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INLAND EMPIRE SECTION American Planning Association - California Chapter

November 20, 1981

Dr. Mason Gaffney
3040 Tyler Street

Riversj CA 92503

Dear Dr. ey

On behalf of the American Planning Association, I would like to thank you for
accepting our invitation to speak in opposition to constructing the Peripheral
Canal at the group's upcoming meeting on Thursday, December 3, 1981 at the
Holiday Inn adjacent to the 1-10/1-15E interchange in San Bernardino. As you
will note on the enclosed flyer, a cocktail hour will precede the scheduled

dinner at 7:00 P. M. Your dinner, of course, will be provided at no cost to
you.

It is anticipated that the program on the Peripheral Canal will start at about
7:45 P. M. Since there will be two primary speakers, it would be appreciated
if you would Timit your formal remarks to about 15 minutes, but no Tonger than
20 minutes. A similar time framewill be allocated to Ms. Ann Thomas who will
be speaking in favor of constructing the Peripheral Canal. A 15 to 20 minute
question and answer period will follow after both speakers have concluded
their remarks.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at 787-7371,
otherwise, I will see you on Thursday, December 3, 1981 at the Holiday Inn.

v truly yours,

Mefle G. Gardner, Director
Inland Empire Section APA
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THE PERIPHERAL CANAL — STILL A DESERT MIRAGE

The Farm Bureau’s
big switch on the big ditch

" METROPOLITAN
WATER p15T. OF

PERPHERAL \

CAN ’-:.\. \
1R
B N
y

The Sacromento Bee

‘Why, he looks just like his grandpal’

By DANIEL J. BLACKBURN

Mark Twain liked to recall the time he was walking up a
country road, looking for his friend Henderson’s house. He
met a farmer and asked, “How far to Henderson’s?” The
farmer said, “A mile and a half.” Twain walked farther, met
another farmer, and asked the same question. Again the
answer was the same. When the exchange was repeated
with still a third farmer, Twain scratched his head and said,
“Well, at least I’'m not losing ground.”

Water-developing interests.in California probably don’t
share that particular view of Twain’s in their quest to build
the Peripheral Canal, which by now must appear to them
like a desert mirage: Every time they get close, it fades and
reappears far in the distance.

The concept of the canal has been around for a long time —
a link to the 450-mile-long State Water Project that is
described variously as “vital” or “unnecessary,” depending
on whom one talks to. It officially turned sweet 16 this year,
this plan to move prodigious quantities of fresh water
around the sprawling Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. And,

Daniel J. Blackburn is a free-lance writer in Sacramento
and former assistant to ex-Senate President pro Tempore
James R. Mills of San Diego.
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like all teen-agers, it is wracked with problems. Unlike
other adolescents, however, the canal and its muddle of con-
fusion won’t clear up with time. Instead, it is likely to wor-
sen.

Consider, for example, the recent action taken by a con-
glomerate of farm organizations, the California Farm Bu-
reau Federation, which until recently was a staunch sup-
porter of the canal and its immediate construction. The
Farm Bureau, with only whispered opposition, voted to join
forces with others in an attempt to negate Senate Bill 200
which authorized the canal’s construction and capped a de-
cade and a half of bitter political strife. The farmers’ stance,
enigmatic as it appears at first glance, is evidence of the
labyrinthine conflicts in the objectives of all of the would-be
beneficiaries of the canal’s operation. The “united front” of
political, agricultural, business and industrial interests that
have so effectively laced the surface of the state with intri-
cate water facilities over the last 50 years is cracking at the
seams.

A battle of giants

Ever since 1959, when the Legislature passed the Burns-

Porter Act and authorized building the State Water Project,

engineers have perceived the need for some kind of “cross-

Delta facility” to alleviate hydraulic problems caused by
pumping from the Delta. In 1965, this proposal was identi-
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Mike Deaver, the “gatekeeper” for
President Ronald Reagan, has told in-
timates that he plans to remain in
Washington only about a year and a
half before returning to California.
Anybody want to bet whether or not
he’ll complete the term in the White
House?

The word in the Legislature is that
Associate Justice Mathew Tobriner of
the state Supreme Court will retire in
May. He'll be 77 next month. If the
prediction is accurate, Jerry Brown
will be able to name three new justices
virtually at the same time.

Assembly Democrats are hardly
sold on the plan to solve the state’s
fiscal problems through the split-roll
property tax. Assemblyman Waddie
P. Deddeh promised his home-town
San Diego Chamber of Commerce that
he would use his influence as chairman
of the Revenue and Taxation Commit-
tee to kill the proposal.

If anybody keeps paper-blizzard
statistics, it’s a good bet that freshman
Congressman Tom Lantos is breaking
the record for the issuance of press
releases.

There are so many political dinners
these days that an enterprising fund-
raiser, Joyce Taylor of Sacramento,
thinks she can turn a profit selling a
monthly calendar of upcoming events.
The theory is that politicians will buy
her service to make sure they do not
schedule their functions on the same
date as another officeholder.

The state may earn over $1 billion
this year through the investment of
funds on deposit with the state trea-
sury. For the last fiscal year, the earn-
ings were $874 million, an increase of
almost $200 million over the previous
year. On any given day, the state’s
Pooled Money Investment Fund has
some $10 billion to place in interest-
bearing accounts.

From the “Lascher at Large” column
in the State Bar Journal (soon to be
defunct) comes a direct quotation from
an Inyo County divorce case: “Custody
of the dog — This issue will be decided
in accordance with: A. What is the
dog’s best interest . . . B. The age of
the dog is sufficient to indicate that the
desire of the dog regarding custody
should be given consideration.”
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fied as the ditch that would be called the Peripheral Canal, a

43-mile-long, unlined, man-made river skirting the

southeast edge of the triangular region known as the Sacra-
“Mmento-San Joaquin Delta.

The canal’s importance (according to proponents) can be
attributed to the physical reality that without it, exports of
water from the Delta will be sharply limited in both quantity
and quality. Environmental interests and others who op-
pose in principle the canal’s construction have found in it a
relatively uncomplicated means of forcing the reduction of
water exports from the north to the south. Thus it is upon
the delicate turf of the Delta that a political struggle of
giants will be staged. At stake is the future of California’s
water resources; the outcome of the struggle will set the
pace for water management for years to come.

The current controversy revolves around the hard-won
piece of legislation, SB 200, which finally emerged at the end
of the 1980 - 81 session, authored by Senator Ruben Ayala, a
Chino Democrat. Ayala makes no secret of the fact that the
four years he spent seeking the legislation has wearied him
greatly. The bill has two basic functions: It authorizes con-
struction of the Peripheral Canal and supporting facilities,
and it outlines environmental and other aesthetic protec-
tions that will be afforded to the Delta, its waters and the
creatures of those waters.

Ayala’s legislation is the culmination of a generation of
political wrangling about an engineering opinion. That opin-
ion holds that large quantities of water can be diverted
from the Delta channels without doing serious damage to the
Delta’s water quality. Critics of the canal say that is impossi-
ble. Major water-developing interests — mostly from
Southern California — describe SB 200 as “a good compro-
mise bill,” serving both Delta protection and improved ex-
port quality. Other observers insist the bill goes too far; still
others say it will fall short of accomplishing what it promis-
es. And anyone who thought the canal was just around the
corner when Governor Jerry Brown signed the Ayala
measure simply left before the ballgame started.

Cost of the canal — indeed, of all of the facilities said to be
needed to complete the State Water Project — certainly is
escalating, but it is next to impossible solid grip on
the true figures. The state Department of Water Resources
pegs the canal’s price tag at $1.3 billion by the time it is built
and guesstimates that $10 billion will have been expended
through the year 2000 for construétion of the canal and rela-
ted water storage and power generation facilities. It is be-
coming increasingly evident that all of those facilities will
not be completed — some will not even be started — by the

end of the century, and thus their costs virtually are impon-
derable.

A long-standing dream

Ronald B. Robie, director of the department, says he
“won’t even guess” about costs after the year 2000. “Every-
thing in terms of construction is happening two years later
than it was originally anticipated,” says Robie. “With infla-
tion the factor that it is, cost estimates are difficult to come
up with.”

For a project whose inceptive cost was $444 million, the
canal now is in danger of becoming a plan too ambitious for
the state to finance. This possibility, as much as any, has
inspired in the canal’s proponents a driving need to begin its
construction.

Just what is this Peripheral Canal, and why is it torment-
ing so many people? Many years ago, state engineers envi-
sioned the transfer of water from the rain-rich northern part
of the state to the semi-arid regions south of Stockton, into
the great central valley, to irrigate crops there.

Those dreams were quashed by the Depression, but the
plans were sufficient to intrigue federal planners who even-
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tually built the Central Valley Project, extending from
Shasta Reservoir to the east and west sides of the San
Joaquin Valley. It was not until 1960 under Pat Brown, that
the state finally undertook a project of its own.

Cross-delta reference

As with any public works project, supporters of the State
Water Project’s construction had many reasons for lending
their backing, but one was predominant: Customers of the
federal project were bound by the 160-acre irrigation limita-
tion, a stipulation which sharply reduced agricultural profi-
teering; customers of a wholly owned state project would not
be so encumbered.

The state water transfer system would originate on the
Feather River near Oroville, utilizing the channels of the
Feather and Sacramento rivers before being pumped from
the Delta into a series of aqueducts and tunnels for transport
to Central and Southern California. Enabling legislation to
begin construction of the State Water Project made re-
ference to a “cross-Delta facility” that would be necessary at
some | mm pecific in identifying
that project. =

Water engineers, asked to describe the purpose of the
Peripheral Canal, will liken the Delta to a bathtub, the drain
of which is unplugged. Naturally, the water moves toward
the drain. That represents the Delta’s waters moving na-
turally out toward the Pacific Ocean, through the Sacra-
mento and San Joaquin Rivers and into San Francisco Bay.

If (in the bathtub scenario) a larger drain, located at the
tub’s midsection, were to be opened suddenly, the water’s
flow toward the smaller drain would be radically altered.
That is occurring now in the Delta, the result of the pulling of
water from channels by pumping plants of the State Water
Project and the federal Central Valley Project. In several
instances, whole rivers have been stilled in their channels
and then actually drawn in the opposite direction when the
pumps at Tracy are turned on. The overall effect is a reduc-
tion of fresh water quantities reaching San Francisco, which
in turn allows increases in salt-laden tidal waters within the
Delta. When inadequate supplies of fresh water are entering
the Delta from the east and southeast, and corresponding
pumping of export waters is occurring on the south, more
and more salt water rushes inland from San Francisco Bay.
A point will be reached (some claim it already has been)
when the pumps will begin sucking up an unsatisfactory mix
of fresh and salt water.

According toits designers, the proposed Peripheral Canal
would solve this problem by isolating the water intended for
export, never allowing it to enter the Delta. Rather, the
water would be removed from the Sacramento River at
Hoo amento, and carried in the canal in a
southeasterly direction around the Delta to the Tracy pump-
ing plants. Along the way, movable gates built into the side
of the canal would allow release of water into specified Delta
channels, there to “sweeten” water supplies and encourage
good flows seaward.

Here’s the quandary: Water diversions from the Delta will
increase steadily, year by year, from now_until 2020 or so,
when demands will catch up with contractual-agreement

“Timitations. Then both transport projects will be carrying
maximum loads and all the water in them will be both
claimed and utilized.

But long before ex hat level, the Delta
(having been divested of its normal supply of incoming fresh
water by the pumps) would have become intolerably saline,
its waters unfit for Brussel sprouts or bourbon, bereft of
fresh-water aquatic life and a mere shadow of its former self.
Subsequent financial trauma would directly and signifi-
cantly affect the operations of countless agricultural, busi-
ness, industrial, municipal and governmental interests; en-
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suing litigation would make new millionaires of an army of
lawyers.

Allin all, it would be a thoroughly untenable circumstance
that likely will not come to pass, simply because too many
people have too much to lose if it does.

Following the logic of the project’s designers, then, only
two alternatives remain: Either less water is taken from the
Delta directly in order to maintain a salt-free, high-quality
product, or the Delta’s channels are bypassed entirely,
eliminating completely the threat of salt in water intended
for export. The first alternative is considered inoperative;
the state would be in apparent violation of water delivery
contracts, and attorneys on all sides of the canal question

—agree that possibility would benefit no one but the lawyers.
The second alternative is called the Peripheral Canal.

This mindset resulted in passage of Ayala’s SB 200 and
Brown’s ready signature of the bill into law. But the road
taken by the canal’s backers last year through the tangled
jungle of the Legislature was a freeway by comparison to
what lies ahead.

As the legislation passed through its transitive stages, it
generally was supported by those people who wanted to see
the Peripheral Canal built, and opposed by those who feared
the possibility of its existence. The lines were clear; the
enemy was clearly visible, there for all to see.

Four years ago, Ayala (who has become the somewhat
reluctant champion of the Big Ditch That Points South) in-
troduced a series of bills that would have also given state
sanction to the canal’s construction. Safely padded with
generous environmental protections for the Delta, that par-
ticular effort attracted the more conservative of environ-
mental groups which — somewhat surprisingly — endorsed
it. o

Backpedaling and blending

It was at that precise moment that the identities of the
canal’'s proponents and opponents began to blend. Agri-
cultural interests, always supportive of irrigation practices,
took on i raising the alleged canal
bill and began to b. , convinced that political support
from the environmentalists translated into some fatal flaw in
Ayala’s legislative offering. The bill failed.

During the last session of the Legislature, Ayala agreed,
after some coaxing, to introduce another measure to build
the canal. This time, in deference to agricultural interests
south of the Delta, certain critical dry-year criteria were
deleted from the bill. That action had the effect of substan-
tially reducing the level of environmental protection that
could be given the Delta during periods of “drought” or
diminished rainfall.

Even with these consumptive environmental provisions
removed from the bill, large-scale agricultural consumers
were unsatisfied. Fearing that use of the Peripheral Canalin
dry years to “sweeten” Delta channels with injections of
fresh water would deprive them of supplies, farmers were
openly reluctant to support SB 200. But in the end they did
endorse it, to preserve the traditional unity of the develop-
ing interests and to keep alive the ever-receding vision of
the Peripheral Canal.

After the more stringent environmental considerations
were blue-penciled from Ayala’s bill, a trailer bill was con-
ceived by Senator John Nejedly and written to place Delta
protection into another area of California law.

Governor Brown threatened to veto Ayala’s SB 200
(which at the time seemed certain to pass legislative muster)
unless lawmakers also endorsed the trailer bill. Agricultural
interests, which had been watching the governor with
mounting suspicion, roared indignantly with a single voice.
The final result: Farmers 1, Delta protection 0. Brown
signed SB 200, during a televised and widely publicized
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ceremony in downtown Los Angeles, and the Legislature
quietly disposed of Nejedly’s trailer bill.

