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810 Vaca Valley Parkway, Suite 203 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
 
 
DATE: Thursday, October 10, 2013 
   

                           TIME:            6:30 -7:30 p.m. – North Bay Aqueduct Alternate Intake  
     Project Workshop 
 
       7:30 p.m. - Board of Directors Meeting 

  
PLACE: Berryessa Room 
  Solano County Water Agency Office 
  810 Vaca Valley Parkway, Suite 203 
  Vacaville 
 
 
6:30 p.m.  - BOARD WORKSHOP – NORTH BAY AQUEDUCT 
ALTERNATE INTAKE PROJECT 
 
Staff will make a presentation on the proposed North Bay Aqueduct 
Alternate Intake Project including the need for project, design features and 
funding issues. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Limited to 5 minutes for any one item not scheduled on the Agenda. 
 
5. CONSENT ITEMS 
 

 (A) Minutes:  Approval of the Minutes of the Board of Directors 
meeting of September 12, 2013 is recommended. 

 
 
 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 
 
Chair: 
Supervisor Jim Spering  
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Vice Chair: 
Mayor Harry Price 
City of Fairfield 
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City of Dixon 
 
Director Bob Bishop 
Solano Irrigation District 
 
Director Dale Crossley 
Reclamation District No. 2068 
 
Mayor Osby Davis  
City of Vallejo 
 
Supervisor Erin Hannigan 
Solano County District 1 
 
Mayor Steve Hardy 
City of Vacaville 
 
Mayor Elizabeth Patterson 
City of Benicia 
 
Mayor Norm Richardson 
City of Rio Vista 
 
Director Gene Robben  
Maine Prairie Water District 
 
Mayor Pete Sanchez 
City of Suisun City 
 
Supervisor Linda Seifert 
Solano County District 2 
 
Supervisor Skip Thomson 
Solano County District 5 
 
Supervisor John Vasquez 
Solano County District 4 
 
 
GENERAL MANAGER: 
 
David Okita, PE 
Solano County Water Agency 
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 (B)      Expenditure Approvals:  Approval of the September checking account register is 
recommended.   

 
6. BOARD MEMBER REPORTS   

  
 RECOMMENDATION:  For information only. 
 
7.         GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
 RECOMMENDATION:  For information only. 
 
8. DELTA ISSUES AND WATER BOND LEGISLATION 
 
 RECOMMENDATIONS:  

 
1. Hear Status Report from Delta Water Coordination Working Group on water bond 
legislation and other Delta issues.  
 
2. Hear report from Supervisor Thomson on activities of Delta Counties Coalition and 
Delta Protection Commission. 
 
3. Review 2014 Water Bond legislation and consider direction to staff and Legislative 
Advocate on legislation 

 
9. TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING 
  

Thursday, November 13, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. at the SCWA offices.  
 

The Full Board of Directors packet with background materials for each agenda 
item can be viewed on the Agency’s website at www.scwa2.com.  

 
Any materials related to items on this agenda distributed to the Board of Directors of Solano County Water Agency less than 72 hours before the 
public meeting are available for public inspection at the Agency’s offices located at the following address: 810 Vaca Valley Parkway, Suite 203, 
Vacaville, CA 95688.  Upon request, these materials may be made available in an alternative format to persons with disabilities. 
 
Oct.2013.bod.agd 

http://www.scwa2.com/




 
CONSENT ITEMS 



SOLANO COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING MINUTES 
 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2013 
 
The Solano County Water Agency Board of Directors met this evening at the Solano 
County Water Agency.  Present were: 

 
Mayor Jack Batchelor, City of Dixon 
Mayor Harry Price, City of Fairfield 
Mayor Pete Sanchez, City of Suisun City 
Mayor Elizabeth Patterson, City of Benicia 

  Mayor Norm Richardson, City of Rio Vista 
  Mayor Steve Hardy, City of Vacaville 
  Mayor Osby Davis, City of Vallejo 
  Supervisor Erin Hannigan, Solano County District 1 
  Supervisor Linda Seifert, Solano County District 2 
  Supervisor Jim Spering, Solano County District 3 

Supervisor John Vasquez, Solano County District 4 
Supervisor Skip Thomson, Solano County District 5 

  Director Bob Bishop, Solano Irrigation District 
  Director Dale Crossley, Reclamation District 2068 

Manager Don Holdener, Maine Prairie Water District 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 P.M. by Chairman Spering.  
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
On a motion by Mayor Price and a second by Mayor Hardy the Board unanimously 
approved the agenda. 

 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There were not public comments. 

 
CONSENT ITEMS 

 
On a motion by Supervisor Thomson and a second by Mayor Hardy the Board unanimously 
approved the following Consent Items.  
 
 (A)  Minutes 
 (B)  Expenditure Approvals 
  
  

BOARD MEMBER REPORTS 
 
Supervisor Thompson stated the Delta Counties Coalition continues to make editorial 
rounds. He mentioned that he and Supervisor Vasquez met with John Laird, California 
Secretary for Natural Resources and Mark Cowin, Director of the Department of Water 
Resources on behalf of Delta Counties Coalition. Mayor Patterson requested staff monitor 
AB-1331 and its relation to the Governor’s water action plan. Supervisor Seifert mentioned 
the Delta Working Group is meeting on Monday.  
 

