inconsistent with the Scoping Plan and the state’s
need to demonstrate effective policies that may be viable beyond California.
California adopted these GHG emission reduction goals and programs not because they alone will have
any measurable effect on the earth’s temperature – after all, California accounts for only one percent of
global GHG emissions. The main reason for advancing these goals is to demonstrate how a major,
complex economy can address a difficult and expensive public policy challenges. By taking a leadership
role and showing how to accomplish these goals at the least economic expense and societal disruption,
California can show the way for the rest of the world. Unfortunately, AB 40 fails to accomplish these
objectives.
For all these reasons, we must oppose AB 40.

SB 246 (Wieckowski) – Oil and Gas Severance Tax
THE ISSUE: State Senator Bob Wieckowski has introduced SB 246 which would impose a
severance tax on oil and natural gas production of 10% of the average price per barrel of oil or
unit of gas. If enacted, SB 246 would make California the highest taxed oil producing state in the
Country.
RELEVANCE: California’s oil production industry supports a workforce with an estimated 55,000
blue collar, high-wage paying jobs, including organized labor. The enactment of this tax could
potentially result in the loss of jobs, higher fuel costs, and increase our dependence on imported
oil.
BIZFED BOARD ACTION REQUESTED: Oppose SB 246.
REQUESTED MOBILIZATION: Write a letter of opposition to SB 246. Mobilize members to reach
out to legislators and urge them to oppose SB 246 through Action Alerts and social media. Give
public comment when necessary.
BACKGROUND: According to the author, Wieckowski estimates the tax would generate about
$900 million annually, bringing California in line with other oil-producing states including Texas
and Alaska. The proceeds would go into the state’s general fund and could be used for a variety
of services including schools and healthcare.
Since 1990, at least seven severance tax bills have been proposed, all of which have been
defeated.
SUPPORTING VIEWS: (Views in support of requested BizFed action)

Economic and Revenue Impacts of a Statewide Oil Production Ban in California: Executive Summary, Capitol
Matrix Consulting, December, 2018.
While California does not currently impose an oil severance tax, there are a plethora of existing taxes, fees and
assessments on oil and natural gas that producers are responsible for in California. Oil producers in California
are responsible for about $1.7 billion in taxes, fees and other revenues in 2018-19. California oil producers are
subject to one of the highest state corporate income tax rates in the United States. Oil companies are taxed at
a state corporate tax rate of 8.84%, a rate that is substantially higher than other major oil and natural gas
producing states such as Texas (0.7% rate) or New Mexico (4.8% rate). In addition, California is one of the only
states to base property tax on the value of undeveloped oil reserves in the ground that are not in current
production. This approach results in California oil producers paying property taxes on more of their business
assets than anywhere else in the United States.
“Impact of a Severance Tax on Oil Production and the California Economy”; Prepared for the California
Foundation for Commerce and Education by Capitol Matrix Consulting; March 2014.
California’s oil production industry supports an ethnically diverse workforce with an estimated 55,000 blue
collar, high-wage paying jobs, including organized labor. Increasing the tax on oil production could result in
major losses in investment-related income, employment, and output. In fact, studies show that a 10%
severance tax can lead to 20,000 lost jobs and more than $300 million annually in lost revenue by 2025.

