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FOREWORD 

This appendix is published in compliance with Section 1] 912 of the California Water Code, which assigns to the 
Department of Water Resources the following responsibilities: 

It shall be the duty of the department to report annually to the Legislature the costs, if any, which the 
department has allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement for each facility of any state water 
project. The department shall also report to the Legislature any revisions which the department makes .in such 
allocations. 

The department shall submit each such cost allocation to the Department of Parks and Recreation and to the 
Department of Fish and Game. The Department of Parks and Recreation and the Department of Fish and Game 
shall file with the Department of Water Resources their written comments with respect to each such cost 
allocation, which written comments shall be included in the report required by this section. 

It shall also be the duty of the department to report to the Legislature on any expenditure of funds for 
acquiring rights-ofway, easements and property pursuant to Section 346 for i-ecreation development associated 
with such facilities .... 

By enactment of Senate Bill 429 (California Statutes of 1969, Chapter 663), the 1969 Legislature approved 
recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement costs reported for the State Water Project through December 31, 
1968, in the amount of $14,951,431. As shown in Table 1 (pages 6 and 7) of this appendix, the Department 
hereby reports an additional $10,600,309 through December 31, 1969, and requests that this increased amount 
be approved so that a like amount of Long Beach tideland gas and oil revenues may be made available to the 
Department for expenditure from continuing appropriations authorized specifically for that purpose (California 
Statutes of 1964, First Extraordinary Session, Chapter 138, as amended by California Statutes of 1966, First 
Extraordinary Session, Chapter 27). 

This report includes, for the 'first time, the costs of the California Aqueduct" facilities from the Delta to Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant that are allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. These allocations are 
described in detail in Exhibit I (pages 13·25). Written comments by the Departments of Parks and Recreation 
and Fish and Game concerning these allocations are presented as Exhibits II and III (pages 27 and 31). 

William R. Gianelli, Director 
Department of Water Resources 
The Resources Agency 
State of California 

May 9,1970 
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ABSTRACT 

Donald W. Fisher, Associate Engineer 
Loren H. Paynter, Research Writer 

on the basis of cost and economic proj ections 
prepared under the direction of 

the following District Engineers 

Carl A. Werner, Central District 
Carl L. Stetson, San Joaquin District 

James J. Doody, Southern District 

and on the basis of records 
compiled under the direction of 

Thomas H. T. Morrow, Chief 
Division of Right of Way Acquisition 

and 

Peter D. Mysin'g. Acting Comptroller 
CorningD. Gilpin, ,Utility Accounting Officer 

This is the Department of Water Resources' fourth annual report to the Legislature in response to Water Code 
Section 11912, enacted by California Statutes of 1966 (First Extraordinary Session), Chapter 27. In compliance 
with this law, the Department reports that the joint capital costs of the State Water Project that have been 
allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement through December 31, 1969, total $20,478,421 and 
that expenditures for acquiring rights-of-way, 'easements, and property for recreation development associated with 
project facilities through December 31, 1969, total $5,073,319. The total amount reported ($25,551,740) 
includes costs and expenditures already approved by California Statutes of 1969, Chapter 663 ($14,951,431). 
This Appendix describes the Department's derivation of cost allocation percentages for the facilities of the 
Califorpja Aqueduct from the Delta to Dos Arnigos Pumping Plant and reports for the first time the joint capital 
costs of those facilities allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. Copies of letters from the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and Department of Fish and Game which comment on the derivation are 
included in this Appendix, as specifically required by Water Code Section 11912 in the event the Department of 
Water Resources reports new or revised cost allocations. 



COST CA 1"'EGORIES 

For each project facility, a cost attributed to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement may be either an 
allocated share of joint costs OT a specific cost. Each such cost is also either a capital cost or an operating cost. 
Each operating co~t, in turn, is either a IP.i.'1imum or a variable operating cost. These categories. are defmed and 
the relationships bet'ween them are illustrated 1."1 the follow1.ig chart. 