 
GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
 There were no additions to the written report.  
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STATE WATER PROJECT SUPPLY ALLOCATION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
 

Manager Okita gave a presentation on the Area of Origin Settlement noting the history of 
the litigation, the parties involved and the key features of the settlement. He expressed the 
importance of the impact of the settlement on creating a more reliable water supply for 
Solano cities. He explained that new contracts for SWP water were prepared between the 
Agency and the cities to include the provisions of settlement and to update other 
provisions. Melissa Morton, Public Works Director at the City of Benicia, explained the 
value of the settlement for her city. Legal Counsel Jeanne Zolezzi commented on the 
settlements compliance with CEQA and the adoption of the Negative Declaration. On a 
motion by Supervisor Seifert and a second by Mayor Price the Board unanimously 
adopted the negative Declaration and authorized the Chairman to execute Settlement 
Agreement and Release. On a motion by Mayor Patterson and a second by Supervisor 
Vasquez the Board unanimously authorized the Chairman to execute Amendment No. 20 
to the Water Supply Contract between the State of California Department of Water 
Resources and the Solano County Water Agency and to authorize the Chairman to 
execute revised Participating Agency Contracts between the Solano County Water 
Agency and the following cities: Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, 
Vacaville and Vallejo.  

 
 

TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING 
 

The next regularly scheduled meeting will be Thursday, October 10, 2013 at 6:30 P.M. at 
the Solano County Water Agency offices.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

This meeting of the Solano County Water Agency Board of Directors was adjourned  
at 6:55 P.M. 

 
 
 ____________________________________ 
 David B. Okita, General Manager  
 and Secretary to the Board of Directors of the  
  Solano County Water Agency 
Sept.2013.BOD.min A-16 

































Time Period Covered:  September 2013 
 
 

REPORT OF CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDERS 
AND CONTRACTS APPROVED BY GENERAL 
MANAGER UNDER DELEGATED AUTHORITY 

 
 
Construction Contract Change Orders (15% of original project 
costs or $50,000, whichever is less) 
 
 
Construction Contracts ($30,000 and less) 
 
Green Thumb Tree Care - Tree removal Putah South Canal - $7,999.74 
Signature Tree Service – Tree removal Putah South Canal - $5,800 
 
 
Professional Service Agreements ($30,000 and less) 
 
IN Communications – High School Water Education Video Program - $20,000 
 
Non-Professional Service Agreements ($30,000 and less) 
 
 
 
Construction contracts resulting from informal bids authorized 
by SCWA Ordinance 
 
 

Note:  Cumulative change orders or amendments resulting in exceeding the dollar 
limit need Board approval. 

 
 

Z:\FORMS\Construction Change Orders.doc 



SOLANO COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
 

  
810 Vaca Valley Parkway, Suite 203 
Vacaville, California 95688  
Phone (707) 451-6090  FAX (707) 451-6099 
www.scwa2.com 

 

MEMORANDUM 
           

 
TO: Solano Delta Coordination Working Group  
 
FROM:  David Okita, General Manager   
 
DATE:  September 24, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: 2014 Water Bond    
 
 
Attached are two items: 
 
1. An analysis of current 2014 Water Bond approved by Legislature for November 2012 election 
and two proposed Water Bond bills that would replace the approved Water Bond measure, SB 42 
and AB 1331.  The analysis is a listing of the funding components of each bond with the line items 
that are meant to benefit local Delta interests highlighted.  After the listing, the local Delta language 
of each bond is included. 
 
2.  Senate staff analysis of 2014 Water Bond issue that was prepared for the September 24 Water 
Bond hearing. 
 
For the October 10 SCWA Board meeting, there will be an agenda item for the Working Group to 
report to  the SCWA board on the Water Bond issue and for the Board to take any appropriate 
action. 



WATER BOND ANALYSIS 

9/24/13 (D. Okita) 

Note: the indentations mean that the indented funds are earmarks out of the allotted funds 
for the section 

 

Existing Water Bond (SB 2 – 2009) -$11.14 B 

 
$455M – Drought Relief 

$190M – local and regional drought relief projects  
$100M – San Diego County projects 

$90M – Disadvantaged and distressed areas 
$75M – small community wastewater to protect contamination of water 
$80M – Safe Drinking Water Revolving Fund 

$8M – City of Maywood 
$20M – New River (Imperial County) 
 

$1,050M – Water Supply Reliability – IRWMP – distributed regionally 

 $10M – Sierra snowpack and runoff climate change effects 
 $10.5M – disadvantaged communities 
 
$350M – Water Supply Reliability – IRWMP – regional and interregional connectivity 
and water management 

$2,250M – Delta Sustainability  

$750M – to Delta agencies – public benefits and Delta sustainability (see attached 
pages for more detail) 

  $50M – wastewater treatment above the Delta 
  $250M – assistance to local govt. from ag conversions 
 $1,500M – BDCP and other ecosystem projects 
 
$3,000M – Statewide Water System Operational Improvement - funds public benefits of 
surface storage, groundwater storage, conjunctive use, reoperation 

$1,785M – Conservation and Watershed Protection 

 $250M – Coastal Conservancy 
  $40M – San Diego County 
   $20M – San Diego River Conservancy 
  $40M – Santa Ana River Parkway 
  $20M – Bolsa Chica wetlands 
 $100M – Wildlife Conservation Board – CVPIA areas 