Senate Governance and Finance Committee analysis for SB 1017, 2014.
A significant portion of oil production tax revenues are allocated to local governments. California is one of the
only states to base property taxes on the value of undeveloped oil reserves in the ground that are not in
current production. SB 246 will result in significantly lower property tax revenues, which are earmarked by
local governments for public schools and public safety. Analysis conducted by the non-partisan Legislative
Analyst’s Office on a similar oil severance tax measure concluded that the counties of Fresno, Kern, Los
Angeles, and Ventura will be expected to see a loss in revenue attributable to a severance tax. Other counties
with significant production that will be adversely impacted include Santa Barbara and Monterey Counties.
Impact of a Severance Tax on Oil Production and the California Economy”; Prepared for the California
Foundation for Commerce and Education by Capitol Matrix Consulting; March 2014.
SB 246 has the potential to reduce incentives to invest in California and thus making our state more reliant on
imports of crude oil from foreign countries. According to an economic impact study by Capitol Matrix
Consulting, the imposition of a 10% severance tax would result in at-least a 25% reduction in annual
investment. While every barrel of oil produced in California is consumed in the state, nearly 70% is imported
from mostly foreign sources to meet the state’s energy demands. Unlike other countries, California oil
producers operate under the most stringent environmental regulations in the world. Increased imports to
meet California’s energy needs will only lead to significantly higher transportation costs and an increase in
greenhouse gasses and other emissions associated with bringing that oil into the state.
OPPOSING VIEWS: (Views opposed to requested BizFed action)
Senator Wieckowski:
"We have been an oil and gas producing state for more than 100 years, and we have
never imposed a tax on the extraction of fossil fuels. If we continue the status quo over
the next decade, we will deny our residents billions of dollars in revenue from oil
companies that other states have collected year after year."
SB 241 (Evans) – Oil Severance Tax Proposal in 2014 – Supporters:
University of California Student Association (UCSA) & California State Student Association
(CSSA) (co-sponsors); California Teachers Association; AFSCME, California Federation of
Teacher; Faculty Association of Community Colleges; California Faculty Association;
California School Employees Association; California State University; University of
California; State Building and Construction Trades Council of California; California State
parks Foundation; Sierra Club; Courage Campaign; California National Organization for
Women; California Watershed Network; Sacramento River Watershed Program; Salmonid
Federation; Sierra Nevada Alliance; Sonoma Ecology Center; California Urban Stream
Partnership; Northern California Council of Fly Fishers; California Association of Resources
Conservation District; California Conference Board of the Amalgamated transit Union;
California Conference of Machinists; California Official Court reporter Association; California
Teamster Public Affairs Council; Coalition for Enhance Marine Resources; Engineers and
Scientists of California; International Longshore and warehouse Union; Jockeys guild;
Professional & technical Engineers; Unite Here International Union; United Anglers; United
Food and Commercial Workers; University of California ( in concept); California Tax
Reform Association.

The Honorable Bob Wieckowski
Senator, Senate District 10
State Capitol, Room 4085
Sacramento, CA 5814
RE: SENATE BILL 246 : OIL SEVERANCE TAX - OPPOSE
Dear Senator Wieckowski,
The undersigned coalition (Coalition) represents thousands of businesses, which collectively employ tens of thousands
of Californians, and respectfully writes in opposition to your Senate Bill 246 (SB 246), which would impose a severance
tax on oil and natural gas production of 10% of the average price per barrel of oil or unit of gas. If enacted, SB 246 would
make California the highest taxed oil producing state in the Country.
Studies clearly demonstrate that this tax will destroy tens of thousands of blue collar and union California jobs, burden
consumers with higher fuel costs, and increase our dependence on imported oil, while also reducing revenues for
certain local governments. More specifically, SB 246 will lead to:
Significant Loss of Local Revenue for Education and Public Safety
A significant portion of oil production tax revenues are allocated to local governments. California is one of the only
states to base property taxes on the value of undeveloped oil reserves in the ground that are not in current production.
SB 246 will result in significantly lower property tax revenues, which are earmarked by local governments for public
schools and public safety. Analysis conducted by the non-partisan Legislative Analyst’s Office on a similar oil severance
tax measure concluded that the counties of Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, and Ventura will be expected to see a loss in

revenue attributable to a severance tax. 1 Other counties with significant production that will be adversely impacted
include Santa Barbara and Monterey Counties.
Job Losses and Decline in Tax Revenue
While California does not currently impose an oil severance tax, there are a plethora of existing taxes, fees and
assessments on oil and natural gas that producers are responsible for in California. Oil producers in California are
responsible for about $1.7 billion in taxes, fees and other revenues in 2018-19. 2 California oil producers are subject to
one of the highest state corporate income tax rates in the United States. Oil companies are taxed at a state corporate
tax rate of 8.84%, a rate that is substantially higher than other major oil and natural gas producing states such as Texas
(0.7% rate) or New Mexico (4.8% rate). In addition, California is one of the only states to base property tax on the value
of undeveloped oil reserves in the ground that are not in current production. This approach results in California oil
producers paying property taxes on more of their business assets than anywhere else in the United States.
California’s oil production industry supports an ethnically diverse workforce with an estimated 55,000 blue collar, highwage paying jobs, including organized labor. Increasing the tax on oil production could result in major losses in
investment-related income, employment, and output. In fact, studies show that a 10% severance tax can lead to 20,000
lost jobs and more than $300 million annually in lost revenue by 2025.3
Increases Dependence on Foreign Crude Oil
SB 246 has the potential to reduce incentives to invest in California and thus making our state more reliant on imports of
crude oil from foreign countries. According to an economic impact study by Capitol Matrix Consulting, the imposition of
a 10% severance tax would result in at-least a 25% reduction in annual investment. 4 While every barrel of oil produced
in California is consumed in the state, nearly 70% is imported from mostly foreign sources to meet the state’s energy
demands.5 Unlike other countries, California oil producers operate under the most stringent environmental regulations
in the world. Increased imports to meet California’s energy needs will only lead to significantly higher transportation
costs and an increase in greenhouse gasses and other emissions associated with bringing that oil into the state.
The potential impacts associated with SB 246 if enacted – loss of jobs, higher energy costs, reduced revenues and
increased imports – simply cannot be justified. For these reasons, we strongly oppose SB 246.
Sincerely,