The organized farmers were still; instead of celebrating
the apparent political victory, they were watching another
approaching threat. The concept that had been destroyed
legislatively in the form of the trailer bill suddenly surfaced
as an initiative proposal on last November’s ballot. It was
popularly known as Proposition 8.

‘Stone-cold’ crazy

Lending credence to the notion that mass environmental
consciousness is not yet dead in the California voter, the

electorate passed Proposition iving significant protec-
tion to the Delta and appearing to impair future develop-

ment of several North Coast rivers including parts of the
American, Eel, Klamath, Trinity and Smith.

And — almost simultaneously — a petition successfully
circulated statewide, qualifying for a future ballot a referen-
dum to invalidate the action of the Legislature in passing SB

200, the canal bill.

“The wave of political adversity startled the leadership of
the California Farm Bureau Federation, a Sacramento-
based conglomerate including 54 county farm organizations
and a reported 10,000 individual members. The state Farm
Bureau, vociferously supportive of the Peripheral Canal
concept, began through its spokesmen to voice concerns
about the political atmosphere, even going so far as to say
that SB 200 as written and signed by Governor Brown would
deter, rather than facilitate, construction of the Peripheral
Canal. In addition, Proposition 8's protection of northern
streams from additional development gave rise to the theory
(one that may prove to be true) that water supplies would
eventually become limited to the point where the canal
would exist, but water to put in it would not.

The scenario was too much for the Farm Bureau Federa-
tion to bear. Publicly reconfirming its support of the canal,
the Farm Bureau decided to take a gamble of epic propor-
tions and to throw its considerable political and economic
clout into the effort to defeat the canal via passage of the
referendum. Then, hearts Tull of optimism, the farmers
would head back to the Legislature to ask for a new canal bill
without those pesky environmental excesses. )

“Thex% y — absolutely, stone-cold crazy — if they
think they can get lawmakers to give them a bill that doesn’t
take care of the Delta, right after the voters have said to do
that in a major election,” says a Senate insider begging
anonymity because “I still have some work to do with these
people.”

His words may be terse but his message has merit: If a
Vegas highroller played the same kind of odds on the same
kind of hunch, he’d be escorted to the door by management.

Part of the Farm Bureau’s logic revolves around the fact
that if Ayala’s bill is repudiated at the polls, Proposition 8
also becomes invalid, because the public-works project it
now seeks to regulate would no longer be an authorized state
project. After gaining that, Bureau officials reason, the
business of building a canal carrying water for crops and not
a lot of other silly purposes would proceed.

The Farm Bureau’s action has divorced the group from

the traditional, familiar assortment of canal supporters:
business, industrial and governmental agencies with
Sgu_ﬁg_l,C_alifﬂig;oriented clout. It has created a strange
new alliance for the Bureau with those who oppose the canal:
environmentalists, Delta farmers and many Northern Cali-
fornia interests. The Sacramento Bee described the Farm
Bureau decision as “throwing out its Peripheral Canal baby
with the bathwater of Proposition 8.”

The farmers’ support of the anti-canal referendum also

aligns them with the California Cattlemen’s Association,
which takes a similar stand in contending that com-
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plicates rather than speeds construction of the canal. To-
gether, the farmers and the cattlemen form the nucleus of a
ragtag band that is about to engage in battle a coalition
awesome inits composition: the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California, the Agricultural Council of Califor-
nia, the Association of California Water Agencies, the Asso-
ciation of State Water Project Agencies, the California
Chamber of Commeérce, Economic and En-
vironmental Balance, the California Municipal Utilities As-
sociation, three major labor groups including the Team-
sters, Kern County and San Diego water agencies and other

water-oriented groups from around the state. While it is
true that membership in the Farm Bureau often overlaps
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into some of the latter organizations, the Bureau doesn’t
realistically stand to pick up a whole lot of support for their
position.

Farm Bureau President Fred Heringer thinks the stance
taken by his group is entirely Togical, pointing out that pas-
sage of Proposition 8 “locks into the California Constitution
Delta standards that have no flexibility.” In other words, no
adjustment in controlled Delta outflow could be made, even
during future dry periods, without subsequent voter ap-
proval or a two-thirds vote of the Legislature. Heringer also
admits to his concern over Proposition 8’s “over-protection”
of the northern streams.

In an orchestrated public relations campaign, Heringer
signed “letters to the editor” and wrote guest editorials for
newspapers all over the state, emphasizing the Farm Bu-
reau’s position that “we do not feel we should bankrupt our
future by locking up the north coast rivers as the price for
securing the Peripheral Canal.” Heringer says that “options
must be left open” for future water development and asks,
“Can a state that relies so mightily on water development
turn its back on planning beyond the year 2000?”

Heringer pointed out in the publicity package that the
argument of the Farm Bureau is not with guarantees for the
Delta: “We believe they are justified and in fact already
assured by the language of SB 200.” Instead, he noted, re-
strictions on north coast development is the problem. (The
“assurances” for Delta protection are indeed contained in SB
200 — but Heringer and the Farm Bureau are trying to
repeal the bill.)

Ayala, nettled by the public relations campaign of the
Farm Bureau, shot off a letter to Heringer, citing his belief
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that “conventional water development in California is in a
state of chaos” and hinting broadly that the Farm Bureau’s
recent activities have contributed to that state of affairs.
“Politics,” wrote Ayala, “is the art of compromise. Agri-
culture has 95 per the (water) pie via SB 200. The 5
1@&?&‘}1’&@%&&@% to making water develop-
ment on the north coast subject to a two-thirds vote of the
Legislature in lieu of the present majority requirement.
This language appeared in Proposition 8. It was supported
by myself and Southern California water interests for one
reason and one reason only. We did not believe that Gov-
ernor Brown would have signed SB 200 if protection of the
north coast did not appear in Proposition 8. No signature, no

pie. By my standards, 95 per cent of a big pie is better than
100 per cent of no pie.”

The governor’s surprise

Despite Governor Brown’s embrace of SB 200, his popu-
larity with canal proponents was short-lived, because the
ink was barely dry on the bill before he was appealing to the
federal government to include those very same northern
rivers in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The Farm
Bureau — and a host of others — perceived Brown’s action
as though he had told them, “Okay, boys, you can have your
canal, but you can’t have any more water to put through it.”

But Brown’s action was perfectly consistent with his past
statements on the subject. Resources Agency Secretary
Huey Johnson has convinced his boss that the canal can be
justified only on the basis of Delta protection and satisfac-
tion of current water supply obligations. Thus its use in
future years to wheel new supplies of water to new, yet-to-
be-irrigated croplands would be jeopardized, if not out of the
question.

Outraged, the pro-canal forces fanned out into the judi-
ciary, emerging with a pair of injunctions forbidding then-
Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus from acting on Brown’s re-
quest for federal protection of the northern rivers. Interior
lawyers returned fire by successfully overturning the in-
junctions, and Andrus was able, in a last-minute, drama-
packed flurry, to make his final official function the designa-
tion of 1,235 miles of Northern California rivers as “wild and

;scenic” and thus out of reach of the dam builders. (An
attempt has been commenced to seek reversal of Andrus’
order by President Ronald Reagan.)

Whatever the outcome of the new federal order, Brown
shut himself off forever from the affection of some of the
canal proponents by making the appeal in the first place.
Some key members of the farming community’s political
leadership say that their dislike for the governor, and their
suspicions of his motives, would be reason enough to work
for the repudiation of SB 200.

The pro-canal coalition has not disintegrated with the de-
parture of the Farm Bureau Federation, nor is it terribly
weakened, says William Fairbank Jr., lobbyist for the Me-
tropolitan Water District of Southern California. Fairbank
maintains that the farmers will return to the fold after they
begin to understand what’s going on.

Fairbank says efforts are being made toward that end:
“With continued discussion, the fears of those who have
these very strong convictions that we (the coalition) have
agreed to something completely inflexible will be dissipated.
Everyone will get back on board and say, ‘Time is wasting,
let us get on with the job of building the canal.’ ”

Fairbank, whose tenure in Sacramento for the MWD
started with the original State Water Project back in 1959, is
blunt in his analysis of the political acumen exhibited by the
Farm Bureau: “It is my belief that — as is typical with the
Farm Bureau — they have not had the opportunity to go
fully into the ramifications. They are going entirely by gut
reactions coming from their water committee, and the pre-
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domination of their thinking centers around the taking away
of north coast waters. Their understanding of the main
issues is in error.”

Fairbank said the educational process for the farmersis a
priority. “Our whole objective is to get everyone fully com-
prehending what the language of SB 200 really means, and
what the language in Proposition 8 really means.”

During the period immediately following passage of Prop-
osition 8 (which was endorsed by the Metropolitan Water
District), efforts were made to keep the Farm Bureau from
peeling off from the coalition. Crucial to those efforts were
arguments that the simple change from a majority to a two-
thirds vote of the Legislature to further restrict develop-
ment of the north coast rivers was “not that serious.”

“California wants to control its own destiny,” says Fair-
bank. “It doesn’t of course want anything in the federal
system. We want it to be controlled by the Legislature and
by the people of California.ﬁmm sees that
the bill's supporters all agreed in the consensus that for the
immediate future we are concentrating on developing the
surplus waters of the Sacramento Valley to impound either
above or below the ground’s surface.

“The coalition is suggesting very strongly that reclama-
tion, conservation and the conjunctive use of ground water
south of the Delta is a complete part of our plan, and that
until we fully explore that, we won’t go to the north coast.
We won’t need to go to the north coast, because the engi-
neering and financial facts are that these other ways are alot
less expensive (than north coast development).”

Fairbank says that the coalition — including the Farm
Bureau — agreed not long ago that these alternative steps
would be taken during the next 15 years and “if those prove
to be unfeasible, then we are all together in saying that the
only place left to go is the north coast. As a consequence, we
don’t see that we are writing off the opportunity to develop
the north coast at all, but today just isn’t the day.”

The argument failed, Fairbank contends, when Brown
petitioned Andrus to take the north coast rivers under the
federal wing. “With all of the discussions that we all have
had with the governor’s office, no one had any idea what-

~ soever that the governor would take that step. Quite to the

contrary, we had made very clear to the governor that in the
process we were keeping control of the north coast rivers in
the hands of the Legislature and the people of this state. And
when he shot off that letter to Andrus, he completely des-
troyed the confidence of many in him. We at Metropolitan
were shocked, and we said so.”

Farm Bureau Federation President Heringer takes um-
brage at the suggestion that his organization made its choice
to oppose SB 200 without all of the facts. “We think the
integrity of the State Water Project is non-existent without
having access to the water of the north coast, and so we
think we should just start over at this time by defeating the
Peripheral Canal bill,” he says.

The farmers, linked arm-in-arm with their new allies, the
environmentalists, will take their case to the voters. If the
governor does not call for a special election, the referendum
to repeal SB 200 will be on the June 1982 ballot. If the ref-
erendum passes, the farm lobby will then throw its support
behind new enabling legislation that it — and not Southern
California interests — has written.

‘Let’s proceed’

Fairbank believes that the pro-canal coalition will prevail.
A glance at its membership (in addition to those already
listed) alleviates any question one may have about its politi-
cal muscle: the Newhall Land and Farming Company, the
Irvine Ranch Company, Rockwell International, Security
Pacific Bank, Bixby Ranch, Pacific Lighting, Southern Cali-
fornia Edison, Fluor Corporation, Pacific Mutual Insurance,

——
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Mission Viejo Land Company, Union and Getty Oil.

The coalition plans to spend several million dollars to gain
voter sanction of SB 200, but failing that, other alternatives
remain. Fairbank explains: “Most of us who favor the canal
believe SB 200 was not necessary, that the Burns-Porter
Act of 1959 provided the necessary authority — which could
have in the past been exercised but was not — to proceed
with the Peripheral Canal’s construction. After the people
have made up their minds, and should they decide to turn
down what the Legislature has done, then the real thrust as
far as contractors and the state of California are concerned
would be to say, ‘Forget the legislation, proceed with the
Peripheral Canal.” We have the authorization to do that; we
always have said that. This would be done even if concur-
rently someone was running another bill to authorize the
canal all over again. It would strike me that the thing to dois
to go to the Department of Water Resources and say, ‘Let’s
proceed.’ ”

Fairbank says criticism of MWD is unfounded: “We are
being consistent in our position. We truly mean what we said
20 years ago, that this project was going to be developed in
the interest of all of the people of California, with full protec-
tion to the areas of origin. We have adhered to that proviso
in every way, shape and form, and we are now being con-
demned for the reiteration of our support for the protection
of the north through Proposition 8.”

Question of quantity

MWD representatives indeed were saying that two dec-
ades ago, but their interest in the Delta’s maintenance came
much later — early in the ’70s — when it became clear that
political considerations would probably always require such
environmental protection, and that it was in the best in-
terests of MWD to support such a position.

That decision — to agree to the provision of sometimes-
large quantities of diversions of fresh water into the Delta
during dry periods — rankles agricultural interests south of
the Delta who foresee “their” water being used for purposes
other than irrigating their crops.

Because of the attention focused on water quality in the
Delta, the question of quantity too often is ignored, but it is
this latter issue that complicates rational discussion. In
years when precipitation in the northern part of the state is
“normal,” storage rservoirs are full and the only limitation
on water deliveries is the lack of facilities to make those
deliveries. In dry periods, however, the situation is re-
versed: There is insufficient water to place into the convey-
ance system. -

The answer to this problem, as proposed by developers, is
additional construction of dams and storage reservoirs. And
the only Tiversinm the state where such extensive supplies
are available are on the north coast.

In the end, however, one unalterable truth will emerge:
There is not enough water in California to make everyone
happy, nor will there ever be enough. Those who achieve
and maintain control of future supplies will have done so
through brute strength. That is how it always has been.

Like Mark Twain’s search for Henderson’s place, no real
ground is being lost by proponents of the canal, nor has any
been lost during the endless efforts to start construction of
the project during its 16 years as an official proposal. But
after countless words, agreements and arguments, the canal
is no closer to reality than it was at its inception in the early
1960’s. And if it ever is to be built, it may be on the basis of
legal authority that allegedly has existed all along. Judges —
not voters — may have the ultimate say in the matter of the
Peripheral Canal.

Twain was right in something else he said: Thunder is
good, thunder is impressive, but it is lightning that does the
work.
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The case for regional
groundwater management

B. Delworth Gardner [ Richard E. Howitt

A dual allocation problem is encountered
in determining the best use of any ground-
water basin: its best use over time (intertem-
poral allocation) and the best distribution of
the resource among users (spatial
allocation). If only one claimant were mak-
ing decisions within one year, the allocation
problem would disappear. A single farmer
whose farm overlies a basin and who con-
siders only this year’s use of the water would
pump the amount producing his greatest net
return. Thus, he would earn the greatest
possible ‘‘rent”’ for the water, extracting it as
long as the value in use of an incremental
unit of water exceeds the costs of pumping it.