 $215M – Wildlife Conservation Board – endangered species 
  $25M – San Joaquin River Conservancy 
  $20M – Ventura County 
 $75M – San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy 
 $75M – Santa Monica  Mountains Conservancy 
 $20M – Baldwin Hills Conservancy 
 $25M – Santa Monica Bay watershed 
 $50M – coastal salmonid restoration – Coastal Conservancy 
 $100M – Lake Tahoe Conservancy 
 $20M – Dept. of Conservation Ca. Farmland Conservancy Program 
 $50M – Ca. Rivers Parkway Act 
  $20M – Urban Streams Restoration Program 
 $75M – Sierra Nevada Conservancy 
 $100M – Salton Sea 
 $10M – Natural Resources Agency – climate change 
 $30M – Dept. of Parks and Rec. watershed education 
  $20M - urban areas over pop. 1 million 
 $10M – California Waterfowl Habitat Program 

$100M – Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection – fuel treatment and forest 
restoration 
 $67M – technical assistance and local grants 
 $25M – assistance to landowners 
 $8M – fuel reduction 
$250M – Klamath River dam removal 
$20M - Siskiyou County 
$50M - Ca. State Univ. Water Resources and Policy Initiatives 
$50M – California Ocean Protection Act 
$60M – CVPIA salmonid fish passage 
$50M – Wildlife Conservation Board – advanced mitigation program 
 

$1,000M – Groundwater Protection and Water Quality 
 
 $100M – state and federal high priority projects 
 $100M – disadvantaged and distressed communities 
 
$1,000M – Water Recycling Program 
 $50M – restore contaminated groundwater 
 
$250M – Water Conservation - urban and ag 
  



SB 42 (9/11/13) - $6.475 B 

 
$2,000M - Safe Drinking Water Projects 
 
 $500M – to State Water Resources Control Board 
  $100M – urgent public health emergency actions 
  $400M – water system infrastructure 
   $10M – small water system technologies 
 $1,500M – IRWMP – water quality or supply 
  $1,400M - allocated by IRWMP regions 
  $100M – innovative IRWMP strategies 
 
$2,100M – Water Quality and Watershed Protection Projects 
 
 $400M – Small Communities Grants 
  $20M – Private Well and Septic Systems Investment Fund 
 $1,100M – Projects  

$600M – to Delta Conservancy for water quality, ecosystem restoration 
and community sustainability projects (see attached pages for more detail) 

  $500M – protection and restoration projects outside the Delta 
 $600M – watershed protection and water quality projects outside the Delta 
  $500M – state conservancy projects 
 
$1,375M – Flood Control and Stormwater Management 
 
 $500M – Central Valley Flood Protection Plan 
 $75M – flood control projects on public lands that benefit SF bay region 
 $375M – State Water Resources Control Board – stormwater mgt. 
 $25M – runoff from irrigate lands 
 $400M – Delta levees 
 
$1,000M – Water System Operational Improvements – public benefit of surface and 
groundwater storage. 
  



AB 1331 (9/11/13) - $6.5 B 

 
$1,000M – Water Quality and Clean and Safe Drinking Water  
 

$100M – State Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Small Community 
(wastewater) Grant Fund 

$250M – stormwater quality   
 $100M – emergency and urgent actions 
 $400M – water system infrastructure 
 $250M – groundwater quality 
 (note: components are $100M over total for this section) 
 
$1,500M – Protecting Rivers, Lakes, Streams, and Watersheds 
 
 $500M – Klamath Agreement, QSA (Colorado River), San Joaquin River 
Restoration 
 $250M – state conservancies 
  
 
$1,500M – Climate Change Preparedness for Regional Water Security(IRWMP 
projects) 
  
 $1,000M - allocated by IRWMP regions 
 $250M – urban and ag conservation 
 $500M – advanced water treatment – recycling and desal 
 
$1,000M – Sacramento –San Joaquin Delta Sustainability (see attached pages for more 
detail) 
 
$1,500M – Water Storage for Climate Change – surface and groundwater storage 
  



Delta language from existing water bond – SB 2 - 2009 
 
CHAPTER 7.  DELTA SUSTAINABILITY 
 
 
      (a) (1) Seven hundred fifty million dollars ($750,000,000) for 
projects, including grants to Delta counties and cities within the 
Delta, that provide public benefits and support Delta sustainability 
options, including projects and supporting scientific studies and 
assessments that do any of the following: 
   (A) Ensure that urban and agricultural water supplies derived from 
the Delta, including water supplies used within the Delta, are not 
disrupted because of catastrophic failures of Delta levees resulting 
from earthquakes, floods, land sinking, rising ocean levels, or other 
forces. 
   (B) Assist in preserving economically viable and sustainable 
agriculture and other economic activities in the Delta. 
   (C) Improve the quality of drinking water derived from the Delta. 
   (D) Improve levee and flood control facilities and other vital 
infrastructure necessary to protect Delta communities affected by the 
implementation of this chapter. 
   (E) Provide physical improvements or other actions to create 
waterflow and water quality conditions within the Delta to provide 
adequate habitat for native fish and wildlife. 
   (F) Facilitate other projects that provide public benefits and 
support Delta sustainability options approved by the Legislature, 
including costs associated with planning, monitoring, and design of 
alternatives, and project modifications and adaptations necessary to 
achieve the goals of this chapter. 
   (G) Mitigate other impacts of water conveyance and ecosystem 
restoration. 
   (H) Provide or improve water quality facilities and other 
infrastructure. 
   (2) Of the funds provided in this subdivision, not less than fifty 
million dollars ($50,000,000) shall be available for matching grants 
for improvements to wastewater treatment facilities upstream of the 
Delta to improve Delta water quality. 
   (3) Of the funds provided in this subdivision, up to two hundred 
fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) may be expended in the Delta to 
provide assistance to local governments and the local agricultural 
economy due to loss of productive agricultural lands for habitat and 
ecosystem restoration within the Delta. 
   