1

Senate Governance and Finance Committee analysis for SB 1017, 2014.
Economic and Revenue Impacts of a Statewide Oil Production Ban in California: Executive Summary, Capitol Matrix Consulting,
December, 2018.
3
“Impact of a Severance Tax on Oil Production and the California Economy”; Prepared for the California Foundation for Commerce
and Education by Capitol Matrix Consulting; March 2014.
4
“Impact of a Severance Tax on Oil Production and the California Economy”; Prepared for the California Foundation for Commerce
and Education by Capitol Matrix Consulting; March 2014.
5
Sources of Crude Oil Imports to California, 2017.” California Energy Commission.
https:www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/petroleum_data/statistics/2017_foreign_crude_sources.html
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March 13, 2019 (updated)
The Honorable Chris Holden
California State Assembly
State Capitol, Room 5132
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

AB 533 (Holden): Income Tax Exemption for Water Rebates – SUPPORT
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee – March 18, 2019

Dear Assembly Member Holden:
On behalf of the signatories noted below, we support your bill, AB 533, to exclude from gross
income, under personal income and corporation tax laws, amounts received as a rebate, voucher, or
other financial incentive issued by a local water agency for participation in water efficiency or storm
water runoff improvement programs.
In May 2018, SB 606 (Hertzberg) and AB 1668 (Friedman) were signed into law as part of thenGovernor Brown’s initiative to make “Water Conservation a California Way of Life” in response to
California’s longest drought in history. Utility-sponsored financial incentives, including consumer
rebates, are among the most important and cost-effective tools available to local water providers to
achieve water use efficiency objectives, particularly for turf replacement, irrigation controllers, leak
detection devices, and other high cost water-saving options. However, over a certain amount, the
rebate funds that individuals and businesses receive in connection with these programs may be
deemed to be taxable under state law.
The consistent experience of California’s water utilities shows that fewer individuals and
corporations will avail themselves of financial incentives if they are deemed to be taxable income. If
rebates from water efficiency and storm water improvement programs are considered taxable
income in California, cities and water agencies are required to send tax documents, i.e. 1099s, to
each program participant. This creates an unnecessary administrative burden on water agencies.
It is well documented that consumer rebates and subsidies substantially increase adoption of water
use efficiency and storm water management strategies. Rebates provide a much-needed financial
incentive to implement these measures year-round. We applaud your leadership in introducing this
vitally important measure ensuring that rebates, vouchers, and other incentives for turf
2

replacement and storm water programs exempt from state income and corporate tax. This is a
necessary step to incentivize homeowners and businesses to make important investments in water
conservation and storm water capture projects to protect our critical water resources.
For all of the above reasons, we support AB 533 and will work together to ensure its passage.
Sincerely,

Mitchell S. Dion Assistant
General Manager
Pasadena Water and
Power

Jeff Kightlinger
General Manager
Metropolitan Water
District of Southern
California

David W. Pedersen, P.E.
General Manager
Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District

Paul Jones, II
General Manager
Eastern Municipal Water
District

Matthew Litchfield
General Manager
Three Valleys Municipal
Water District
Gene Wunderlich
Vice President of
Government Affairs
Southwest Riverside
County Association of
Realtors®
Robert J. Hunter
General Manager
Municipal Water District
of Orange County