The first complication—an intertemporal
allocation problem —is that use of the water
this year means foregoing rents that the
water could earn if pumped in future years.
The expected future rents earned by the
water, however, must be discounted before a
valid comparison can be made with the
water’s current earning power.

The decision either to use or save the water
is further complicated by changing yields,
prices, and costs over time and by increased
future pumping costs (which also must be
discounted) as pumping lowers the water
table.

Adding to the dilemma for just the one
farmer are other water claimants—other
landowners whose properties overlie the
basin. Now one farmer’s pumping means
that less water is available to others as well as
himself, it is at lower depths, and it may be
of lower quality. Thus, one farmer’s pump-
ing increases costs for each of the others, and
the more he pumps in the present, the higher
the future costs to himself and the others.

Since an individual pumper does not have
exclusive rights to future use of the water, he
tends to disregard future values in decision
making, considering only the value he gets
from using the water in relation to his per-
sonal pumping costs. Each pumper can be
expected to act similarly. As a result, the
pool is exploited at a faster rate than is most
beneficial for the basin as a whole; the
economic rents that the water might have
yielded are dissipated, and the entire basin is
drawn down to a no-profit situation. Fur-

ther, the individual pumper, in attempting to
capture the groundwater before the stock is
depleted by other pumpers, is likely to over-
invest in size of wells, pumps, and other
equipment.

The better-than-average farmer may still
be able to extract some rent from the water
after the others have reached the no-profit
state, but even this farmer would be far bet-
ter off had the basin been managed for the
mutual benefit of all users. To correct this
‘“‘common pool’”’ problem some regional
management entity, operating in the best in-
terests of the joint pumpers, is needed to
stop overdrafting the basin at exactly the
socially optimal point where the overall rent
to all users is at a maximum.

[] Carole Frank Nuckton

First, many groundwater aquifers are ac-
tually underutilized. Obviously, a basin such
as Kiﬁ’—’—gs . which has perhaps 62 years before
reaching the optimal steady-state level, does
not yet need controls. Water policy must per-
mit enough flexibility to impose controls
only where needed.

Second, rents earned by water use over
time have been increasing. Cost-reducing
technological advance, for example, and ex-
pansion of foreign trade in agricultural pro-
ducts have increased the value of water in
use, thus perhaps shielding farmers from the
isolated effects of overutilizing groundwater
aquifers. Long-term rents could be still
higher, however, if the optimal steady-state
level for the region were achieved.

Economic Benefits of Regional Regulation
Tule Kaweah Kings Madera
Years to regional
optimum b i 62 36
Years to no-profit
state 53 67 154 93
Benefit per acre at time
of optimal steady state,
1979 dollars 152.85 194.04 453.52 286.33
2
We made some rough calculations fopfour Third, farmers fear that regulations will
adjacent San Joaquin Valley @ Tule, bring a shift of control from farmer to non-
Kaweah, Kings, and Madera. ‘‘Steady farmer interests. As the number of farms has

state,” when net withdrawals equal the aver-
age annual recharge, can be established at
various levels, but only one level is best for a
particular basin. Using a discount rate of 8
percent and an electricity price of 6 cents per
kilowatt-hour, we computed for each basin
the number of years until the optimum level
steady state would be reached at current
rates of overdrafting. We also computed the
years to reach the no-profit state and the per-
acre benefit of stopping at the regional op-
timum rather than continuing to overdraft to
the no-profit state (see table).

With such impressive benefits to be achieved
by stabilizing at the best level for the region,
why have California farmers resisted
regional control?

declined, the number of municipal, indus-
trial, and recreational users competing for
scarce water has increased greatly. Farmers
feel that extracting ever-diminishing water
rents is still preferable to losing the water en-
tirely to nonagricultural uses.

Fourth, controls that diminish pumping
mean giving up, for the sake of the future,
dollar values that could be enjoyed this year.
Still, reducing pumping to the regionally op-
timum level has to be the best for all over the
long term. Some of the immediate negative
impacts of pumping reductions could prob-
ably be mitigated by water-saving technology
and improved irrigation efficiency.

Finally, some farmers believe that newly
developed replacement water will arrive in
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time to avert the no-profit, depleted state.
Given the political environment today, how-
ever, it is by no means clear that significant
new water development will bail out users of
depleted groundwater basins.

In sum, farmers’ resistance to controls
over groundwater extraction is understand-
able. State-level management would be par-
ticularly onerous, since many basins may not
need regulation for years. For some basins
intervention is needed. The boundaries of
the control agency should correspond as
closely as possible to the boundaries of the
aquifer. Personnel imposing the controls
should be elected by representatives of the
basin’s water users, if controls are to be ap-
proved and if confidence in their administra-
tion is to be high.

Luckily, most California groundwater
basins will eventually arrive at optimal steady
state at a level high enough to sustain a pros-
perous overlying agriculture. By contrast,
the Ogallala, a California-size aquifer

stretching from Texas to South Dakota, is
threatening toFun dry. Regulatory agencies
are attempting to curb each farmer’s urge to
pump what remains. A Kansas farmer was
quoted recently by the Wall Street Journal
(August 6, 1980): ““It’s a shame we didn’t
have water management back in the year
1950. We could have put controls on and in-
stead of lasting 40 years, the Ogallala would
have lasted 80.”

Water can be managed wisely in California
so that users of basins in critical overdraft
conditions can realize the most from the

resource. Local cooperation to maximize
long-term benefits from a basin, including
the associated land values, is essential. Other
basins far from the critical stage now should,
nevertheless, be monitored periodically. The
key to California’s water management is
enough flexibility so that each basin can be
assessed independently. Water analysts can
contribute to the decision-making process,
which should probably remain basically a
local matter.

B. Delworth Gardner is Director, Giannini Foun-
dation of Agricultural Economics, University of
California, Berkeley, and Professor, Department
of Agricultural Economics, U.C., Davis, Richard
E. Howitt is Associate Professor, and Carole
Frank Nuckton is Research Associate, Depart-

ment of Agricultural Economics, U.C., Davis.
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San Joaquin Valley hydrological study areas.

rdrafting

groundwater
always bad?

Richard E. Howitt

Carole Frank Nuckton

Like money in the bank, groundwater can
be spent now or saved for the future. Unlike
a normal bank account, however, overdraft-
ing a groundwater source does not result in a
negative balance requiring instant attention,
but only indicates that withdrawals exceed
deposits and the balance is declining. In
nearly all basins, overdrafting initially con-
tributes more to the community overlying
the basin than it costs. As the level of the
aquifer drops, however, overdrafting costs
increase. Thus, a depth will inevitably be
reached at which costs will exceed benefits.
Clearly, overdrafting should not exceed this
depth.

Continuing our banking analogy, the
groundwater stock can be compared with
capital that can be either invested in business
(growing crops) or saved to draw interest.
“Interest’” accrued by the decision not to
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overdraft is collected in the future through
savings in pumping costs. Overdrafting, of
course, lowers the water table so that, as
time goes on, pumps must draw more deeply
at increased cost.

Setting aside other bad features associated
with overdrafting, such as land subsidence
and water quality deterioration, let us con-
sider only the economic choice between us-
ing capital and reserving it. In reserving it,
the farmer must use less water on existing
cropland, cut back on irrigated acreage, or
import costly surface water. He would prob-
ably cut back on the least profitable irrigated
crop. In the decision procedure, net return
on the area’s least profitable irrigated crop
must be balanced against future savings in
pumping costs. Money in hand today, how-
ever, is worth more than money received in
the future, not just because of devaluation of
the dollar, but because today’s dollar can be
invested at the going rate of interest.
Economists use a discount rate to determine
the ““present value’’ of a sum to be received
in the future. Using, for example, 8 percent,
the rate a conservative investor can receive
on government bonds, $100 received next
year is worth $92.59 today, since $92.59 in-
vested at 8 percent will be worth $100 in a
year. The formula allowing for continuous
compounding and for various time spans,
becomes more complicated, but the principle
is the same. Putting alternative investment
strategies into present value terms allows
clear comparisons to be made.

Again, using the banking analogy, the
“‘steady state’” of a groundwater source is
the point at which deposits (recharge) equal
withdrawals. A hydrologic system is in a
steady state if net withdrawals equal the
average rate of natural recharge. This state
can be attained at various groundwater
levels; the more overdrafting, the deeper the
level. When the aquifer has been sucked
almost dry and pumping has to equal annual
recharge, this, too, is a steady state, but one
with very high pumping costs.

Sooner or later all groundwater aquifers
must reach steady state, although, it is
hoped, not when empty. The management
decision to be made for each aquifer is when
and at what depth to stop overdrafting. Ir-
rigated agricultural production dependent on
a steady state groundwater source will have
to stabilize at exactly the level sustainable by
withdrawals, balanced with natural and ar-
tificial recharges.

The calculation of the optimum level for
steady state of a particular aquifer depends
on several variables, including the present

TABLE 1. Optimal Economic Steady State for
Four San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basins.

Madera Kings Kaweah Tule

Return, dollars* 36.50 3715 39.44 40.07
User cost, dollarst 16.45 19.88 21.81 19.88
Average depth to groundwater level,

feet, 1979 84.9 77.9 85.7 129.4
Current average rate of overdraft

(drop in depth to water), feet/year 25 1.6 3.9 4.2
Depth of optimal steady state, feet 176 178 155 177
Years to steady state at current rates

of overdraft 36 62 177 11.5

an economic computer model of the region.

discount rate of 8 percent, an

*Net return of an additional acre-foot of water when applied to the least profitable crop in the area. Calculated from

tPresent value of future savings in pumping costs of extracting an additional acre-foot of water. Calculation was
made using average basin depth to groundwater, average regional pump gtflgienC£ of 55 Eevcent, net efficiency
of application incorporating specific yield of the aquifer and proportion of applied water that percolates back,

uture energy price of $0.06/kilowatt-hour.

depth to groundwater, the discount rate
chosen, and the profitability of irrigated
agricultural production in the area relative to
costs of energy for pumping. Absolute
values of net returns received for farm pro-
ducts or prices paid for energy are not im-
portant in the decision-making process; it is
their comparison that is relevant.

Is overdrafting bad? Not as long as the net
revenue from the least profitable crop ex-
ceeds the present value of future savings in

additional pumping costs. (We are still ignor-

ing environmental effects of overdrafting.)
To illustrate that overdrafting under cer-
tain circumstances is not always detrimental,
we have selected for study four groundwater
management basins out of thirteen defined
as subject to critical overdraft conditions, ac-
cording to the recent California Department
of Water Resources report (Bulletin No.
118-80). The basins, adjacent to one another
on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley,
are Madera, Kings, Kaweah, and Tule.
Results of our computations for the four
basins (table 1) must not be taken as
definitive, because they are based on provi-
sional aggregate data. Effects of water qual-
ity degradation and land subsidence have
been omitted from the costs. The provisional
results, however, demonstrate the ease with
which the steady-state target can be com-
puted, given the data, the relative sensitivity
of the optimal steady state to the agricul-
ture/energy price ratio, and the discount
rate selected. From the results, the approx-
imate degree of urgency for basin manage-
ment can be estimated in terms of years to
steady state at the current rate of overdraft.
Although there is not much difference
among basins in the value of an additional
acre-foot of water applied to the least profit-
able crop, there is considerably more varia-

tion in the value of water remaining
underground.

Kaweah Basin is the only one to differ in
optimal depth to steady state with a perma-
nent 155-foot basin, compared with 177 in
the other districts. Since Kaweah is bounded
on two sides by Tule and Kings basins, the
hydrologic interconnections may cause prob-
lems in achieving these levels in the long run.
Given the time to steady state, however, it is
clear that Kings Basin will not cause prob-
lems for Kaweah.

The number of years to steady state shows
that Tule and Kaweah will soon face long-
term economic costs and should start plan-
ning immediately for steady state ‘‘no over-
draft’’ adjustment. Madera and Kings basins
have, respectively, 36 and 62 years before
current levels of overdrafting become
uneconomic. This long period in which cur-
rent levels of overdraft are economically
beneficial to the regional agricultural
economy should allow plenty of time to for-
mulate plans for future steady-state ad-
justments. In such regions, the costs of
detailed hydrologic planning are better
deferred, and an audit of the situation in
about five years should suffice for the time
being.

The steady-state depths and times on
which these conclusions are based, however,
depend on two key factors—the discount
rate and the agriculture/energy price ratio.
In table 2 sensitivity of the results to changes
in the relative energy price (up 50 percent
from 1979 prices, 100 percent, 150 percent)
and discount rates of 5 and 10 percent are
analyzed. As expected, lower discount rates

and higher energy costs shorten the time to

steady state.
At a 5 percent instead of 8 percent dis-
count rate, both Tule and Kaweah have
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already gone past the point of optimal steady
state. When the effect of 7.5 cents per
kilowatt-hour is combined with a 5 percent
discount rate, all the basins should stabilize
at a very shallow depth. Given the current
rate of inflation, however, and escalating
energy prices, a much more likely combina-
tion is a high discount rate and high energy
prices. The effect of 7.5 cents per kilowatt-
hour dominates the offsetting effect of the
shift to the 10 percent discount rate,
significantly reducing the time to steady
state. Tule Basin would reach optimal steady
state in only 2.9 years.

Without regional management and regula-
tion in the critical overdraft basins, such as
Tule, individual pumpers are economically
inclined to pump beyond the steady-state
point optimal for the basin. In fact, each
farmer would keep pumping until a steady-
state depth of no i—réﬁ'%;eached—that is,
overdrafting would continue to the water
table depth at which individual pumping
costs equal the value of water used on the

least profitable crop. At this point the
farmer would cut back on rates of ground-
water extraction, the basin would be in

hydrologic steady state, and crop acreage

would be reduced by the same amount as

under regional management, but at a later
date. The problem is, however, that pumping
costs would be so high that marginal crops
(the least profitable crops) would be gener-
ating no profit.

By contrast, under regional management,
overdrafting would be stopped at a higher

water level, hydrologic steady state would be
reached sooner, pumping costs would be
lower, and marginal crops would still show a
profit. Long-range benefits to the basin and
to individual farmers far outweigh short-
term profits extracted by pumping beyond
the optimum point.

On the other hand, Kings Basin under
high discount rate and high energy cost
assumptions still has 38 years before
reaching the steady-state level optimal for all
Tarmers drawing from that aquifer. Basins in
such an enviable position can delay costly
regulatory actions, at least for a time.

Several economic and hydrologic prob-
lems with overdrafting have been simplified
in this analysis. For example, it is difficult to
attach dollar values to some of the en-
vironmental factors. Land subsidence
resulting from the drawdown of the water
table causes problems with overlying roads,
canals, and well linings. These costs are not
major when compared with increased pump-
ing costs for all future periods. There are,
however, serious concerns about the perma-
nent loss of storage capacity as an emptying
aquifer partially caves in. Salinity appears to
increase as water stocks diminish. In some
areas, sea water intrusion in drawdown aqui-
fers is a problem.