   (c) Funds provided by this chapter shall be available for 
appropriation to, among other entities, the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta Conservancy for implementation consistent with the Delta Plan. 
   79732.  (a) A project that receives funding pursuant to 
subdivision (a) of Section 79731 shall only be eligible for funding 
pursuant to other provisions of this division to the extent that the 
combined state funding pursuant to this division does not exceed 50 
percent of the total project costs. 
   (b) The department shall determine what constitutes a project for 
the purposes of subdivision (a). 

  



Delta language from SB 42 (9/11/13) 
 
 

(a) The sum of six hundred million dollars ($600,000,000) shall  
be available to the Delta Conservancy for water quality, ecosystem  
restoration, and community sustainability projects that benefit the  
Delta, including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Projects to improve water quality facilities or projects that  
contribute to improvements in water quality in the Delta. 

(2) Habitat restoration, conservation, and enhancement projects  
to improve the condition of special status, at risk, endangered, or  
threatened species in the Delta and the Delta counties, including  
projects to eradicate invasive species, and projects that support the  
beneficial reuse of dredged material for habitat restoration and  
levee improvements. 

3) Projects to assist in preserving economically viable and  
sustainable agriculture and other economic activities in the Delta,  
including local infrastructure projects and projects to mitigate the  
economic and community impacts of any conversion of agricultural  
land to habitat funded by this section. 

(4) Multibenefit recycled water projects that improve  
groundwater management and Delta tributary ecosystems. 

(5) Scientific studies and assessments that support the Delta  
Science Program as described in Section 85280 or projects  
authorized under this section. 
  



Delta language from AB 1331 (9/11/13) 
 

CHAPTER 8. SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA  
SUSTAINABILITY 

79750.  
(a) The sum of one billion ($1,000,000,000) shall be  

available, upon appropriation by the Legislature from the fund,  
for grants and direct expenditures to improve the sustainability of  
the Delta. 

(b) This chapter provides state funding for public benefits  
associated with projects needed to assist in the Delta’s  
sustainability as a vital resource for fish, wildlife, water quality,  
water supply, agriculture, and recreation. 
 

79751.  
In order to promote the sustainability and resiliency of  

the Delta, the purposes of this chapter are to: 
(a) Protect, restore, and enhance the Delta ecosystem. 
(b) Maintain and improve existing Delta levees. 
(c) Promote the sustainability of the Delta. 

  
79752.  
The funds authorized in Section 79750 shall not be  

used to pay the costs of exercising eminent domain. 
 

79753.  
Any project funded by this chapter shall include a  

partner that is a resident, landowner, public agency, or  
organization from one or more of the five Delta counties. For the  
purposes of this chapter, a partner from a Delta county shall have  
a significant role in the development and implementation of the  
funded project.  
 

79754.  
Funding authorized by this chapter for the purpose of  

subdivision (a) of Section 79751 may include, but is not limited  
to, the following: 

(a) Projects to protect and restore native fish and wildlife  
dependent on the Delta ecosystem, including improvement of  
aquatic or terrestrial habitat or the removal or reduction of  
undesirable invasive species. 

(b) Projects to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from exposed Delta soils. 
(c) Scientific studies and assessments that support the projects  

authorized under this section. 
 

79755.  
(a) Funding authorized by this chapter for the purpose  

of subdivision (b) of Section 79751 shall reduce the risk of levee  
failure and flood in the Delta and may be expended, consistent  
with the Delta levee investment priorities recommended pursuant  
to Section 85306,for any of the following: 



 
Local assistance under the Delta levee maintenance  

subventions program under Part 9 (commencing with Section  
12980) of Division 6, as that part may be amended. 

 Special flood protection projects under Chapter 2  
(commencing with Section 12310) of Part 4.8 of Division 6, as  
that chapter may be amended. 

 Levee improvement projects that increase the resiliency of  
levees within the Delta to withstand earthquake, flooding, or sea  
level rise. 

 Emergency response and repair projects. 
(b) All projects funded pursuant to this section shall be subject  

to Section 79050. 
 

 
 
 
 
  
 
   
   
  
  

 
 

  

    

  

 
 

 
  

 



SENATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND 

NATURAL RESOURCES & WATER COMMITTEES 
 

 

 

Setting the Stage for a 2014 Water Bond: 

Where Are We and Where Do We Need To Go? 

 

 

Committee Background 

 

In November 2009, the legislature passed and the governor signed SBX7 2 (Cogdill).  Also 

known as the Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010, that law placed on 

the November 2010 ballot an $11.14 B general obligation bond before the voters to fund various 

water resources programs and projects.   