Paul E. Shoenberger, P.E.,
General Manager
Mesa Water District

Susan Mulligan, P.E.
General Manager
Calleguas Municipal
Water District

Brian A. Dickinson
General Manager
Water Department
City of Compton

Craig Miller
General Manager
Western Municipal
Water District

Nina Jazmadarian
General Manager
Foothill Municipal
Water District

Bill Manis
CEO
San Gabriel Valley
Economic Partnership

Christopher J. Garner
General Manager
Long Beach Water
Department

Jeff Armstrong
General Manager
Rancho California Water
District

John Bosler
General Manager
Cucamonga Valley Water
District

Lisa Ohlund
General Manager
East Orange County Water
District

Robert R. Hill
General Manager
El Toro Water District

Paul A. Cook
General Manager
Irvine Ranch Water
District

Daniel R. Ferons
General Manager
Santa Margarita
Water District

John D. Vega
General Manager
Elsinore Valley Municipal
Water District

Tom A. Love
General Manager
Upper San Gabriel Valley
Municipal Water District

Deborah Barmack
President
Inland Action

Danielle Blacet
Director for Water
California Municipal
Utilities Association
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Tony Stafford
General Manager
Camrosa Water District

Jerry Vilander
General Manager
Serrano Water District

Kevin P. Hunt, P.E.
General Manager
Central Basin Municipal
Water District

Kirby Brill
Interim General Manager
Inland Empire Utilities
Agency

Christina Davis
President/CEO
LAX Costal Chamber of
Commerce

Charley Wilson
Executive Director & CEO
Southern California Water
Coalition

cc:

Members of the Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee
M. David Ruff, Consultant, Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee
Julia King, Policy Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus
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John Woodling
General Manager
Regional Water Authority

DUDLEY RIDGE
WATER DISTRICT

1
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SB 204 (Dodd): Delta Conveyance
OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee
Date of Hearing: March 12, 2019

3

March 6, 2019

The Honorable Bill Dodd
California State Senate
State Capitol, Room 4032
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

SB 204: Delta Conveyance: OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee – March 12, 2019

Dear Senator Dodd:
On behalf of the signatories noted below, we respectfully oppose your bill, SB 204, unless amended to address
the concerns identified below. While we understand your interest in further transparency and sharing of
information regarding future State Water Project contract amendments, some sections of the bill would
significantly delay action to find a conveyance solution in the Delta or in modifying the SWP contracts in a way
that meets the needs of our people, economy, environment, and farms.
SB 204 would add a section to the Government Code requiring that the Delta Conveyance Design and
Construction Authority (DCA) submit 60 days in advance the terms and conditions of any contract for planning,
design, and construction to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) and relevant policy and fiscal
committees. Furthermore, the measure states IF the JLBC or relevant policy committees hold a hearing to
review a contract, the contract may not be approved for 90 days until after the first review hearing is
scheduled. There is no specific language to determine the course of action if a hearing is not held.
This addition to the Government Code would significantly and unnecessarily delay any action on California
WaterFix moving forward and would increase costs to implement the project by creating excessive delays in
the contracting process. Governor Newsom, in his State of the State, expressed his administration’s support
for a one-tunnel project, and work is beginning on a refined project that will meet the objectives of water
supply reliability and ecosystem restoration. Sections 6255.5 (b) and (c) would compromise efforts to move
forward with the project in an efficient manner by making competitive bids of a construction contract
essentially impossible, as it would require contractors to keep bid prices viable for a minimum of 150 days. A
contractor could decide to inflate prices to compensate for the delay and uncertainty in the process, thereby
undermining state contracting practices to hire the most qualified contractor and negotiate a competitive
price. Furthermore, if no hearings are scheduled, it is unclear if the contracts could be approved, thus delaying
or preventing implementation of California WaterFix.
Last year, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee sought to bring greater transparency to the State Water
Project’s long-term contract extensions, and an informational hearing was held on September 11, 2018. We
support efforts to bring further transparency to any future amendments to the State Water Project contracts
4

and construction of California WaterFix. That can be done by providing information and testimony during
informational hearings, not by creating open-ended processes that could create unnecessary delays and
increased costs.
There is overwhelming scientific and policy evidence, developed over the course of more than a dozen years
of study and analysis by state and federal agencies that California needs to move rapidly to modernize its
water conveyance system to ensure water reliability for millions of Californians, farmers, and the
environment. SB 204 is not the answer.
If you have any questions regarding our position on the measure, please do not hesitate to contact Kathy
Viatella at The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California at kviatella@mwdh2o.com or by phone at
(916) 650-2614.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Jeff Kightlinger
General Manager
Metropolitan Water
District of Southern
California