Obviously, water managers must find a
way to add environmental and water quality
deterioration costs associated with overdraft-
ing into their computation of the optimum
steady-state level of an aquifer. One way
would be to shorten times and raise optimal

/ng{u oYl A, %M r&%(

steady-state depth computations (say 10 or 15
percent). A safety margin should also be
built into the optimal steady-state target level
to allow for drought years when natural re-
charge is below normal.

Conclusion

Overdrafting groundwater is not always
bad, nor is it all bad. Overdrafting can be
economically beneficial in some areas even
for many years to come, but ultimately a
point will be reached at which long-term
costs of overdraft exceed short-term benefits
in present value terms. This critical point
varies greatly from basin to basin, and the
urgency with which basin management and
overdraft controls are needed varies accord-
ingly.

At present groundwater levels and pump-
ing costs in the San Joaquin Valley, it is clear-
ly essential to define basins of workable size
for management and determine if and when
overdraft will become costly to water users.
Groundwater management plans, however,
should not require that overdrafting cease or
that large amounts of money be spent on
detailed regulation programs for basins
many years away from reaching optimal
steady-state depths. In other basins, rapidly
approaching the critical steady-state point,
effective and equitable groundwater man-
agement must be quickly established.

Richard E. Howitt is Associate Professor, and
Carole Frank Nuckton is Research Associate,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Universi-
ty of California, Davis.

TABLE 2. Sensitivity of Steady State to Changén the Discount Rate and in Energy Costs
Discount rate =5% / Discount rate =10%
Cost/kilowatt- User Depth to Timeto  Cost/kilowatt- User Depth to Time to

hour cost steady state  steady state hour cost steady state  steady state

$ $ ft yr $ $ ft yr
Madera Madera

0.045 19.19 201.2 46.2 0.045 10.05 307.5 88.3
.060 25.59 95.7 .060 13.40 202.6 46.7
.075 31.99 316 (—2@ .075 16.76 138.1 211

Kings Kings

0.045 19.69 203.0 . 7 0. 045 10.32 312.0 145.4
.060 26.26 95.5 13.75 205.2 79.1
.075 32.82 30.3 075 17.19 139.6 38.3

Kaweah Kaweah

0.045 25.03 167.5 0. 045 13.11 306.1 56.7
.060 33.38 53.2 17.48 192.6 27.5
.075 41.72 —-0.0t 075 21.85 123.0 9.6

Tule Tule

0.045 23.19 196.3 0.045 12.15 324.7 46.9
.060 30.92 80.3 .060 16.20 209.4 19.2
075 38.65 9.9 ,22)8:.;: .075 20.25 141.6 2.9

*Negative values indicate the number of years ago that optimal Water for ady state was exceeded at current overdraft.
tAt this low discount rate and high relative energy cost, no draw the water level is justified.
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PERIPHERAL CANAL REFERENDUM QUALIFIES
SETS STATE RECORD

and signed SB 200 into law. No work can pro-
ress on any of the many facilities authorized
y SB 200 as long as the election is penaing.

The first referendum in thirty r
with a record breaking number o 81§na§urgs,
gathered in record breaking time. million
signatures were gathered in 65 days with no

¥ears qualified

lead time to prepare any literature or a
grassroots organization. 843,000 were turned
in.

SB 200, which authorizes the peripheral camal
package of water development facilities, was
the most hotly debated issue in the state leg-
islature last Kear._ More money has been spent
on its behalf both in lobbying expenditures
and campaign contribution rewards than any
other piece of legislation in our state's
history. Now the debate and massive expendi-
tures of money will continue.

The referendum will appear on our ballots in

This issue of WATERLOG contains an in depth
analysis of SB "200. It shows that the legis-
lature has given away a great deal of power
and authority for future decision making.
Southern California will have a surplus of
water far into the next century without build-
ing anything more. _The hlshly touted environ-
mental protections in SB 200 are worthless
when practical realities and past history are
examined. Water projects have never paid for
themselves. California needs a comprehensive
water go}lqy that will insure that water is
used efficiently and according to its worth.

This will be one of the most important deci-

June of 1982, the next statewide election, un-
less the Governor decides to call a special
election in November. There are indications
that he might do this. Then the citizens of
California can decide whether to accept or
throw out the action taken by the state legis-
lature and by Governor Brown when they passed

sions the Eeople of California will make at
the polls for the next generation. Study the
issues well and vote wisely.

Dorothy Green, Coordinator.
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SB 200 - an analysis of
THE PERIPHERAL CANAL PACKAGE OF
WATER DEVELOPMENT FACILITIES

A BLANK CHECK TO BUILD.

Twenty years ago, the voters of California
narrowly approved (by 108,000 votes) the
Burns-Porter Act that autﬁorlzgd the sale of
General Obligation Bonds to build the State
Water Project. The voters were led to believe
that that bond issue would provide enough
money to "meet the water needs of the state,"
How those needs were to be met was left quite
open ended.

The Burns-Porter Act calls "for the construc-
tion of such additional facilities . . .
necessary and desirable to meet local needs .
. . and to augment the supplies of water in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta from multiple
purpose dams, reservoirs, aqueducts and ag-
purtenant works in the watersheds of the Sac-
ramento, Eel, Trinity, Mad, Van Duzen and
Klamath Rivers . . .. It also calls for a
delta transfer facility, rather than a peri-
pheral canal.

Now that the $1.75 billion dollar bond issue
is essentially spent, we are belng told that
we need to spend an additional $20 billion by
the year 2000 to "meet the water needs of the
state.

When the $1.75 billion dollar amount was set
for the bond issue more than twenty years ago,
members of the legislature and admlnistration
knew it would be far from adequate to build
all that was planned. The size of the bond
issuye was a political Judﬁement as to the
maximum amount of money the people would
approve.

SB 200 continues the same blank check as
Burns—-Porter. Total discretion has been given
. to the Director of Water Resources to decide
when, where and under what conditions it is
"feasible" to build the next facility.

"NEED" NEVER ESTABLISHED.

The way in which "need" for water development
was determined is a lesson in bureaucracy

without restraint. The state first inventor-
ied all the water resources in_the state and

gublished this inventory as Bulletin 1. Then
the state inventoried all the "irrigable" land
in the state, published as Bulletin 2. These

were put to%ether in Bulletin 3, the Califor-
nia Water Plan. There has never been a com-
prehensive financial analysis.

The benefit/cost analysis performed for the
1960 ballot election produced a positive ratio
only because the costs of Oroville Dam were
not” included in the figures. No adequate
benefit/cost analysis has been performed on
the package of facilities in SB 200.

No analysis has ever been made as to how much
it will cost to deliver water from one end of
the state to the other, and if, in fact, there
would be customers for the water at that cost.

State law requires that the users pay. There
are 1nalcations that San Joaquin Vgl¥ey farm-
ers are a1read¥ having trouble meeting their
state water bill despite the fact that they
are currently heavily subsidized by the
Metropolitan Water District.

SB 200 NEEDED TO MEET CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS.

Senate Bill 200 authorizes the construction of
additions to the State Water Project (SWP) in
order to fulfill contracts to de{iver water
signed by the state in the 1960's, after the
Burns-Porter Act was passed. To meet the
contracts, the state will have to pump twice
as much water out of the Delta for export as
can now be taken without greatly aggravating
serious environmental problems that exist in
the Delta and endangering the Delta's water
quality. Several additional dams and reser-
voirs, additional canals and pumping facili-
ties, and additional power generating facili-
ties as well as the peripheral canal will have
to be built in order to meet the contracts.
(See below for list of facilities authorized.)

The contracts were signed in another age when
natural resources were seemingl{'unlimlted and
energ{ very cheap. 0il was selling for $2 a
barrel and nuclear power, it was thought,
would be so cheap it would not have to be
metered. The economy was expanding at a fast
pace with apparently no limits on our ability
to pay or to borrow.

These contracts are clearly no longer appro-
grlate considering present realities and must

e renegotiated, All the good dam sites have
already been built on, energy prices are
spiraling ever higher, the state's financial
resources are spread exceedingly thin, and the
Delta environment cannot tolerate the removal
of any additional water.

CONTRACTS MUST BE RENEGOTIATED.

The terms of the contracts call on the state
to deliver if practicable the prescribed
amount of water - to make a good faith effort.
It 1s acknowledged that during drought years,
the state may not be able to meet delta envi-
ronment standards and ship
water south.
environmental needs of the San Francisco Bay
and Delta are more fully understood, they
should have some claim on the available water.
Ability to fulfill the contracts must be
viewed in the context of meeting all the needs
of the state for water.

all the contracted
It is also clear that as the

NO NEED IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA.

Additional water supplies are not needed to
meet the needs of Southern California despite
the threats of dire consequences issued con-
tinuously by the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (MWD). MWD's supply



and demand projections contain zero conserva-

tion, State mandated conservation measures
now in place that require no special action by
anyone will produce a larger savings, accord-
ing to state officials, tgan the dire predic-
tions of shortages now issued by MWD. In-
creasing water costs, especially as old energy
contracts are renegotiated, will trigger fur-
ther conservation. There will be a surplus of
water in southern California in 2000 without
building any additional facilities. Other
cheaper sources are also available. (For a
fuller discussion, see below.

ENERGY NEEDS ARE ENORMOUS.

Although not mentioned in SB 200, the state
will have to build additional power plants to
pump the water south. The State Water Pro ject
1s now the single blﬁgest user of electricity
in the state and will more than double the
energy it uses should SB 200 pass. MWD is the

second largest user of electricity in the
state.

Authorization to build whatever generating
facilities are needed already exist in the
Central Valley Act gassed in the 1930's.
Revenue bonds” that do not require a vote by,
the people are being sold on an ongoing basis
to build what the Director of Water Resources
decides is needed. The legislature has given
away 1ts authority to review these decisions.
(See below for power facilities planned.)

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONS FOR DELTA ARE
ILLUSORY.

SB 200 contains four measures that are su
posed to Erotect the Delta environment:
screens that function so as to keep small

fish, eggs and larvae from going down the s

canal to the gumps, a plan to restore historic
leveis of fish and wildlife in the Delta,

water quality standards (salt content), and an
environmental impact report that must comnsider |
how operation of the peripheral canal will
atfect the level of nutrients needed to sus-

tain life in the Delta. It is exceedingly un- |
likely that ag{ of these so-called Delta

protections will or can be implemented so as
to_achieve the stated desired goals. (For

full discussion see below.

gzsh

CONSERVATION, REUSE, GROUND WATER STORAGE.

The present state administration is very proud
that SB 200 finally gives them specific au-
thority to carry out conservation, water reuse
and ground water storage programs. Current
water law does not include such clear author-
ity. However, SB 200 states that these pro-
grams can only be carried out after contracts
are signed with the local water.aﬁency within
which the Ero ram would be carried out. Con-
sidering the long standing and vehement oppo-
sition by local water agencies to these kinds
of programs, it is extremely unlikely that
many such contracts will be signed.

WATER FACILITIES AUTHORIZED BY SB 200

PERIPHERAL CANAL -

The Peripheral Canal would be built to carry
up to 80§_of the Sacramento River around the
San Francisco Bay Delta directly to the Eumps
located at the south end of the Delta. t
would be 43 miles long, as wide as 32 freeway
lanes (400 feet), and as deep as a three story

building (30 feet). Rig enough to float an
oil tanker.

LOS VAQUEROS RESERVOIR - g ;

Los Vaqueros Reservoir would be built in the
southern Delta region and could store up to
one million acre feet of water.

GLENN RESERVOIR - ;

Glenn Reservoir would be built on the north
fork of Stony Creek in Glenn County, north of
Sacramento on the eastern slope of the Coas-
tal range of mountains. It would be able to
store up to 5.5 million acre-feet of water.

SHASTA DAM OR COLUSA RESERVOIR -

If the Glenn Reservoir is found not to be,
feasible, SB 200 authorizes either enlarging
Shasta Dam or constructing the Colusa Reser-
voir. The choice is left to the discretion of

the Director of the Department of Water
Resources.

MID-VALLEY CANAL -

The Mid-Valley Canal would convey other than
state water to the agricultural interests in
the Fresno area supposedly to elleviate a

§gound water overdraught problem. This faci-
ity was included to gain the vote of Assem-

blyman Richard Lehman.

RELOCATE CONTRA COSTA CANAL INTAKE -

The canal that brings water to many Contra
Costa County residents would be relocated to
the same pool of water from which both the
State Water Project and the Central Valleg
Pro ject pump. his provision was included to
insure the gugport of the Contra Costa County
Water District for SB 200.

SUISUN MARSH - =

Mitigation facilities for present, past and
future damage to the wildlife resources of
Suisun Marsh are authorized.

ADDITIONAL CONVEYANCE FACILITIES -

to serve the counties of the San Francisco Bay
and Delta areas.




APPOINTED OFFICIALS GIVEN GREAT POWER.

Nowhere in SB 200 are there provisions for
public participation or legislative review in
any of the many crucial decisions that are yet
to be made. The Director of Water Resources
alone decides when it is feasible to build the
next water facility or power plant. The Dir-
ectors of both Water Resources and Fish and
Game together establish a plan to restore the
historic levels of fish and wildlife in the
Delta (no mention of implementing the plan)
and decide when the fish screens work in a
satisfactory way. The Water Quality Control
Board enforces water quality standards.

All of these officials are apgointees of the
Governor, whoever that might be at the time.
Tremendous power is given away to people whose
self interest is best served by building ever
bigger szstems and bigger bureaucracies to
manage those systems.

INTERRELATIONSHIP WITH FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.

The federal Central Valleg Project also pumps
water out of the delta. Previous bills were
written to include federal partiglgatlon in
paying for and operating the Equp eral canal
since both systems would benefit. _However,
the feds are not interested in pa%lng for a
canal they consider uneconomic. hey are also
reluctant to release water in drought years to
Erotect the Delta environment. Their con-
ractors have first call on their water.

SB 200 grovides that the peripheral canal
cannot be used to transport federal water un-
less the Feds cooperate in maintaining Delta
water quality and in the attempt to restore
historic levels of fish and wildlife. If the
feds do ngt cooperate, the state must release
additional water from its reservoirs. This is
the most stringent measure in_SB 200 and the
only real reason why some agri-business
lnterests oppose it.

AREA OF WATER'S ORIGIN PROTECTED.

The Sacramento Valley's water supply would be
protected so that the Valley can continue to
grow,

TWO STUDIES.

A study of the San Francisco Bay System to
determine the need for high winter and spring
flushing flows to maintain the health of the
Bay is to be carried out with no time certain
to finisn it. Also to be studied are the
effects of the operation of the State Water
Project on the water supplies of the Bay and
Delta areas. Construction is to go forward
while both of these studies are in progress.

