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Chair Pavley…Chair Wolk, members of the committee, thank you very much for allowing me to be here today. 
I applaud you for having this oversight hearing today on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan. It is, without a doubt, the most important public works project in front of California today. 
Without a secure water supply -- for our entire state -- we simply cannot function. In addition, we must take immediate… near term actions in the Delta or it will cease to function -- not only as a water conduit, but also as the largest estuary west of the Mississippi filled with fragile species. It is truly one of the west’s most precious, scenic places filled with its own economy and local population. 

I come before you today, as a representative of the Sacramento region…of northern California… and as a farmer’s daughter. I understand the many demands that California faces today in terms of its water problems. My family farmed on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley. We had a variety of fruit trees and my father loved his land. But he, like every other farmer, lived with uncertainty. A farmer can only live with so much uncertainty. 
So, I truly do understand the issues that farmers must face each growing season. I am sensitive to the plight that California agriculture faces today, but I am also well aware of the choices farmers must make given the resources they have. 

The Bay Delta Conservation Plan… according to most of us in northern California… is a process and a plan that needs fixing. 
The Bay Delta Conservation Plan for more than six years has ploughed its way ahead led by a very small group of individuals who don’t represent northern California. And considering that the project is located in northern California we have a significant problem with that. 

Yes, the federal and state governments have held numerous meetings with northern California interests… but meetings don’t change anything unless the people in the room are part of the decision making process. 
I have been part of many of those meetings in Washington and in Sacramento…and it unfortunately always feels like it is a ‘check off the box’ type of meeting.

In fact, over the course of the last 18 months, Senior federal officials have briefed a small group of Northern California Members of Congress on their plans over a dozen times.  And I can tell you despite these meetings nothing has changed in terms of addressing northern California’s concerns.  
I understand the way a Habitat Conservation Plan works… which is basically what the BDCP is… that the beneficiary of the project who may ultimately hold the “take” permit for a species is in the driver’s seat.  But with this plan the beneficiary doesn’t live in the footprint of the project…we do. 
And we have absolutely no role in developing it. This may be legal…but it is certainly not ethical or the right thing to do.  In public service we must do better than that. We must live up to the public’s expectation that their government and elected officials work for THEM… not for other interests. 
The Governor… who we respect very much … is very focused on moving forward with this plan for the Delta.  At times… his representatives have tried to divide and fragment northern California… but we will not be torn apart and placated with crumbs.  
The current BDCP process does not bode well for a sustainable fix to California's water problems. To find a long-term solution all of the stakeholders – not just the beneficiaries of the project – must have a seat at the decision-making table.  
The stakeholders of northern California are a diverse group. We all have different reasons for not liking what that BDCP currently is… yet we share the common thread that we all stand to lose so much if this project as planned moves forward. 
We have a balanced watershed in northern California… we have planned our growth and we live within our means. Yes, we need to address the issues that started this debate –- statewide water reliability and restoration of the Delta ecosystem. But we cannot take the problems of one part of the state and lay them at the feet of the other. 

We can get this right. We must get this right. The generations coming up behind us expect it. 

And if that means putting something on the table for consideration that is not there now…we must do it. 

Unless the supporters of the BDCP know… with certainty… that the alternatives they’ve selected will BOTH restore the Delta and create a reliable water supply for California, other alternatives should be considered. Yes, it will take more time. But let me tell you that “restarting” the clock can offer better outcomes.  
I will give you one example.  I've been involved in flood protection for many years on behalf of the Sacramento region and I am well aware of the regional cooperation needed to accomplish large projects.

In 2005, shortly after I took office, the project at Folsom Dam (then called Folsom Modifications) was declared unbuildable. This was after a decade of analysis… a federal authorization and appropriations, the private sector’s bids on the project showed that it was too risky and too expensive to build. 

We literally started the process over, but in the end we had a better project – the Joint Federal Project. It not only offers flood protection, but critical dam safety and will be built in less time and with less money.  And it is now considered a top priority of the federal government.
I would be remiss if I did not talk about the specific impact and concerns that the current BDCP will have on the Sacramento region.  As a starting point, Sacramento County, is the “home” of the proposed project.  For us the BDCP provides no benefits, only massive impacts.

Sacramento County is also home to a recently built project called the Freeport water intake, a large industrial structure, situated on a 6-acre site that spans 600 feet along the river. 
The Freeport project, by the way, was the result of thirty years of litigation with the warring parties finally agreeing to pursue a solution that met both of their needs. 
I mention Freeport not only because it was better solution than litigation or the initial project, but also because it is tiny compared to what is being proposed in the BDCP.

Each of the three BDCP intakes are 10 times the size of the Freeport facility. All total, these water intakes would be the equivalent in size and volume to 30 of the existing Freeport water intake!
Imagine what that will do to the landscape of Sacramento County.  And as the details of the project unfold we find out about more and more impacts such as: 
· 10 years of construction 24 hours a day, 7 days a week
· hundreds of acres of excavated tunnel muck that will be deposited above ground

· loss of County transportation routes
· impacts to its drinking water and  flood protection; and
· the enormous toll this size would have on the County’s air quality.  
The list goes on and on.
Consider also the repercussions to the Sacramento River of siphoning off a large portion of its water. The Freeport water intake facility takes in 300 cubic feet per second of water.  Under the BDCP, the water intakes would extract at least 9,000 cfs or possibly more. There are times when the entire flow of the Sacramento River has been less than 12,000 cfs. 
Unfortunately, there is only so much water, and under the BDCP it is the water contractors who hold all the cards. After spending $15 billion to build this water project, there will be tremendous pressure to maximize its water delivery output, potentially leaving northern California with no recourse.

The list of negative impacts to Sacramento County goes on and on… but the BDCP framework lacks any enforceable assurances or protections for Sacramento County from the project's impacts.

The plan also excludes any meaningful role for northern California in the governance of a Delta plan. We are relegated to the role of “Stakeholder Council” which can only give “input” and has no decision making authority.
And the new information coming out about a joint powers authority made up of a majority of Delta water exporters is absolutely alarming. 

Moving forward, we have a real opportunity to get this right.  Unfortunately, the current plan falls significantly short. We can and we must do better for California. 
We must work together to ensure that any Delta plan does not negatively impact northern California.   I pledge to continue to work with all of you to make sure California gets a project that doesn’t sacrifice northern California interests in the process.  

Thank you again for allowing me to be here. I look forward to working with you.
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