 

The legislature has amended the bond proposal three times, including twice delaying the 

placement of the bond before the voters.  After initially being delayed to the November 2012 

ballot, the bond was subsequently delayed to the November 2014 ballot, where it remains now. 

 

Over the course of the last year or so, there has been much discussion on whether the public 

would support the current November 2014 bond proposal.  Moreover, if the voters would not 

support that bond proposal, what, if anything, should take its place on the ballot? 

 

To help answer those questions, in February the Senate Governance and Finance and Natural 

Resources and Water Committees held a joint hearing titled “Overview of California's Debt 

Condition: Priming the Pump for a Water Bond.”  That hearing explored California’s overall 

debt condition, the fund balances for various bond funded programs, and the implications for the 

November 2014 water bond.   

 

This was followed two weeks later by a second hearing which asked the question “What’s 

Changed Since the Legislature Passed the Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act 

of 2010?”  That hearing highlighted some of the unanticipated developments that occurred since 

the drafting of the bond, and posed the policy question “What changes, if any, should be made to 

the bond in light of recent developments?”
*
 

                                                           
*
 Agendas, background briefs, and other materials for both these hearing can be found on the Senate Natural 

Resources & Water Committee’s website: http://sntr.senate.ca.gov/informationaloversighthearings  

http://sntr.senate.ca.gov/informationaloversighthearings
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The Assembly has also been looking at the 2014 water bond.  The Chair of the Assembly Water, 

Parks, and Wildlife Committee (AWPW) has formed a working group to develop first bond 

principles and then bond language.  AWPW has also held informational hearings specifically to 

craft a water bond that could replace the existing 2014 bond.
*
 

 

There are currently three bills in the Legislature that would affect the current 2014 water bond.  

SB 40 (Pavley) simply changes the name of the 2014 water bond to reflect the fact that it is no 

longer on the 2012 ballot.  The other two bills, SB 42 (Wolk) and AB 1331 (Rendon), would 

each replace the current 2014 water bond with an entirely new bond.   

 

This hearing is intended to take stock of where the legislative bond discussions stand, identify 

issues that may need additional attention, and, where appropriate, suggest alternative approaches 

for consideration of the members.  To provide a context for this hearing, this paper: 

 

 Summarizes the general provisions of the current 2014 water bond, SB 42, and AB 1331; 

 Describes how each proposal addresses funding for each category of funding; and 

 Identifies key issues for further discussion. 

Overview Of The Proposals 

Currently on the November 2014 ballot is the Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply 

Act of 2012.  That measure would authorize $11.14 B in general obligation bonds to fund a 

variety of water related programs and projects. SB 42 (Wolk) would replace the current 2014 

bond with the $6.475 B the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality, and Flood Protection Act of 

2014.  Likewise, AB 1331 (Rendon) would replace the current 2014 bond with the $6.5 B 

Climate Change Response for Clean and Safe Drinking Water Act of 2014. 

 

Table 1 shows the proposed funding for each proposal by funding category.  It should be noted 

that each bond proposal names and classifies the various programs and projects differently.  The 

data shown in this background brief are staff’s attempt to classify the bond funded activities on a 

consistent basis.  The categories are generally self-explanatory.  Two categories that require a bit 

of explanation are Watersheds: Regional Concern and Watersheds: Statewide Concern.  

Watersheds: Statewide Concern are those watersheds where the State of California has some 

legal responsibility to fund or otherwise participate in the restoration of a significant part of the 

watershed; namely, the Klamath River, San Joaquin River, and the Salton Sea.  Watersheds: 

Regional Concern are all other watershed restoration activities, whether by a specific 

conservancy or some other state funded program. 

                                                           
*
 http://awpw.assembly.ca.gov/waterbond  

http://awpw.assembly.ca.gov/waterbond
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Table 1 

Proposed Water Bonds: Funding By Category 

 

Funding Category 2014 Bond AB 1331 SB 42 

Water Quality $1,175 M $1,000 M $900 M 

Water Supply 2,580 M 1,500 M 1,500 M 

Watersheds: Regional Concern 1,390 M 1,000 M 600 M 

Watersheds: Statewide Concern 375 M 500 M 500 M 

Delta 2,250 M 1,000 M 1,000 M 

Storage 3,000 M 1,500 M 1,000 M 

Flood      -      - 975 M 

Other* 370 M      -      - 

Total $11,140 M $6,500 M $6,475 M 

*Conveyance & economic development    
 

Table 1 shows that unlike the current 2014 bond and AB 1331, SB 42 proposes funding for flood 

protection programs and projects.  Also, the current 2014 bond proposes funding for two 

activities not funded by either AB 1331 or SB 52; namely local and regional conveyance projects 

and economic development in Siskiyou County. 
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Figure 1
Distribution of Bond Funds By Program
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The current 2014 bond proposes about $1 B more in funding for water supply projects than 

SB 42 and AB 1331.  It also proposes significantly more funding for regional watershed projects, 

but less for watersheds of statewide concern than the $500 M proposed in both SB 42 and AB 

1331.  Another significant difference is the amount of funding for storage projects; the current 

2014 bond proposes $3 B in funding while AB 1331 proposes half that and SB 42 offers only a 

third as much.   

 

Because the current 2014 bond is significantly larger than that proposed by SB 42 and AB 1331, 

it is difficult to compare the different priorities within each bond.  Figure 1 shows the relative 

distribution of funds within each bond proposal. 