"Build first and ask questions later", was the
way in which the Burns-Porter Act was sold in
1960. This continues to be the philosophy
behind the expansion of the State Water Pro-
Ject today.

FINANCING AND SUBSIDIES

FINANCING FOR SB 200

The package of water development facilities in
SB 200 is the blgggst.pork arrel project in
U. S. history and it is a state only project.
Newly revised state estimates (in Bulget;n .
132-80) of the cost now say that $10.1 billion
in current dollars will be spent by the year
2000. Spending 1is proaected to continue to
2035 to meet contracted "need".

There are no financing ggovisions contained in
SB 200 because a momey bill needs a 2/3 maj-
ority vote in the legislature to pass. Fin-
ancing 1s now exgected to come from Revenue
bonds that will be dependent on water sales,
the revenue of the groject. Authorization to
sell revenue bonds for water development date
back to the 1933 Central Valley Project Act,
the same Act that permits revenue bonds to be
sold for water related power facilities. Both
water and power bonds can be issued by the
Administration without legislative approval or
public comment.

General obligation bonds that have the full
faith and credit of the state behind them
would re%ulre a 2/3 vote of the people and
would sell at a lesser interest rate. This
would be even more difficult to achieve than a
2/3 vote in the legislature.

SUBSLDIES.

TIDELANDS OIL MONEY has been providing a $30
million a year subsidy to the California Water
Fund which is used for building water pro-
Jects, This yearly gift, which now totals
over $400 million, is expected to continue.

ELECTRIC RATES are higher all over California
because of the drain on our power system
caused by the State Water Project. So much
cheap hydro power is used for pumping water,
that the rest of the state must pay, in their
electric bills, for the newer more expensive
power plants. It is projected that the state
will be paying 1/5 the statewide average for
electricity in 2000.

PROPERTY TAXES are levied by most water dis-
tricts as a major source of income. State law
requires that water users pay, but user has
been derined as the contractor for water, not
the consumer. MWD gets about one third its
income from property taxes.

FLOOD CONTROL AND FISH AND WILDLIFE problems
created by the project are to be corrected or
mitigated by use of General Fund monies.




BILLIONS OF KILOWATT-HOURS ANNUALLY

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER PROJECT
ESTIMATED ELECTRICAL ENERGY LOADS AND RESOURCES

1980-2000
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2000 Supply, in billions of kWh

IDENTIFIED RESOURCES

(1)

(2)

(3)

(&)

(5)

(6)

Edison Purchases/Other Purchases, estimated

maximum possible off-peak energy purchases from
Southern California Edison Company under the

Power Contract signed October 11, 1979, based

on a preliminary analysis of .v.nllble trans-

mission capacity (approximately 225 MW).......... 9.7

Honei Lake, a proposed 55-MW wood-waste/geother-
mal development. Feasibility studies ‘are under-
way, jointly funded by the Department of Energy,
U. S. Forest Service, GeoProducts, Inc., and DWR. 0.4

South Geysers, a 55-MW geothermal development
proposed to be constructed by the DWR in the
Sonoma County portion of The Geysers area —-
currently in the NOI process before the CEC

Bottle Rock, a 55-MW geothermal development

proposed to be constructed by the DWR in the

Lake County portion of The Geysers area —-

currently in the AFC process before the CEC...... 0.4

Reid Gardner Unit No. 4, the estimated portion
to be available to the DWR from the output of

a 250-MW unit to be constructed jointly by the
DWR and Nevada Power Company under an executed
Pnrucxpatlon Agreement. All construction per-
mits have been secured and major equipment has
been ordered (169.5 MW DWR share)...

MWD, the output, under an executed purchase

contract, from five small hydroelectric devel-

opments bemg constructed by The Hetropoluan

Water District of Southern California on its
distribution system —- totalling about 29.5 MW
capacity...... T AT O A & sre b S oIS 0.3

7)

(8)

9)

(10)

(1)

Pine Flat, the output, under an executed pur-
chase contract, from a proposed 165-MW hydro-
electric plant to be constructed by the Kings
River Conservation District at the base of
existing Pine Flat Dam. Revenue bonds have
sold by the District to finance construction

costs and the primary construction contract
ANETARA + ot o 5l Se o' oo iy ok RIS o i BB s it s s 0.4

Small Hydro, the output of 15 small Hydroelec—

tric powerplants located at a dozen Project sites,
including proposed Cottonwood Powerplant (15 MW)

with a total capacity of 60 MW............. & s 0.4

DWR-Southern California Edison Exchange, the
estimated amounts of off-peak energy to be made
available to the DWR in exchange for 485 MW of
SWP on-peak capacity to be provided the Southern
California FEdison Company, under the Power Con-
tract signed October 11, 1979

Recovery Plants, the DWR's share of output of
constructed Castaic Powerplant (214 MW),

San Luis Pumping-Generating Plant (222 MW),

and Devil Canyon Powerplant (120 MW); Pyramid
Powerplant now under construction (75 MW);

and pumping-generating plants at the proposed

Glenn and Los Vaqueros Reservoir Complexes....... 2.6

Hyatt-Thermalito, the output from existing
hydroelectric plants (920 MW combined capacity)
located below Oroville Dam which is now sold

to the California Companies under a power sale
contract to be cancelled effective April |, 1983. 2.3

TOTAL, ALL IDENTIFIED SOURCES..

Reprinted from Department of Water Resources,

o

Bulletin 132-80




WATER SURPLUS TO CONTINUE IN SO. CALIFORNIA

NO ADDITIONAL WATER NEEDED
FOR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Southern California does not need one more
drop of developed water to meet its needs far,
far into the future. The Metropolitan Water
District's (MWD) own projected dry year defi-
cit will be more than made up by state manda-
ted conservation measures already in effect.
The escalating cost of water, as real energy
costs are reflected in the costs to the con-
sumer, will trigger further conservation.

Yet Southern Californians are being told that
they are "§o1ng to be thirsty and there is the
potential for a human and economic disaster"
1f the peripheral canal package of water de-
velopment facilities is not built. This scare
tactic campa;ﬁg is being led by a public
agency, the , an agency that is supposed
to represent the public interest.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER SOURCES.

About a third of southern California's water
comes from wells. About two-thirds comes from
three aqueducts that brings water from hun-
dreds of miles away. Los Angeles city has its
Owens Valley Aqueduct, The MWD is responsible
for br1ng1n§ in additional supplemental water
from the Colorado River and from the State
Water Project.

MWD PREDICTS AN 11% TO 14% DRY YEAR DEFICIT BY
YEAR 2000.

After Arizona is able to take its entitlement
from the Colorado River and some Indian claims
are settled, the MWD estimates a dry year de-
ficit, year 2000, of between .4 and .g million
acre feet (MAF) a year to meet its 3.6 MAF
estimated need in its service area. .5 di-
vided by 3.6 equals 14Z.

MWD INCLUDES GROWTH FOR THE FUTURE.

. MWD has included in its grojections a 257 in-

Crease in pogulation within its service area
in the next 20 years - from 11 to over 14
million people.” In 1960, MWD predicted a_
southern California popuiatlon of 28 million
people in year 2020 and a need for 4 MAF of
supplemental water at that time, 3.3 MAF by
the year 2000. It was this prediction upon
which the contract with the state was signed.
Since then, MWD's estimates of need have been
revised repeatedly downward until now 1.9 MAF

will meet its needs in year 2000. (See graph
below.)

MWD HAS INCLUDED ZERO CONSERVATION.

When MWD'S demand projections are analyzed, it
is clear that no comservation has been in-
cluded. Demand projections are based on the
estimated gallons per person per day usage
multiplied b{.the number of people that are
expected to live within the service area. MWD
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3.6 MWD PROJECTIONS vs ACTUAL DEMAND
A History of Overprojections
’f
3
3.4 o
0’ »'
o'. el
0. ’O
3.2 Vg ¢
4 T4
* 3
o °
(3
5.0 1960 Projection ..,.
..0. ..'0
f ,’
2.8 i o
»
0'.' o".
o & 1965 Projection
2.6 ," o
) “
'0. .0.
4 o
’ *
2.4 S
" '. -
s O 1970 Projection ,e*®
2 S d o*”
2 '., .'0 '.",
A ”o'
". 0" ,o"
2.0 .,' "' ’,o’
s 0" R
S0 4 o
1.8 s o" o oo
5 '
S8 ™ 1979 Projection
e o'
o ) .’ "
1.6 0'. ,'. .o“:o”“
' o 0% e®
i *le®
J o
J
1.4 ﬁf*
L

ACTUAL

1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

is figring that people will be using the same
amount of water, per person, per day, in year
2000 as they used in 1970. A slight decrease
in the average used in 1980 is attributed by
the MWD to c anﬁlng life styles. As the cost
of housing escalates, more people are living
in apartments and condominiums, reducing the
need for watering back and front yards.,
(About 40% to 45Z of residential water is used
outside.) Therefore, we conclude that zero
conservation has been included in MWD's pro-
jections.

STATE MANDATED CONSERVATION IN EFFECT NOW WILL
SAVE 14% TO 177%.

In response to the drought of 1977, the state
has mandated various conservation measures.
Only low flow toilets, shower heads and fau-
cets are now in the marketplace. These will
slowly replace current models in old buildings
and will automatically be installed in any new
construction. A leak detection program with
other minor comnservation measures will save
between 147 and 17% b¥ the year 2000 according
to state officials. hese measures require no
conscious etfort on the part of people.



gggRgY IS A LARGE AND INCREASING PART OF WATER
TS.

The State Water Project is now the single
largest user of electricity in the state and
1s due to more than double its energy con-
sumption. The MWD is the second largest user
of electricity. Present energy costs for.
Eumplng water are not reflected in the price.
nergy contracts were signed back in the
1960"s when o0il was selling for $2 a barrel
and nuclear was thought to be so cheap it
would not have to be metered. Those contracts
run out in March, 1983, The cost of energy is
expected to increase five times as the con-
tracts are renegotiated. Other contracts for
hydro power from Hoover and Parker Dams used
to pump Colorado River water also come ug for
renegotiation in the 1980's. New power faci-
lities yet to be built will, of course, pro-
duce even more expensive energy than old
facilities already built and operating.

SWP WATER COSTS TO INCREASE 5 TO 8 TIMES.

In testimony before the State Energy Commis-
sion, the Department of Water Resources has

testified that the cost of state water will.
increase 5 to 8 times by the year 2000. This
despite the fact that electricitz for pumping
water will cost only one fifth the average
cost of electricity in the state. (Orange and
Los Angeles Counties Water Reuse Study.

SOURCES OF MWD WATER
1979

COLORADO RIVER STATE WATER PROJECT

INCREASING COSTS WILL FURTHER REDUCE USE.

The California Council for Environmnetal and
Economic Balance, in a position Eape; in sup-
port of SB 200, states that people will con-
serve 25% when the cost of water doubles. A
UCLA study into the effect of increasing water
costs on consumption concludes that for each
10%Z increase_in cost, there will be a 5% us
reduction. People's response to increasing
costs of energy has been to use less._ There
1s no reason to believe the MWD when it states
that water is different, and that people will
use 1t just as freely as they do now after the
price doubles, triples, or quadruples.

DROUGHT OF 1977 ONLY IN THE NORTH

The water lobby always reminds us how northern
California suffered during the drought of
1977. MWD brags about leaving its state water
in the north in exchange for the enerﬁy to
pump additional water from the Colorado River,
and called for 10% voluntary conservation.
They forget to tell us that the ground water
basins ot southern California were full and
could have been pumped for additional
supplies. There is also much surplus water
stored on_ the Colorado River behind Lakes Mead
and Powell to which MWD has claim.

The City of Los Angeles instituted mandatory
conservation of 15Z with penalties because its
own water supply from the Sierras via Owens
Valley was limited. This despite Los Angeles'
30% entitlement to MWD water, an entitlement
paid for by 50 years of progert taxes for
drought insurance paid to the .

ADDITIONAL WATER DEVELOPMENT UNNECESSARY.

When state mandated conservation measures are
added to people's reaction to the enormous
pPrice increases that are coming, it is clear
that we can expect a minimum savings of 25%,
or about double the amount MWD says we will be
short. There will be a continuing supply of
surplus water in southern California without
building any more facilities.

YET SOUTHERN CALIFORNIANS WILL PAY.

Since MWD has contracted for 48% of all the
water the state can deliver, it must pay for
the capital costs, the steel and concrete,
needed to deliver that amount of water to
southern California regardless of the amount
of water actually used. Southern Californians
will be payln% for half of all the additions
to the State Water Project in SB 200 for zero
benefit - paying for a series of projects that
are not needed to meet its water needs far,
far into the future. '

Sa‘
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THE KERN COUNTY CONNECTION

Since southern California does not need more
water, who then stands to benefit from this
giant public works project? It is instructive
to look at who has contracted for SWP water
and who is actually using it.

75% OF SWP WATER IS CONTRACTED FOR BY TWO
WATER AGENCIES.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali-
fornia has contracted for 48% of all the water
from the state. The Kern County Water Agenc
has contracted for 27%. The capital costs o
meeting these contracts are born by the con-
tractors reﬁardless of the quantity of water
actually taken from the system. he rate-
payers and taxpayers of southern California
will be pa 1n§ for half the cost of any addi-
tions to the State Water Project and will get
no water in return.

MWD DOES NOT USE ITS FULL ENTITLEMENT.

MWD now uses only about half of its entitle-
ment to state water, only about two-thirds its
entitlewent to the Colorado River. (See
Graph.

KERN COUNTY DEPENDENT ON MWD'S "SURPLUS".

MWD's unused entitlement is sold by the state
to the Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) for
just the cost of the energy needed to pumg.the
water out of the Delta to Kern County. This
cost is about 1/10 what KCWA pays the state
for its own entitlement water. The taxpayers
and ratepayers of southern California are not
only paying for an aqueduct system far larger
than they will ever need, but” the state is
practicaily giving away the water to which MWD
1s entitled.

The combination of KCWA's own entitlement and
MWD's "surplus" beinﬁ used in Kern County now
equals more than KCWA will be entitled to when
the system is built out. (1.153 million acre
feet full entitlement vs. 1.290 million acre
feet used in 1979.)

2/3 OF KERN COUNTY'S STATE WATER USED IN FOUR
WATER DISTRICTS.
State water was oriﬁinally promised to farmers
in Kern County who d seriously depleted
their underground water supply. However,
state water is being used instead to irrigate
new land that has no natural ground water,
land that is worthless for agriculture without
mportﬁd,water. ,Moit of thig.new,land is
ocated in four little water districts along
Interstate 5 and the aqueduct, in the rain
shadow of the coastal mountains. This land
has increased in value as much as 1400%
because of public investment.

