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OUR VIEWS

Power grab

2 iverside should nol give in to thinly disguised
3 blackmail over the city's power plant project.
o 1 The City Council should reject an agreement{
75 Ll that gives organized labor an effective monop-
oly on construction. Riverside ratepayers, who will
fund the plant, should demand a bidding process that
uses true competition to provide savings — not

surrender to heavy-handed labor iactics.

The City Counci! is sched-
uled to consider today a
“project labor agreement” for
the city’s proposed $110million
power plant :

million to its cost. And the
current labor agreement’s pro-
posal tor 1 850,000 payment Lo a
trust to support local stafling

and job train-

jon. . . . i furthers
The pact, he-  Riverside should pol  mion soalsbut
Lty g g i vt 5%
unions, essen- is essenna”y a [Bga' sid% I;‘);;ujc;c;ll.v’s

tally requires
using union
workers (o
build {he plant. In return, the
lahor unions promise to avoid
work stoppages or other ac-
tions thal could delay con
struction of the planL

Bul the lagguage merely
puls a polite gloss on a threat:
The ¢ity his to use union labor
or face obstruction to gedting
the new plant on tne. City
officlats fear that withou! the
agreement, unions could stall
progress oa the new plant for
as much as 18 mouths beyond'
the proposed mid-2009 stari of
operations, leaving the oity of
risk of edectricily shortages.

Riverside did not require
unjon labor on the city's Jast
power praject, in 2004, So a
unfon cealition filed environ-
. mental challenges that helped
postpone the plant's startup by
nearly a vear, Fighting those
complaints added at least 321
million o the project's initiat
S75 millien cost.

Going along with what is
little more than a legal protec-
tion racket, however, does not
serve ralepayers” best inter-
ests, Riverside officials esti-
mated in 2005 that using only
union labor on the carlier plant
projeet would have added 37.6

nrotection racket.

goal should be
the most cost-
effective construction contract
possible, regardless of unions’
role. Giving organized labor a
monopoly Inevitably increases
the financial burden on city
residents and buslnesses.
Rejecting the labor pact car-
ries rigks, however Riverside’s
growing demand lor power will
soon -~ perhaps by 2010 —
exceed the city's capacity to
provide it Without the 14 per-
cent inerease in eity power
supplies the new generalors
would provide, Riverside fuces
possible rolfing blackonts dur
ing periods of high cnergy use.
But that outenme is not a
certainty. The ecwrent eco-
namic slump has also slowed
growth in Riverside's electric-
ity demand, which may glve
the eily some leeway on dead
lines. And thoese who oppose
the laber agreement should
realize that stance also hrings
a responsibllity to curb energy
use, to help buy the city time.
Riverside has no guaranice
oi power sufficiency, especially
during o sumimner heat wave.

Bui forgeing efficient use of

public monev is never an ac-
ceplable course, even in the
cause of energy expediency.