 

Interestingly, all three bond proposals dedicate just over 23 percent of the funds for water supply 

projects and programs.  The major differences are in the relative funding for storage and regional 

watersheds.  Also the current 2014 bond dedicates about 5 percent more of its fund for 

supporting the Delta than AB 1331 or SB 42. 

 

Another way of comparing the different proposals is to look at the geographic distribution of the 

proposed funding.  Figure 2 shows the geographic distribution of funds for each proposal. 
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Figure 2
Geographic Distribution of Bond Funds
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Geographically, the biggest difference between the three proposals is that AB 1331 distributes 

nearly 70 percent of its funds on a statewide basis, while the current 2014 bond and SB 42 both 

distribute about 55 percent of their funds statewide. 

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Marketing.  To become enacted, a bond proposal must appeal to both 2/3 of each house of 

the Legislature and a majority of the electorate.  AB 1331 makes frequent reference to 

climate change, both in the title of the bond and in many of the chapter titles.   

 

Does the frequent reference to climate change help or hinder getting both legislative approval 

and voter ratification? 

 

 Size of Bond.  The general sense is that the current 2014 bond, at $11.14 B, is simply too 

large for the voters to accept.  Both SB 42 and AB 1331 suggest that $6.5 B is the right level 

for voter acceptance. 

 

What is the maximum level of additional debt to fund water resources projects and programs 

that the voters will find acceptable? 

 

 Geographic Distribution.  Each of the bond proposals distributes some of the funds to 

specific regions and some funds are made available statewide.  AB 1331 provides more of its 

funds on a statewide basis than the current 2014 bond and SB 42.  SB 42 designates 

significantly more of its funds to areas north of the Tehachapis than to Southern California.  

And, the current 2014 bond provides relatively more funds to the Delta than the other two 

bond proposals. 

 

What are the advantages of distributing funds to specific regions versus making funds 

available statewide? 

 

Should funds distributed to specific regions reflect the distribution of the state’s population, 

the geographic size of the region, or some other metric? 

 

 Eligible Programs/Projects.  At the February 26, 2013 hearing on California’s debt 

condition, the Legislative Analyst’s Office recommended that state bond funds be used to 

finance activities that provide state-level benefits. 

 

Should bonds funds be limited to those activities that provide state-level benefits?  If so, how 

well do the different bond proposals meet that criterion? 
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 Identifying Agencies.  Previous resources bonds have, for most of the programs authorized by 

those bonds, designated which specific state agency would be responsible for disbursing the 

funds for each program.  This practice has been continued in both the current 2014 bond and 

for SB 42.  In contrast, AB 1331 has generally not designated which specific state agency 

would be responsible for disbursing funds for each program.  This would mean such 

decisions would need to be resolved through the annual budget process. 

 

Is it advantageous to identify implementing agencies in the bond acts or rather is it preferable 

to defer such decisions to future legislatures to decide through the annual budget process? 

 

 Eligible Parties.  All three bond proposals limit eligibility to receive of bond funds to public 

agencies, nonprofit organizations, public utilities, and mutual water companies.  The last 

legislative water bond, 2000’s Proposition 13, also made federally recognized Indian tribes 

that own or operate a public water system eligible for bond funds. 

 

Should the bond proposals make federally recognized tribes eligible to receive water bond 

funds? 

 

 Compliance.  All three bond proposals make compliance with various statutory requirements 

and policies, such as the Urban Water Management Planning Act, prerequisite for receiving 

bond funds.  However, the proposals are not consistent regarding which statutes are 

prerequisite.  For example, SB 42 requires that integrated regional water management plans 

be consistent with the policy of reducing dependence on the Delta. 

 

Is it desirable to explicitly require compliance with specific statutes as a prerequisite for bond 

funding and if so, which ones? 

Water Quality 

All three bond proposals identify and prioritize funding for water quality similarly to Proposition 

50 (2002) and Proposition 84 (2006).  Water quality is broadly categorized as treatment and 

remediation of drinking water supply, contamination removal and prevention in source water 

supply, storm water management and conservation and efficiency projects.  The current bond 

proposal allocates $1 B for groundwater protection and water quality projects primarily 

protection, remediation and treatment of groundwater used for drinking water.  SB 42 allocates 

$2 B for safe drinking water.  There is additional water quality funding available in a $2.1 B 

allocation for the purpose of assisting the state in meeting Federal Water Pollution Control Act 

requirements.  AB 1331 allocates $1 B for water quality projects aimed at reducing and 

preventing contamination in drinking water, specifically prioritizing small, disadvantaged or 

rural communities.  Each of the proposals adopts the definition of “disadvantaged community” 
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and “severely disadvantaged community” as was used by propositions 50 and 84 and designates 

specific allocations of project funding in those communities. 

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Priorities. All three bond proposals identify and define water quality priorities, in varying 

levels of specificity, similarly to the prior bonds.  Does this make sense for California’s 

future water quality needs or should there be an evaluation of how we look at water quality?  

For instance, the Legislature has introduced a myriad bills to change the implementing statute 

of Proposition 84 in an attempt to address the most urgent water quality needs.  This suggests 

that the current approach is simply not getting money to the desired population.  In 

developing the statutory language associated with a new bond, it may be prudent for the 

legislature to develop a current view of California’s water quality needs, develop definitions 

that fit that view and learn from the changes that have been made in implementing the 

previous bonds. 