Nina Jazmadarian
General Manager
Foothill Municipal
Water District

David W. Pedersen, P.E.
General Manager
Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District

Susan Mulligan, P.E.
General Manager
Calleguas Municipal
Water District

Paul Jones, II
General Manager
Eastern Municipal Water
District

Kirby Brill
Interim General Manager
Inland Empire Utilities
Agency

John D. Vega
General Manager
Elsinore Valley Municipal
Water District

Paul E. Shoenberger, P.E.,
General Manager
Mesa Water District

Tom A. Love
General Manager
Upper San Gabriel Valley
Municipal Water District

Jessica Lall
President & CEO
Central City Association of
Los Angeles

Matthew Litchfield
General Manager
Three Valleys Municipal
Water District

Curtis Creel
General Manager
Kern County Water Agency

Dwayne Chisam
General Manager
Antelope Valley-East Kern
Water Agency

Dale K. Melville
Manager-Engineer
Dudley Ridge Water District

Jennifer Pierre
General Manager
State Water Contractors,
Inc.

Ray Stokes
Executive Director
Central Coast Water
Authority
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Jim Barrett
General Manager
Coachella Valley Water
District

Douglas Headrick
General Manager
San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District

Darin Kasamoto
General Manager
San Gabriel Valley
Municipal Water District

Matt Stone
General Manager
Santa Clarita Valley
Water Agency

Mark S. Krause
General Manager
Desert Water Agency

Robert Shaver
General Manager
Alameda County Water
District

Tom McCarthy
General Manager
Mojave Water Agency

Craig Miller
General Manager
Western Municipal Water
District

Steve Popelar
Director of Finance &
Administration
Jurupa Community
Services District

Gene Wunderlich
Vice President of Government
Affairs
Southwest Riverside County
Association of Realtors®

Valerie Nera
Policy Advocate
Cal Chamber

Robert Reeb
Executive Director
Valley Ag Water Coalition

Norma Camacho
Chief Executive Officer
Santa Clara Valley Water
District

Brian A. Dickinson
General Manager
Water Department
City of Compton

Gail Delihant
Director
Western Growers
Association

Stuart Waldman
President
Valley Industry &
Commerce Association

Alice Sullivan
President & CEO
Temecula Valley
Chamber of Commerce

Tony Stafford
General Manager
Camrosa Water District

Tom Flavin
Chief Executive Officer
Burbank Chamber
of Commerce

Michele Newell
Board Chair
VCEDA

Samantha Shapiro
Executive Assistant/
Government Relations
Coordinator
Simi Valley Chamber of
Commerce

John Bosler
General Manager
Cucamonga Valley Water
District

Peggi Hazlett
President/CEO
Ontario Business Council

John Hakel
Executive Director
Southern California
Partnership for Jobs

Jorge Somoano
General Manager
Burbank Water & Power

Theresa Harvey
President & CEO
North Orange
County Chamber

Horace H. Heidt
President
Horace Heidt
Agency, Co. Inc.

Ken Rausch
Chief Executive Officer
El Monte / South El Monte
Chamber Of Commerce
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Bill Manis
CEO
San Gabriel Valley
Economic Partnership

Robert R. Hill
General Manager
El Toro Water District

Robert J. Hunter
General Manager
Municipal Water District
of Orange County

Nancy Lindholm
President/CEO
Oxnard Chamber of
Commerce

Lisa Ohlund
General Manager
East Orange County Water
District

Paul A. Cook
General Manager
Irvine Ranch Water District

Daniel R. Ferons
General Manager
Santa Margarita
Water District

Laurel Rosen
Chair
Westside Council of
Chambers of Commerce
(WC3)

Scott Smith
Executive Director

Scott Smith
President/CEO
Cerritos Regional Chamber

cc:

Gateway Chambers
Alliance

Members of the Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee
Dennis O’Connor, Principal Consultant, Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee
Todd Moffitt, Policy Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus
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