Recreation and Fish a..'1d Wildlife EI111ancement Costs 

Allocated Shares of Joint Costs I Speciflc Costs 
Shares of costs of physical features t..'1at can be I Costs of physical features 11'1.at can be identified as 
identified as serving two or more project purposes, I exclusively serving either recreation or fish and 
including either recreation or fish and vvildlife I wildlife en.lJ.ancement or both. Such features include 
enhancement or both. Such features include dams I picnic areas, boat ramps, and certain improvements 
and reservoirs. I of fish and wildlife habitats. 

'I Capital Costs 
Costs of planning, land acquisition, design, and construction of features. (.tIJlocated shares of joint 
capital costs and specific costs ofrecreation lands are accounted and budgeted by the Department 
of Water Resources. All ot.'1.er specific capital costs are accounted and budgeted by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation for recreation developmeT1ts and by the Department of Fish and Game for 
fish and wildlife e:nhancement developments.) 

Operating Costs 

Recurring costs of operation, maintenance, pumping power, and replacement (OMP&R). (Allocat­
ed shares of joint operating costs are accounted and budgeted by the Department of Water 
Res.ources; specific operating costs are accounted and budgeted by the Department of Parks and 
Recr~ation and the Department of Fish and Game.) 

Minimum Operating Costs 
Recurring costs that do not depend on 
amounts of water delivered. 

Variable Operating Costs 
Recurring costs that depend on, and 
va..ry with, amounts of water delivered. 

COST REPORTING 

Shares of joint capital costs of a facility that are 
allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement 
are reported to the Legislature following completion of 
construction of the facility. The shares of j oint operating 
costs of a facility that are allocated to recreation and fish 
and wildlife enhancement are included in the 
Department's budget and are financed by annual 
appropriations from the State General Fund. The shares 
of joint costs are determined by applying certain 
percentages to the capital costs and operating costs, 
respectively. Such percentages are derived by the 
Department by applying conventional allocation 
procedures, such as the Separable Costs-ReITl2.ining 
Benefits method. Cost allocation percentages may be 
SUbsequently revised by the Department on the basis of a 
formal demonstration that such revision is warranted by 

reason of substantial changes in the factors that supported 
the previous derivation. 

Specific costs for acquiring rights·of-way, easements, 
and property for recreation developments are reported to 
the Legislature regardless of whether or not the shares of 
joint capital costs have been reported for the associated 
project facilities. The amounts of such reported costs are 
subject to some revision due to the subsequent receipt by 
the Department of federal "open-space" grants, changes in 
recreation land use boundaries, and other cost accounting 
adjustments. 

The annual amounts of these costs and the sources of 
funds reported to the Department throu&"fJ. December 31, 
1969, are presented in Table I (pages 6 and 7). 
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TAB: 

RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT COSTS OF THE STATE WATER PROJE 

I Disbursement 

I Type of Costs, 
Project Facility, 

I I I I I I I and Source of Funds 1952-
1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 191 

JOINT CAPITAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO RECREATION , A..~ FIsH .AND WILDLIFE ENRANCDIENT: (e 

Frenchman Dam and Lake (50.01» 
California Water Resources Development li6nd Fund ~373 

All other funds 1,617 110,551 2tt7,110 tt~,3~ tro91~7 2l8,3g~ 64. 
Subtotal 1,617 110,551 2 7,110 ,3 '09, 7 217,9 "65: 

Antelope Dam and Lake (100.01» 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund -203 -300 10 26. 
jl~l other funds 2.636 2,~~ 30,391 34,9~3 200,060 m7,98O ~;~~: Subtotal 2,b3b 2, 30,391 34,700 199,760 7,990 

Grizzl~ Valler Dam and Lake Davis (94.9%) 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 81 22 
All other funds 2,19tt ~ -%.m 13,973 ~ 119;232 161 

SUbtotal 2;19 2,35 12,9 5 13,973 2,171 119,313 183. 
California J\.gueduct. ]2;:lta to Dos AmiS2s P.P. (3.5%) 

'674 California water ResoUrces Development Bond Fund -19 1,755 236. 
All other funds ~,110 1,191 ~ ~ 49,403 ~ 133;83g 870 