The four water districts are Lost Hills, Ber-
renda Mesa, Belridge, and the Wheeler Ridge -

Maricopa Water Districts._ Two_thirds of the
land in these water districts is owned or
operated by multi-national corporations, tax
dodge operators (Berrenda Mesa Farms and Tejon
Agricultural Partners), and, with the most
land yet to develop, the Tejon Ranch owned in
large part by the Chandler amily of the Los
Angeles Times.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR LAND OWNERS OR OPERATORS OF
IRRIGATED LAND.

Tejon Ranch 41,560
Chevron and Standard 0il 32,916
Getty 0il 31,473
Belridge (Shell 0il) 29,574
Blackwell (Lazar-Freres) 22,318
Tenneco 19,432
Berrenda Mesa Farms 12,390
Union 0il 3,979
Southern Pacific 34717
Buttes Gas and 0il 2,445

Total 199,804 acres

out of a total gross acreage of 281,320

CONTRACTORS FOR STATE WATER

27%
KERN COUNTY
WATER AGENCY

48%
METROPOLITAN
WATER DISTRICT




CROPS GROWN FOR TAX WRITE-OFFS.

Crops grown in these districts are not those
that feed the hungry of the world, but are
those that have the biggest tax advantages.
Such crops as pistachios that take twelve
years to mature, almonds and grapes are grown
with entitlement water. "Surplus" water can-
not be used for permanent crops and is used
mostly to grow cotton which has benefited from
federal price supports.

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN KERN COUNTY DEPENDENT
ON GUARANTEED SUPPLY OF MWD "SURPLUS".

Since the KCWA's full entitlement is already
being used, there can be no new development
within its service area unless some existing
user ﬁlves up his water, or there is a guar-
anteed supply of "surplus" from the MWD. The
MWD has contracted for much more water than it
will ever need and can therefore fill the
needs ot Kern County developers - at subsidiz-
ed water costs.

The Tejon Ranch has filed plans with the Kern

County Planning Department to develop 112,000

acres into recreational, commercial and resi-

dential subdivisions. The Keene Ranch is also
planning major new developments.

LOS ANGELES TIMES COVERAGE OF WATER ISSUES
INADEQUATE.

The ownershig by the Chandler family of both
the Los Angeles Times and the Tejon Ranch
raises questions about the totally inadequate
news coverage given SB 200 and the referendum
campaign in the Times. The few articles that
have appeared always reiterate the scare tac-
tics o? the MWD about the impending drought
and what that will mean. Concern i1s expressed
for the Delta environment, but none for the
pocketbook of the southern California rate and
tax payer. Only one two-day series published
a year ago discussed the cost of the project
and therefore what water would cost and ques-
tioned if it would be salable at that price,
who pays and who benefits, the energy needs of
the Eroject, and possible alternatives to
further construction. Editorials in support
of construction have been numerous.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA MEDIA FOLLOWS THE TIMES.

Since none of the radio or TV stations and few
other newspapers have the staff to_research
such a complex subject as water politics, the
media in southern California has taken its
lead from the Los Angeles Times and the Water
District officials who traditionally represent
the interests of large land owners.

CONTRACTORS vs USERS
STATE WATER PROJECT, 1979

h has
contracted contracted:
for for
.96 MAF .58 MAF

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT KERN COUNTY WATER AGENCY

DWR Bulletin 132-80, Table 3, Page 86

WHAT IS THE MWD?

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California is a public agency established by
the legislature in 1928 to build the Colorado
River Aqueduct to supgly supplemental water to
the coastal.flgln of Southern California. It
serves 11 million people from Ventura to the
Mexican border. It is the major contractor
with the state for water delivered by the
State Water Project.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS are appointed by the 27
member agencies of MWD, the 27 customers to
whom MWD wholesales water. These are cities
which have their own water departments or
other water agencies that may resell the water
several times before it gets to the consumer.
The 50 directors are appointed and vote in
pgogqrtlon to the assessed property value
within each member agency.
REVENUE OF MWD comes from two sources. About
a third from progerty taxes not affected by
Prop. 13, the balance from water rates. Pro-
perty taxes are levied equally across the en-
tire service area without regard to amount of
water used in each area. The city of Los
Angeles, for examgle, has its own water supply
from the Owens Valley and buys very little
extra water from MWD. 1In fiscal year 1978-79,
it paid 23% of all the property taxes collec-
ted by MWD for 1.5% of the water MWD sold.




ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONS ARE ILLUSORY

The San Francisco Bay Delta is now in serious
environmental trouble. A recent state report
tells us that 607 of the striped bass present
ten years ago, when pumping from the Delta
started, are now gone. Of those left, over
half of the adult fish are full of parasites,
over a third are deformed with evidence of
past lesions. Skeletal structure abnormali-
ties are common and their immune systems are
weak, Previous studies concluded that the
survival rate of the stri
related to the_ amount of
through the Delta.

ged bass was directly
resh water outflow

Levies that protect islands of rich Delta farm
land are being eroded by the velocity of the
water pulled through the Delta by the pumps.
This same pumping action causes reverse flows
in some of the channels, confusing the fish
who migrate upstream to spawn, and sometimes
pulls salt water from San Francisco Bay into
the pumps.

Salmon fishing off the coast has had to be
curtailed because 957 of all the salmon
spawning grounds in the state have been de-
ltrozed by water development projects. There
aged oo few sturgeon left in the Delta to
study.

There is growinﬁ.conqern for the health of San
Francisco Bay which is also dependent on hlﬁh
water flows from the Delta in the sgrlng an
vinter to flush out the south end of the Bay.
Planned water storage fac111§1es (called con-
servation facilities by some) would store more
of the high flows of winter and spring to be
released in summer and fall.

SB 200 contains four measures supposedly de-
signed to protect the Delta environment,

1. FISH SCREENS. The peripheral canal is to
be built in three stages starting at both
north and south ends. The third stage, the
final 10Z which connects the two ends togeth-
er, is to be built only after the Directors of
Water Resources and Fish and Game agree that
fish screens to prevent small fish, eﬁgs,
larvae, etc. from going down the canal to the
pumps work adequately. Many, including en-
glneers working on the fish screens, believe
they will never work. Many also bei;eve that
when the canal is 907 complete, no fish screen
will stand in the way of the completion of the

canal. (See map.)
y HISTORIC LEVELS OF FISH AND WILDLIFE. SB
0 requires the Directors of Water Resources
and Fish and Game to adopt a plan whereby the
historic levels of fish and game can be re-
stored. The historic levels are defined as
the average adult populations that existed
between 1922 and 1967. Between 607% and 70%
of all the water that would normally flow
through the Delta and out to the Bay is al-
readE being diverted, either before it gets to
the Delta or gumped out from it, according to
the U. S, Fish and Wildlife Service. Since
the survival rate of striped bass, the most
studied fish in the Delta, has been proven to

10

be directly related to the amount of fresh
water that flows through and out, it is ex-
tremely unlikely that fish and wildlife popu-
lations can be increased by taking more water
out of that fragile environment.

3. MINIMUM WATER QUALITY STANDARDS (the salt
content) are to be established in contracts to
be signed with Delta water agegc1es. Existing
water quality standards established by the
state were not enforced during the 19?71
drought ﬂust when the standards were needed
most. Ot er standards, set at other times,
were also ignored when needed. Recause of
this track record, there is no assurance that
administration officials will enforce such
agreements in the future.

4. AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT is to be
written on the peripheral canal that includes
a discussion of the sources of mineral, nu-
trient, and biological components of the Sac-
ramento River.  Bilologists question what will
happen to the life in the Delta when most of
the nutrients that come down the Sacramento
River dive down the canal directly to the
gumps. Will the Delta turn into a biological
esert? SB 200 states, "To the extent prac-
ticable, the department shall mitigate adverse

impacts . caused by the operation of the
canal".

It is clear that when these so called protec-
tions are evaluated, none of them are very
meaningful in practical terms. They are truly
illusory, dependent on political appointees to
administer according to the political pres-
sures of the time. If we are truly serious
about protecting the environment of the San
Francisco Bay and Delta, we must end further
pumping of water from this fragile envion-
ment and implement a plan for using the water
that has already been developed much more ef-
ficiently.

SB 200’S RELATIONSHIP TO PROPOSITION 8

Last November, voters approved a constitu-
tional amendment that appeared as Proposition
8 on our ballots. It would make the Wild
Rivers of the North Coast more difficult to
tap for additional water for the State Water
Project by requiring a two—thirds vote of the
legislature or an intitiative vote of people
betvre any of them could be dammed. And it
would place the environmental protections
contained in SB 200 into the state constitu-
tion. Prop. 8 can only take effect if SB 200
is_law. Should SB 200 be defeated at the
polls, then Prop. 8 goes down with it.

There is some controversy in parts of the en-
vironmental community about what would be lost
should SB 200 be voted down. The fear is that




the water lobb{ will come back to the legis-
lature atter election day and_fush through a
different water development bill that would be
more dama 1n§ to the Delta. Others, however,
believe the defeat ot SB 200 will mean that
the voters are opposed to and will not pay for
further water development. Then the whole_
subject of water law reform can be raised in
the legislature again with the expectation
that reform measures then will be taken
seriously.

While SB 200 was going through the le%ls}atlve
process, a number of attempts to couple it
with a reform package to establish a water
policy for the State were made. . The reforms
provided for conservation, especially in the
agricultural sector, management of our
groundwater in conjunction with surface water
supplies, water reuse, and the reservation of
some water in our rivers and streams.

Many public interest groups were persuaded to
support SB 200 if the reforms were adopted.
However, when none passed, sugport for the
water development bill fizzled. These much
needed policies were not adopted because the
people of California know little about water
politics and policies, and therefore did not
communicate with their legislators to support
these measures.

The ballot measure campaign will educate many
Californians about the need for a comprehen-
sive water pollci for the state. An informed
constituency will evolve on behalf of such a
Yol;ci and make it possible to convince the
legisla

ture to make the greatly needed changes
1n our water law.

If SB 200 passes, the legislature will not
have to address water policy issues again for-
at least a generation.

A WATER POLICY FOR CALIFORNIA

IN CONCLUSION.

The history of water development in the state has been onme of arrogantly

ringing water from where it is to where it isn't, without ever analyzing
all the costs, without comparing costs with benefits, or even determining
1f cus- tomers exist for the water at the price the state will have to

charge.

"We must build and answer questions later," was the battle cry of the

Director of Water Resources in 1960. We can no longer afford such

lrrationality and 1rre§pon81b111t¥i Whenever financial studies were made
e flun

in the past, water projects hav
themselves.

WATER POLICY NEEDED.

ked the test, never paying for

We must be%in to look toward other polica options to meet the real and
e a

afford- able water needs of the state.

need a comprehensive policy that

will elim- inate the institutional barriers that stand in the way of
rational water use. The policy must contain the following elements:

CONSERVATION when cheaper than building

new.

WATER REUSE when cheaper than building new.

GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT so that underground aquifers can be used to store

wet year run off for use in dry years.

PRICING POLICY that ends subsidies so that water will be used according to

its worth.

WATER TRANSFERS BETWEEN DISTRICTS so that water rich districts can share
with water poor ones in an equitable way.

IN STREAM USE. Some water must be left free flowing in rivers and streams

to maintain natural eco-systems, spawning

rounds for fish, and the

recreational and aethetic values associate% with free running water.



PROPOSED DELTA FACILITIES
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please clip and mail to: WATE

Directors:

Jane Bayes

Tim Brick
Charlotte Cohen
Kathy Callanan
Jo Ann Cherno
Stanley Cherno
John Dotson
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Wong Sang
Bruce Flaxman
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Sydney Halem
Billie Heller
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Don May
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WORKING ALLIANCE TO EQUALIZE R

ATES

801 HOLMBY AVENUE - LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

YES, I WANT TO HELP WATER educate the public

about water needs, rates and subsidies.
0 Put me on WATER’s mailing list for

information

OO I will host or arrange a speaking opportunity for

a WATER representative

[0 Please put me in touch with others in
community who are interested in thes

my
e issues

O I can help with research or speak to groups

O Please contact me, I can help with

[0 Here’s my contribution of $

NAME

ADDRESS

CITY

ZIP

PHONE

WATERIS A NON-PROFIT 501(C)(3), TAX DEDUCTIBLE, TAX EXEMPT, EDUCATIONAL CALIFORNIA CORP.

801 HOLMBY AVENUE e LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024 o (213) 270-4151

WORKING ALLIANCE TO EQUALIZE RATES

WATE n LOG the quarterly newsletter of the
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"IF YOU DON'T GET THE WATER,

YOU WON'T NEED IT."

William Mulholland,

Builder of the Owens River Aqueduct.
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Bringing home the canal issue

Pat Brown, as vigorous
and as enthusiastic as ever,
has picked out a good subject
for his enthusiasm: the Pe-
ripheral Canal, the topic of a
speech the former governor
gave in Riverside Thursday.

For all the controversy the
project has stirred up, very
few who have studied it Trom

—a dispassionafe point of view

~do not support completion of
this too-long delayed phase of
the State Water Project. The
opposition, on the other hand,

~is sectional and emotional.

The critics main point is

, that water in Northern Cali-
fornia belongs to the North.
Southern California grows too
fast as it is, they say. If “we”
send more of ‘“‘our” water, it
will make it easier for “them”
to vote to take away even
more from ‘“‘us’’ in the future.

Former Governor Brown
provided the answer for that:
“We’re not taking water from
Northern California. We’re
taking it from the Pacific
Ocean where it would other-
wise flow. ...”

Far greater interest is
shown in this issue in the
North than in the South. And a
large number of Northerns
subscribe to the argument
pretty much in ‘“us-them”
terms. They may not always

spell it out that way, but that’s
how they react when it comes
down to who is ‘stealing”
whose water.

In contrast, Southern Cali-
fornians ~evidence little
awareness of the project and
the statewide referendum
next June that will determine
the fate of it. Yet the South has
much at stake.

While being far-sighted is
part of it, approval of the
Peripheral Canal is not sim-
ply a matter of preparing for
what might be water needs of
years or decades ahead. If
California comes into a dry
cycle, the Southern end of the
state would be in bad shape. A
single dry year could cause
severe water shortages. The
canal is needed for long-range
planning;, but it is more ur-
gently needed now.

The State Water Project
was one of the proudest
achievements of the Pat
Brown administration. Seeing
the canal becoming linked to
the aqueduct, as originally
intended, has become one of
the former governor’s major
causes. Riverside was his

first stop in this kind of tour on
behalf of the canal and, given
how forceful an advocate he
can be, it can be hoped he will
continue to speak out.

(
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Pat Brown pushes canal in city talk

By CARLA LAZZARESCHI
Press-Enterprise Staff Writer
Former Gov. Edmund G.

“Pat” Brown yesterday said the
proposed Peripheral Canal will
help California plan for a future
that includes 400,000 new resi-
dents each year.