 

Do the priorities, definitions and allocations from prior bonds still apply? 

 

 Definitions.  Each of the proposals adopts the same definition of “disadvantaged community” 

and “severely disadvantaged community” as was used by propositions 50 and 84 and 

designates specific allocations of project funding in those communities.  However, the 2010 

federal census did not collect the household economic data necessary for making this 

determination about communities.  As such the state would have to use data from 2000 which 

would not provide an accurate identification of the communities the bond was intending to 

reach.   

 

Should there be a new measure of “need?” If so, what should it be? 

 

 Bang for the Buck.  Recently, the United States Environmental Protection Agency estimated 

California’s 20 year drinking water infrastructure need at over $40 billion.  Knowing that a 

bond can only supplement a small portion of that need, how should the language of the bond 

be drafted to maximize federal, local and private matching investments?  Should there be an 

emphasis on addressing immediate urgent need or developing long term solutions?  Prior 

bonds prioritized communities with larger populations.  Given the severity of water quality 

problems for California’s small rural communities, how does the Legislature want to 

prioritize that need in a new bond? 

 

How do we maximize the state’s investment? 
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 What’s the Plan?  The allocation of funds for water quality projects from Propositions 50 and 

84 look at individual projects.  Over the last several years much attention has been brought to 

the need to evaluate and develop better solutions for regional and statewide water quality 

project planning.  The Legislature may wish to consider providing bond funding for the State 

Water Resources Control Board to develop an evaluation of the state’s water quality needs 

for both surface and groundwater, identify present and immerging contaminants and develop 

a plan for addressing those needs. 

 

Should bond funds be provided to develop a comprehensive water quality plan? 

 

Water Supply 

Each of the three bond proposals provide the bulk of the funding for water supply and related 

projects through an integrated regional water management program (IRWMP), though the 

specifics are different.  Each bond proposal also distributes that funding by region, though again 

the regions and basis for distributing the funds differ.  The current 2014 bond and AB 1331 also 

provide separate funding for recycled water projects, while SB 42 simply makes recycled water 

projects an eligible use of IRWMP funds.  Additionally, the current 2014 bond provides some 

funds for drought relief projects. 

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Funding Regions.  SB 42 uses the same funding regions as was used in the most recent water 

bond, Proposition 84.  Those regions are based on hydrologic regions, with the south coast 

hydrologic region divided into Los Angeles/Ventura, Santa Ana, and San Diego subregions.  

The current 2014 bond and AB 1331 generally use the same regions as Proposition 84 and 

SB 42, except that that the current water bond and AB 1331 also include what is called the 

mountain counties overlay.  This region is carved from the Sacramento and San Joaquin 

hydrologic regions and includes the sierra foothills up to the crest of the mountains. 

 

What should be the regions used for IRWMP? 

 

 Funding Formulae.  All three bond proposals distribute IRWMP funds across the regions as 

follows:  Each region received a fixed amount of funds, and the balance was distributed 

based on population.  However, SB 42 used a different base amount than the current 2014 

bond and AB 1331.  This is not the only way funds could be distributed.  For example, the 

August 15, 2013 version of SB 42 distributed the funds 75 percent based on population, 25 

percent based on geographic area. 

 

What should be the basis for distributing IRWMP funds to the regions? 
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 Matching Rates.  All three proposals require a 50 cost share for IRWMP grants.  The current 

2014 bond and AB 1331 allow the matching rate to be reduced or waived for projects that 

directly benefit a disadvantaged community or economically distressed area.  SB 42 allows 

the rate to be reduced or waived for projects serving disadvantaged communities or result in 

a direct reduction in water exported from the Delta. 

 

Should matching requirements be waived for projects that benefit certain communities or aid 

in achieving certain policy objectives?  If so, what are those communities or policy 

objectives? 

 

 Eligible Programs.  Since its creation in Proposition 50, IRWMP has been viewed 

principally as a water supply management program.  However, as regions explore different 

paths towards regional self-sufficiency, other programs such as storm water management 

programs are showing promise for not just supply management, but water quality and flood 

management purposes as well.  AB 1331 explicitly includes stormwater management as one 

of the eligible uses of IRWMP funds; SB 42 funds stormwater management projects, but as a 

separate flood management program; the current 2014 bond does not address stormwater 

management. 

 

Should stormwater management be integrated into the IRWMP program? 

 

 Recycled Water.  Both the current 2014 bond and AB 1331 treat recycled water as a separate 

funding category, SB 42 includes recycled water projects as an eligible use of IRWMP funds. 

 

Should recycled water be a separate program or included within IRWMP? 

 

Watersheds: Statewide Concern 

In addition to the challenges facing the Delta (discussed below), California has significant 

funding responsibilities in three other water resources areas:  The Salton Sea, San Joaquin River 

restoration, and Klamath River restoration.   

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Specific Programs? The current 2014 bond specifically identifies and funds each of the three 

project areas.  SB 42 and AB 1331 each provide funding for those activities, but provide a 

common program to fund them. 
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Should the Salton Sea, San Joaquin River restoration, and Klamath River restoration each 

receive specific funding? 

Watersheds: Regions 

California has numerous conservancies and programs to fund watershed projects.   