Speaking to an audience of
about 350 at Riverside’s Rain-
cross Square, Brown said an in-
creasing population would re-
quire additional water supplies.
And he repeatedly stressed that
the time has come to stop allow-
ing surplus water to flow out of
the ‘San Francisco Bay into the
Pacific Ocean.

“We have plenty of water in
California if we conserve it,”
Brown said. “Not J%rt_ st conserva-
tion in use but the foresight fo

ui e projects to conserve our
water for the future.”

Brown’s appearance, at the
invitation of Riverside County
water districts and chambers of
commerce, was billed as the kick-

off for a local political action or-
mization to support the canal,
the subject of a statewide refer-
endum vote next June.

The Riverside County chap-
ter of Citizens for Water is being
headed by Jacques Yeager, presi-
dent ol the E.L_ Yeager 0., a
highway construction firm locat-
ed in Riverside.

The 43-mile canal would car-
ry water from the Sacramento
River, around the eastern edge of
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Del-
ta to pumps feeding the state
aqueduct, a 444-mile channel car-
rying water from northern Cali-
fornia rivers to farming areas of
the Central Valley and heavily
populated Southern California.

The aqueduct, northern Cali-
fornia dams and a trans-delta ca-
nal were envisioned in 1960 legis-
lation authorizing the $1.7 billion
State Water Project. But while
dams and the aqueduct were
largely completed by 1970, the
canal around the delta has been
debated for years.

Many northern California
residents and environmental
groups claim the canal is unnec-
essary, expensive and potentially
damaging to the farming and wa-
ter life in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta. Southern Califor-
nia water companies and Central
Valley farmers respond that the

canal will ensure a stable supply
of water for crops and an increas-
ing population.

The canal was approved by
the state Legislature last year,
but has been challenged and
faces a referendum vote on next
June’s primary ballot.

Brown, who fought for the
State Water Project during his
two terms as governor, claimed
the canal bill approved by the
Legislature would protect the en-
vironment at the same time it
provides water Southern Califor-
nia needs and northern California
can afford to give up.

“We’re not taking water from
northern California. We’re taking
it from the Pacific Ocean where
it would otherwise flow,” Brown
said. ““The Peripheral Canal will
just regulate the flow.”

However, before Brown’s
speech, leaders of a new River-
side group opposing the canal had
a press conference to claim the
project was too costly a way of
supplying Southern California
with water.

James Brookshier, a River-
side resident and a leader of the
local chapter of Californians for a
Fair Water Policy, said Southern
California water needs can be
met through conservation in_use,

A ? the building of underground wa-
S « ter storage tanks and the elimina-

Y

tion of subsidized water for farm-
ers.
~_Brookshier, a vocal opponent
of Riverside’s participation in the
San Onofre nuclear power plant,
was joined by Riverside City
Councilman Robert Buster and
Barbara Riggs, a of the
city’s Environmental Protection
Commission.
The former governor estimat-
ed tige'canal 'S cost at $1 billion to
$8 billion. But Brookshier cited

state
could soar to $23
financing char,
elec

over—its Several-hundred-mile

reports that say the cost
illion, including
es and the cost of

ricity to pump the water

route from one end of the state to
the other.

The cost of the project would
be covered by revenue bonds that
would be repaid from charges as-
sessed the water consumers.

“If we spread out the costs
over 20 years, we can’t afford not
to build it,”” Brown said. Brown

added that while he is ‘“‘deepl
concerned” about the cost of te

energy needed to pump the wa-
P A e

Former Gov. Edmund G. “Pat’ Brown, right,
talks across table with former county campaign
manager Harry Dougherty during luncheon yes-

DI-T

ter, he said he also _has little

? S g

patience for those who would de-

fer projects because of the cost.
“I get so damn mad at

future. In California you’ve got to
look to the future. You can’t keep
people out.” v I B

Brown, the father of the cur-
rent governor, lives in Beverly
Hills and is a senior partner in
the Los Angeles law firm of Ball,
Hunt, Hart, Brown and Baerwitz.

Before Brown’s speech, Earl_o
Blais, chairman of the Metropoli-
tan Water District, said the need

-

terday. At far left is
Brown is Earle Blais, ¢
the Metropolitan Water

for conservation has been recog-
nized, but not at the expense of
forcing a chang i #
(24 0) LS TR TR

—

“We believe in water conser-
vation. We know water is pre-
cious and we want people to care
for it,”’ Blais said. ‘“‘But the peo-
ple talking conservation are talk-
ing water rationing. Thoy‘re.tel'l-'
ing us to change our way of life if
we want . That’s nonsense.
In Southern California we have
always looked to the future and
tried to make sure that those
needs are met.”

photo by Dave Bauman
acques Yeager. Beside




SOME ARGUMENTS AGAINST AND FOR THE PROPOSED PERIPHERAL CANAL, WITH
POSSIBLE REPLIES

The proposed canal 1s not economicelly or financially justified.
There are huge hidden, implicit costs and subsidies--
interest
inflation
auxiliary installation--side canals, pumping stations, etc.
the cost of electrical energy (to be renegotiated in 1983)

MWD pumps water up 1600 feet.
SWP pumps it up over 4000 feet,

The proposed canal benefits a top minority of growers and land
specula tors--a feudal few.

It will double water costs for most farmers.

It ignores other ways to increase the amount of water availgble;
especiplly it almost totally ignores the needs for agriculture to
conserve water.

It encourages wgste, not conservation.

It 1gnores the need for Legislative changes providing, among other things,
that each farmer, farm corporation, or water district pay the full

costs for water it uses, without any averaging of costs or any
resort to cheap "surplus" water.
that all groundwaters come under State control, with State control

of pumping from aquifers.
that property-tex subsidies to water districts come to an end.




1a

The proponents for the canal talk of the need for conservation of
household water (though residences, municipalities, snd industry use
only 15% of California water) and largely ignore the need for
conservation by agriculture, which is wasteful, engaged in much
non-beneficigl use of water--since agricultursl water is cheap,
subsidized, and often priced far below its cost to society.

P;o-Canal reply: Rises in the cost of water

will mean rises in the cost of agricultural

products. Anti-Canal reply: So be it. Let's

have costs out in the open.
California agriculture could save immense amounts of water by one means

or anothers
short-season crops such as wheat instead of rice, deep-rooted crops
instead of shallow rooted ones
seepage control. There is s 10% loss from unpaved cansls and
laterels and from on-farm ditches
weed and phreatophyte control in ditches, sumps, and in fields of
row crops, orchards, and vineyards
salt management
irrigation scheduling--automatic or computerized
reuse of reclaimed water
piping to transfer runoff from furrows, basins, and borders (which
on the average are only 58% efficient)
sprinklers (which are 76% efficient)
drip or trickle (most water efficient of all methods but expensive
‘ to install). This system is 90% efficient.
Agriculture, which stands to gain the most from the proposed cansl,
uses 85% of California water. If agriculturists had to pay the full

costs of the water they buy they would work at conservation of water.



The proposed canal is not environmentally sound. Basically it is a
water-conduit system, with only sideline concern for the environment,
recreation, and scenery.
There is as yet no fish screen to protect fish eggs, fry, invertebrate
food, and to revive salmon eand striped bass runs.
The canal cannot stop reverse flow of water,
It cannot soundly protect the waterfowl of the Suisun Marsh.
It further endangers water (Quantity and quality) in the Delta.v
It further endangers the waters of San Francisco Bay, especially
if the Westside or San Luis drainage canal gets dug.
Pro-Canal reply: Fish & Geme sees
the Canal as the way to protect fish
and fowl and stop reverse flow,
In California today irrigation is not the only claim on surface
water. Among competing interests are fishing, boating,

scenery, and ripsrian wildlife.

#There has always been salt intrusion into the Delta waterways. In
summertime or in drought years, with less water entering from the Sac-
ramento and San Joaquin rivers, saltwater has intruded. Already the
annugl flow is down from 33MAF (before SWP) to 15 MAF, end only 9 of
these flow to San Francisco. The bottoms of Delte waterways are below
sealevel and only a big volume of water can push the saltwater westward

and prevent inward bottom flow of saltiness.



The proposed canal 1s unsound, inequitable public policy. It is not
ethically sound.

It puts one important, established agricultural area (the Delta)
in jeopardy in order to benefit, perhaps only temporarily,
an area (the southern San Joaquin Valley) that has put itself
in jeopardy by overpumping, overdeveloping new land, and
overspeculgting in cropland.

It effect it willl further burden citizens and taxpayers to pay
subsidies to corporation "farmers," whom it undercharges when
they buy "surplus" water gt below-cost rates.#

p///&t gets part of its support from Tidelands 0il revenues, which are

meant to go to education

#Los Angeles City taxes pay 33% of the costs of MWD water, yet the City

uses only 2% of the water.



The proposed canal is not necessary to supply Southern Cglifornias
with water. There 1is no crisis over Colorado River water, as the
MWD says there is.

The allocetion of river water has been clear from 1928 to the
present. In 1963 the Supreme Court only reaffirmed the
allocations. When there was drought in California in the
mid 1970s there was abundant precipitation in the Colorado
Basin. The reservoirs are full, and enormous quantities of

/// river water have seeped sideways into the sandstone cliffs.

The MWD overforecasts both needs and shortagea. It is legally
bound to supplying municipal needs but in actuality it is
closely and deeply tied to agricultural interests.

from the Colorado River.
MAD is entitled to 1.2 MAF a year/ It is now takéng 800, 000.

It teskes much less than its entitlement of SWP water and lets the

R SRR

unused entitlement go to Kern County for a tenth of what the
Kern County Water Agency pays the state. (LA, is subsid
much of this,

The MWD needs to abandon average pricing and charge users for the
actual, the marginal, cost. It needs to end contract pricing and
surplus pricing.

The MWD should--and can--go in for underground storage, conjunctive
use, and water banking; for recycling water for use on freeways
and golf courses, etc.

It should work toward legislation that would allow buying and

transfering water from one district to another.



Arguments for the Canal 5

The canal helps the American Way, the free enterprise system.

Anti-canal reply: It helps only a minority, at
a vast cost to the ma jority. State and Federal
projects, heavily subsidized, sare not free
enterprise.

Also, in California water districts in Kern and
other counries, the voting is by amount of
property owned, the opposite of one owner, one
vote.

Kern County Water District and other such
districts want enormous public help but want

to retain local control by water districts where
a few big landholders dominate the voting--

not the traditional Americen Way.

The canal opens land and keeps it productive and thus helps America
feed the world.

Reply: Acreage figures show Kings County
devoting 43 of its cultivated acreage to
inedible cotton and Kern County devoting
54% to cotton.

The canal is needed to replenish aquifers.
Anti-canal reply:s The record shows that SWP
water has been going to open new land while
pumps kept lowering the water table, with or
without surface subsidence. It 1s ridiculous
to say that the problem is not overpumping but
instead lack of imported water.# See page 6.

Contracts with the SWP are "sacred."
Anti-canal reply: They are secular, In the early
19608 estimates were overoptimistic. When
contracts are physically or financially unfeasible

they can be breached or renegotiated. (No one
loses money he never made.)

California needs to bring more of its land into production.
Reply: It would be better to have statewlde
planning and zoning, and tax lgws that protect
prime agricultural lands-=-stopping urban sprawl
and the subdivision of the best crop lands,

Alameda, Santa Clara, and Southern California counties need more

water for urbgn growth.

Reply: This 1s the argument of land speculators,
financial institutions, and contractors.

#Kern spokesman: "We bought the package back in 1960 and feel that we
have a right to expect delivery of the goods."



# During the 20 years 1958-1978 the Kern County overdraft came to
17 MAF, an annual overdraft of 800,000 AF. Meanwhile the County
opened 300,000 new acres., The State Water Project partly offset the
depletion.

Everygnew 100,000 acres increases the average annual overdraft by
250,000 acre feet. A drainage canal pulling off water adds to
overdraft. Improper use of water or che icals that degrade water
indirectly increase overdraft by limiting the total usgble supply.
In the Arvin-Maricopy area there were artesian wells in 1905. By
1948 water level was at the surface. In 1965 the water table was
down 150 feet, and some land had subsided eight feet. The process
was hastened after World War II by improved well-drilling equipment

and deep well turbines,




The proposal canal is physically fessible.

Anti-canal reply. Yes, but at great

cost to the environmenﬁ, the taxpayer,

and the consumer. The cansl is feasible,

so are filling in San Francisco Bay, turning
Mount Vernon into a Howard Johnson Lodge,
building a Century City of high-rise buildings
below Half Dome in Yosemite Valley, filling
in Santa Monica Bay for an exclusive residem -
tial and resort area, or bulldazing flat

the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains
so that smog can blow eastward.

It will stop the scouring and erosion of Delta levees.
Reply: Probgbly true--but create new,
grester problems.

Its 12 gates will flush good water into Delta channels,
Improving on nature.

Reply: Improving on nature. The present
Federal and State pumping to fill south-
going canals have created the present
problem. How will a bigger cansl, bigger
pumps, bigger commitments further impro ve
on what nature had a century ago?

The proposed canal will provide for the public goods

more business

a2 stimulated state economy

more employment, especially during the building of the canal

more growth

an expanded tax base

vgst profits for land owners and speculstors, whose income will

trickle down through the economy.

Reply: Growth 1is no longer s rallying slogan.
These arguments are questionable and do not
face squarely the basic issues that the canal
raises,

Without the canal, or with it and insistence on replenishing, owners
will have to abandon 250,000 or more acres of productive land.
Reply: So that could happen in the southern
San Joaquin. With the canal, and with it
intrusion of salt water, the Delta stands to
see the same acreage, 250,000 lost to
production.




AN OVER-ALL NOTE
There is no shortage of developed water in California in the foreseeable
future, The stgte has ample water for 1ts present needs. It 1is
speculative talk of future needs that throws off the equations.
While conservation of water in dwelllngs, factories, and commercial
esteblishments is all to the good, the big task iz to get
conservation on agricultural lsnds by making farmers pay for the full
cost of t heir water, making aquifers part of t he public domain,
fully regulated by the State, and encouraging the installation of
water-saving techniques., Also, encouraging farmers to meske changes

in the crops they rsise and the use they make of their lands.

The Peripheral Canal is not the North-South contest some mske it

out to be. It is in part a pro-Kern County and anti-Kern County
contest, part a pro-San Francisco Bay and anti-San Francisco Bay
contest, and also part a pro-MWD and anti-MWD tussle. In the debate
over the canal there are big corporate ranchers on both sides, and
there are some environmentalists on both sides (divided in part by
concern over the North Coast rivers). Those persons most for it are
perhaps the big land interests in the southern San Joaquin counties

and in coastal San Diego County (which now siphons génerously from

the MWD cenals). In general the contest has big financial and

land-speculation interests on one side, bscked by bureaucrets up and

down the hierarchy; on the other side are many small farmers, most
environmentalists (in the opinion of some observers), and the vast,

often bewildered taxpaying public.