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Funds Distribution.  The current 2014 bond specifically identifies and provides funds to the 

different conservancies and watershed programs.  AB 1331 provides the funds to the Natural 

Resources Agency to distribute to the various conservancies.  SB 42 goes a step further and 

requires the Natural Resources Agency to develop a statewide natural resources protection 

plan to identify priorities for funding.  However, those are not the only potential funding 

processes.  The August 15, 2013 version of SB 42 distributed the funds 50 percent based on 

population, 50 percent based on geographic area. 

 

How should funds be distributed to the various conservancies and watershed programs? 

Delta 

All three proposals provide significant funding for Delta restoration activities and all three state 

that none of the funds provided in the bond may be used to fund Delta conveyance facilities.  

The current 2014 bond explicitly provides funds in support of the non-conveyance features of the 

Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP); the other two proposals are silent on whether or not funds 

may be used for BDCP’s non-conveyance purposes. 

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Priorities.  SB 42 provides the Delta funds to the Delta Conservancy, who would then make 

specific funding decisions.  The current 2014 bond and AB 1331 do not designate a funding 

entity; such decisions would presumably be made through the annual budget process. 

 

Should all Delta funds be funneled through the Delta Conservancy? 

Storage 

The current 2014 bond provides $3 B continuously appropriated to the California Water 

Commission (CWC) to fund the public benefits of water storage projects.  Projects are to be 

selected by the CWC through a competitive process, ranked based on the expected return for 

public investment as measured by the magnitude of the public benefits. Eligible projects include: 
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 Surface storage projects identified in the CalFed Record of Decision, excluding raising 

Shasta Dam. 

 Groundwater storage projects and groundwater contamination prevention or remediation 

projects that provide water storage benefits. 

 Conjunctive use and reservoir reoperation projects. 

 Local and regional surface storage projects that improve the operation of water systems in the 

state and provide public benefits. 

 

Public benefits are defined as: 

 Ecosystem improvements. 

 Water quality improvements that provide significant public trust resources or that clean up 

and restore groundwater resources. 

 Flood control benefits. 

 Emergency response, including, securing emergency water supplies and flows for dilution 

and salinity repulsion following a natural disaster or act of terrorism. 

 Recreational purposes. 

 

AB 1331 provides $1.5 B continuously appropriated to the CWC to fund the public benefits 

associated with projects to: 

 Construct new surface water storage projects. 

 Restore and expand groundwater aquifer storage capacity. 

 Restore water storage capacity of existing surface water storage reservoirs. 

 

Eligible projects under AB 1331 are the same as under the current 2014 bond plus: 

 Projects that remove sediment, improve dam stability in seismic events, or otherwise restore 

water storage capacity in existing water storage reservoirs. 

 

AB 1331 defines public benefits the same as the current 2014 bond. 

 

SB 42 provides $1 B to the CWC upon appropriation by the Legislature.  Eligible projects 

include projects eligible under the current 2014 bond and AB 1331 plus:  

 Projects that result in a permanent reduction of water exported from the Delta. 

 Recycled water storage facilities. 

 

SB 42 does not include emergency response or recreation as fundable public benefits or benefits 

to be considered in ranking projects. 
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Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 Continuous Appropriation.  On March 1, 2006, the Senate Committee on Natural Resources 

and Water, in its Report to the Conference Committee on Infrastructure Bonds: 

Recommendations For The Proposed Infrastructure Bonds, described a set of bond financing 

principles to guide its recommendation to the Conference Committee.  This included: 

 

“The Legislative Branch’s Power To Allocate Funds.  One of the fundamental checks on 

the executive branch is the budget process. In that process, the role of the Governor is to 

develop and propose a budget; the role of the Legislature is to review the proposed 

budget, amend where necessary, and to appropriate the funds to implement the budget. 

Bond funded programs that are funded by continuous appropriations bypass the formal 

budget process with its inherent checks and balances system. Consequently, continuously 

appropriated bond programs should be avoided.” 

 

Should bond funds for storage be continuously appropriated; i.e., not subject to legislative 

appropriation? 

 

 Public Benefits.  All three bond proposals would fund the public benefits of water storage 

projects in priority of the relative magnitude of those public befits.  The current 2014 bond 

and AB 1331, however, would include two sets of benefits not included in SB 42; namely, 

emergency response and recreational benefits.  Emergency response benefits would accrue 

most to on-stream surface storage projects.  Recreational benefits would accrue most to 

surface storage projects that could support water sports such as boating and fishing.  Both 

these benefits would put groundwater storage projects at a competitive disadvantage. 

 

Should funds for storage projects include emergency response and recreational benefits as 

consideration for project selection and funding? 

 

 Studies?  None of the proposals include funding for studying the feasibility of additional 

surface storage projects.  The most recent evaluation of potential surface storage projects was 

conducted by CalFed in 2000.  That investigation screened out consideration of projects 

below 200,000 acre-feet capacity and deferred investigating a number of other larger projects 

because they did not meet CalFed’s goals and objectives. 

 

Should funds be provided for additional surface storage investigations? 
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Flood 

SB 42 provides funding to implement the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan and for 

stormwater management projects.  The current 2014 bond and AB 1331 do not. 

 

Issues for Members’ Consideration:  

 

 In or out?  Previous bonds have provided funding for flood management projects and 

programs.  The most recent bond was Proposition 1 E in 2006. 

 

Should flood management projects and programs be included in the bond? 
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