08/28/81






As an eccnomist, interested solely in the well-being of Southern

Califernians, I urge a vote against SB 200 and the Perivheral Canal. The
proponents, by emotional appeals and scare tactics, have seduced us into
believing that the Canal is absolutely necessary for our survival, but only
by concealing many facts. We Southern Californians have three good reasons
for voting against the Canal: (1) We don't need it, (2) We can't afford it,
and (3) We won't get the water anyway.

FEED., Water demand in the year 2000 probably will lag far behind that
claimed by the Canal proponents. Yes, more people use more water, but
outside residential uses of water (such as lawn watering) decline on a per

bt s
- . . . - it » -
person basis as population density increases; other urban uses of water will

bé held down by conservation measures already enacted; and water demand
differs from usage when water is sold at artificially low rates, as now.
Normal water demand in the year 2000 will be much less than the quantity
claimed by the proponents.

However, the main reason we can get along without the Canal is the
availability of water through use of management techniques that are well

e
developed and understood in the industry. We can put water into groundwater

storage basins when it is available and withdraw it in dry years. We know

this program will work because we have used it before.

Only about two-thirds of MWD water imports (the portion delivered
directly for urban uses) must be provided on a continuous basis. This
quantity can easily come from water that will always be available from the
Colorado and from the State project without the Canal. If there is a water
shortage, MWD not only can, it is legally required to curtail delivery of
water for groundwater replenishment and other surplus water uses.

COST. If the Canal is to be affordable for Southern California,




\cerun Lo

coeusans Water Project, about one year out of seven. The rest of the time there

. (‘i:;t& would be enough water for MiD without it. We Southern Californians will pay
R <

/ additional capital cost for the Canal would be about $1,200 per acre-foot

: use.
Mwd
ey AVATLABILITY. Even if we need it, we probably won't get the water the
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/ Canal should make available to us. The so-called "drought" of 1976-77 \‘{,,
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taught a lesson. The Central Valley farmers said they needed the water, and {’\\‘:f
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benefits from the use of the water must exceed the costs of getting it.

Construction will cost about §1 billion; interest on this amount at 10 S rugd
CAary t
percent is $100 million per year, and M/D must pay half, or $50 million per I&GZ;QL ;

GOy a2
year.

MWD would benefit from the Canal only during a shortage on the State.- %6
>
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for the Canal seven years for each year that we benefit from it, receiving
an average of only one-seventh of the full benefit (or about 40,007

acre-feet of water) for each year's payment. The $50 million annual

forwiﬁgwe_gﬂ@b; other capital costs of the
distribution system and all operating costs would be additional, the same as
for other water,

At the same time, water from the Canal would be the least valuable
water in the MWD service area, worth perhaps $300 or $400 per acre-foot,
when it is used for lawn watering, car washing and swimming pool filling.

None of this water would be required for any important or life-supportive

have more. Until everyone agrees that urban water uses must be honored ",

before agricultural uses, we would be foolish to agree to pay for more water
\_supply facilities.

QONCLUSICGN: The Peripheral Canal should be defeated if any of the

‘/(D Phe. O R 4*-(-‘07( SN PL’U):'J\:'L?—‘&S:.



above arguments is valid. If, as seems to be the case, they are all
correct, there is no question: we owe it to ourselves to vote against the
Canal in the coming referendum.

Interest Rates. The $50 million annual payment by MWD for the Canal
referred to above is based on an assumed interest rate of 10 percent. At
present the municipal bond market is approaching a 12 percent interest rate,
but no doubt it will decline some time. Most experts doubt that rates will
ever return to pre-1980 levels, and availability of 50-year bonds in the
future is especially unlikely. Probably most of the Canal would have to be
financed at 10 percent, whereas the average interest rate on funds used for
previous construction was under 5 percent. Finally, legal restrictions on
the interest rate that the state can pay for money to invest in the project
may also cause problems in completing the project if it is started. With
all these uncertainties, no one can predict the financial impact of the
Canal at this time.

August 29, 1981 —Jchn T. Burnham
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RIVERSIDE: DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

DATE: September 8, 1981

TO: S. Edmunds, GSA
Speaker's Committee,
Department of Economics

FROM: M. Gaffney /l//¢

A hot topic this year is the Peripheral Canal. Two "‘con"
speakers worth considering are:

1. John Burnham, economist recently retired from MWD.
2. Tom DeVries, Natural.. Resources Defense Fund.

The subject has deep economic content. For details, contact
James Brookshire.

cc: James Brookshire
3754 Roslyn
Riverside, CA
682-9831
689-6434
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A Case for the Peripheral Canal

(

There Just Isn’t Any Effective Alternative to It
| ot

By EARLE C. BLAIS

Critics of the Peripheral Canal are seek-
ing to minimize Southern California’s im-
pending loss of Colorado River water to Ari-
zona. These critics try to explain away our
Colorado River problem with wishful think-
ing about changing long-standing water al-
location contracts, storing extra water from
the Colorado River or from the State Water
Project or relying on the possibility of future
surplus Colorado River water. However,
none of these proposed remedies is actually
feasible, and the effort to link them together
as a “program” does not make them any
more practical as alternatives to the -Peri-
pheral Canal, which would carry Sacramen-
to River water around the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta for delivery to Southern Cali-
fornia.

The basic facts apparently are not disput-
ed. Construction of the Central Arizona
Project is on schedule and will begin opera-
tion in 1985. At that time, California, which

e ——
currently uses about 5 million acre feet of

Colorado River water a year, will be limited,
as a result of a 1964 U.S. Supreme Court de-
cree, to an annual allotment of 4.4 million
acre feet. (An acre foot of water covers an
acre toa depth of one foot and is the average.
amount of water used annually by a family
of five.) The critics also concede that under
existing contracts the maqor portion of this

- loss must be borne by the Metro olitan Wa-
fer District (MWD), rather than the agri-
Imperial, Coacnelns,

¢

.

cultural districts in oal .
o verde X leys. But at tha

point they let their imaginations take over.

They suggest that beécause the allocation
agreement between MWD and tHe agricul-

ural districts is 50 years old, thereis a basis

to renege on it. Frankly, what the age of an
agreement has to do with its validity is a
mystery.

The reasonthe agricultural districts were

given first priority 50 years ago was that
they were t%en already largely developed.

They were, therefore, entitled to a prioritg
over later water users such as the MWD,

e im

agreement was, in effect, assurance by

city dwellers that they would not take wa-
ter to which farmers had prior rights. With-
out such recognition, there would have been

legal and political obstacles to obtaining au-
thorization for both the Hoover Dam and
the Colorado River Aqueduct.

Changing these priorities now could dis-
ru%t the economic balance of the eftire
state, for water rights throughout Cs
are divided on a “first-in-4
right” basis. s
like suggesti f eeded
elsewhere ¢6uld be taken at the expense of
:)he C?ou ern California economy/ that is

ased onlour ‘contracted supplies-of import-
ed water. We ’m’ pnger receive
either Colorado ern Califor-
nia water. We/would be left/with a devel-
oped region yhere two-thipds of the water
must be imported, but with no available
source.
Some argue that-d relevant factor is Im-
perial Irrigation District’s alleged waste of
some of its share of Color water
But it is noteworthy

water basin
ent time. A
many years ago, 2

basins were refilled during the 1960s and

1970s.

The only groundwater basin with signifi-
cant available storage space is the Chino

Basin in the Upper Santa Ana Valley. MWD
—und the state are developing plans %o store

state water g;g;g, but %arge-sca[e rep[e-
1Shme

At must await construction of major
pipelines and other facilities. Significantly,
the Peripheral Canal will help the Chino
storage program by enabling us to divert
more water from the delta into storage dur-
ing the seasons when it is available.

Finally, critics argue that surplus Colora~
do River water will probably be available to
Southern California ~after the Arizona
project goes into operation. Under the 1964
decree, California is entitled to half the sur-

through canal se
that the district has already lined half of its  plus Colorado River water I any given

1,650 miles of canals and is currently spend-
ing $2 million a year to line the other half.
More important, the focus should not
really be on the agreement between MWD
and the agricultural agencies. The priorities
for Colorado River water to California agen-

cies, including MWD, derive from contracts
of the U.S. government with each of the
California ggencies. They are legall bind-
g contracts, and the government EE no
ority to renounce them. '
Critics also suggest that MWD take more
Colorado River water in the next few years,
while it is still available, and store some of
our state water in reservoirs in Northern
California so that it would be available to us
later in the decade. But this proposal is im-
practical because the two state reservoirs in
Northern California—Orovi i

.Oroville and SanLuis._.
—are fully utili?gg under existing opera-
tions. Until additional large reservoirs are

L]

built in Northern California, as envisioned _

in water legislation passed last year, there is
no way to store extra water over long peri-
ods of time.

A related suggestion is that we should
store additional water in Southern Califor-
nia groundwater basins in the next few

: of the in-
terior determines that such a surplus exists.
The problem is, no one knows if and when
there will be such surplus, since the flow of
the Colorado River varies greatly.

It is simply not possible to explain away
the loss of our Colorado River water and
dismiss the need for the Peripheral Canal.
The canal is an essential facility of the State
Water Project, and it is deplorable that cen-
troversy has delayed it so long. Fortunately
for us, the Central Arizona Project was also
delayed more than 10 years—longer than
we originally expected. But that delay is
now behind us.

Under even the most optimistic assump-
tions, there still will be a gap of at least five
years between operation of the Arizona
project in 1985 and.completion of the Peri-
pheral Canal in the early 1990s. Californians
should not let wishful thinking cause furth-
er delays in going forward with the Peri-
pheral Canal.

Earle C. Blais is chairman of the board. of
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California. He is a lawyer who practices in
Burbank. iR

Life’s a Prison
By ANDREW J. NATHAN :

“Dear Friend: Isn’t it a wonderful world
that people concern themselves about oth-
ers despite many obstacles—oceans, moun-
tains and even walls and bars—between
them?” ,

So began the first letter to our chapter of
Amnesty International from the prisoner in

a Malaysia who had been assigned to us. Am-
inesty International seeks freedom for politi-

arisoners around the world. Prisoner
‘.'. 1€ . 2 .

of Bitter and Constant Blue

dy, 1 was compelled to leave there just be-
fore the final examination. . . .Iwas arrest-
ed in mid-1967 when I was a paid secretary
of a trade union. Since then, I became a de-
tainee until this very day. The detention or-
der is still going on, no one will tell when
the final date is.”

In a second letter, Ong wrote: “I write this
while it is raining. The g afi such
weathe R

L]

liefs. To a woman named Robin in-our
group, he wrote: “If you hadn’t explained to
me about your name, I might well have re=
ferred to you in this letter as mister. Among
us here, the phenomenon of a woman taking,
a man’s name seems to be on the increase,
perhaps because of women’s struggle for
equality with men. Every instance of this
gives ug 2 (RalioseS’ 10V ol because



Perr &%%

OCTOBER 1981

Reagan dumps fiscal responsibility for biggies
Write Watt & Congress

In a fanfare of mucho bravado, Reagan's Interior Secretary
JAMES WATT said he was going to cut the biggies' Westlands
water welfare from $142 an acre foot to only $136.50. In
other words, if Watt had his announced way, us U.S. taxpayers
would cough up on $136.50 of Westlands per acre foot water
costs while the biggies would repay $13.50.

The biggies roared, " The government is breaking its promise to
us by trying to cut our subsidy!"

Paper Tiger Watt roared back, "You'll either pay more to cover the
'cost of delivery' or I'll shut your water off!"

46 e ”

Cost of Delivery - gas money
“_
"Cost of delivery" sounds like "full costs," but it isn't.
"Cost of delivery" is like saying that the full cost of owning a car is just
buying the gas. "Cost of delivery" in federal irrigation projects jargon does
NOT include:

(1) all the capital costs of facilities benefitting
the district

(2) any interest charges at all

WESTLANDS WATER RATES

(3) planning & engineering costs

(4) a prorata share of administration expenses of :hso.e-‘!pmauﬁ
the Dept. of Interior

(5) legislative expenses

(6) the hydro-electric subsidy

WESTLANDS TOTAL "FULL COSTS" = $150.00 per acre foot +

Real "full cost" water charges for Westlands would
require that the present $8 per acre foot water
prices be increased to over $150 an acre foot

(1 acre, 1 foot deep). Watt's "brave" $13.50 per
acre foot price is a pale reflection of that reality
which has been confirmed by independent researchers
at least twice:

1- 1979 at University of California

2- 1981 by the General Accounting Office (the re-
search arm of Congress)

Anyway, the biggies sued Paper Tiger Watt. The

State of California and the Environmental Defense
Fund tried to intervene. The judge said they couldn't.
Presently, there was an out-of-court "compromise"
ratified by the judge:

Westlands biggies will pay into an interest-bearing
trust account the water fees that Watt demands, and
Watt won't shut off the water. Then, someday, the
court will decide what the "correct" water rate is.

Obviously, in that process, the "compromise" will be
compromised further. But even if it isn't, that
battle is almost meaningless because the bulk of

the 86% subsidy remains in effect during the delayed PRESENT ProposeD REAL .

decision process. PATE. (WATRATE  FulLcoTs
INCREASE

WRITE WATT: Tell him you're on to his charade, and that the biggies should pay
real FULL COSTS on the projects, or the land & water should be divided as re-

quired by law.
WRITE: James Watt, Secretary of Interior, Wash D.C. 20240

WRITE YOUR CONGRESSPERSON:OQutline Watt's charade. Demand that as the poor are
taken off welfare, the rich be taken off also.
Congressperson, House Office Bldg., Wash. D.C. 20515
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Short term loan needed to make move
LAND TRUST FUND REACHES $70,000

NLP is now seeking a $140,000 no interest loan for 5 yrs. in order to move and
enlarge its arid land field station.

The loan is needed in addition to the $70,000 contributed by members in the.past
year, so that we can make the best possible land purchase (by paying cash) and
avoid the maize of paper & interest payments which will severly limit our dev-
elopmental work (low-tech, low-energy, low-capital growing methods) at the new
sites.

The tax advantage to the person making the loan is that the interest foregone
could be deductible as a donation. The loan will be secured by the new property
we will acquire, and by payments (over the next 5 years) of property being sold
for the benefit of the trust. The sale of the present property is now being
finalized, so the loan will be doubly secured.

Membership response to our land trust fund appeal has been heartening, and a
confirmation that our membershlp is really committed to finding workable,
livable alternatives to the short-sighted energy & food growing practices; and
public policy on water, food & land in this country.

As we are looking for a loan, the last hurdle in our move; we are folding
our work into 5 gallon cans and seed packets(as surveyors are laying out
the subdivision stakes).

If you've missed us in the mail this Fall, be prepared for a double issue
this Winter. We've been busy with things you'il hear about soon. Things have
been quiet on the legislative scene, but we'll keep you posted.
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Watt tries to collect a nickel from Westlands