SUbtotal ,110 1,191 2, 39 1 ,99 49,381i ,145 134;50 1,106 

TOTAL 6,110 7,638 118,552 305,440 596,485 657,763 1,259;775 4,024 

SPECIFIC COSTS OF ACQUIRING tfD 
FOR RECREATION DEVELOPHENTS: f 

Frenchman Dam and Lake 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund ~154 

All other funds tt2 ,082 
SUbtotal 2,082 ---=15li -

Grizzlr Valler Dam and Lake Davis 
Ca~ifornia Water Resources Development Bond Fund 

Oroville Dam aDd Lake Oroville 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 26 .. 878 96 
All other 'funds 11,021 ~ 24,149 -6 

Subtotal 11,021 ,1 51)027 "89 
Thermalito Facilities 

California Water Resources Development Bond Fund -176 36 
All other funds ~. ~ SUbtotal ,521 3b 

Del Valle Dam and Lake Del Valle 
California Hater Resources Development Bond Fund -5 
All other funds ~ ..J.. 

Subtotal 2, 3 2 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir and O'Neill Foreear(g 

California Water Resources Development Bond ~~d 388 338 11,284 
All other funds 448 l'm ~ ~ --.hili __ 9 

SUbtotal ljJj:g 1, 2,231 21,3 1,535 ~ 11,293 1 
Celifornia A~ueduct 

Celifornia Water Resources Development Bond Fund 7,652 -8 
All other funds ~ 20,~11 ~ -2 

SUbtotal 1,07 20, 11 '1 ,17 1 
Castaic Dam and Lake 

Celifornia Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds ~ .--2. 

SUbtotal 2,705 5 
Cedar £Eri~s.Dam and Silverwood Lake 

California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 48 
All other funds ~ ~ Subtotal 1,37 1,971 47 

TOTAL 448 1,688 2,231 63,480 13,632 33,222 85,636 184 

TOTAL RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE 
ENHANCEMENT COSTS 

California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 166 1,793 45,876 454 
All either funds 6,558 9,326 120,783 368,920 609,951 689,192 1,299,535 3,754 

GRAND TOTAL 6,558 9,326 120,783 368,920 610,ll7 690,985 1,345,411 4,208 

Footnotes a - h are presented on page 9. 
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:ported to the Cctifornia Legislature in response to Water Code Section 11912) 

Calendar Year(b Total 
Dis-ourse-

Add, II Totil Comparison 
Interest .: Costs· . Li ,\:,,.i th Costs 

\ 

ments Accruals I Reported. t--=.?;:;r;=-ev""i""O-"u",sl:=-;!.y,-' ..:;R~ePO-=rt,-=ed=-----f 

I \ . \ I thru Thru ,..... Tb:ril!! Thru I Increase 
_904_'_--,-__ .1_96_'_5_---,-__ 1_96_5_--, __ 1_9_6_7 __ ... 1 __ 1_9_68 __ 1-1 __ 1_9_69 __ + __ 1S'_.6_9 __ -+ __ 1_9_6_9(_C_+-_'_1:..:.96,-9_··'~+_ 1968 ! (d 

5,647 

~15r ,2 5 

e,201 

-26 

,922 

,732 
,045 
;ti87 

,269 

:269 

.373 
-735 
M8' 

.020 

.982 
,002 

,209 
831 
:or;o 

603 
" bo3 

.843 

.351 

.693 

044 

2,632 
__ -=-42 
2;5B3 

257,819 
6 

257,825 

966,778 
--..hl.TI 
970,115 

1,523.,433 
18,934 

1,542,367 

2,772,890 

-26 

---=26 

3,832 

500,643 

500,643 

7,494 

7";494 

56,740 
-339 

56,401 

-1,880 
2§,930 
2 ,050 

605,859 
-26 

605,833 

62,254 

59,553 

1,324,034 

4,045,131 
51,793 

4,096,924 

10,628 
-~ 

10,623 

1,703,818 
34,448 

1,738,266 

1,901,876 
46,239 

1,948,115 

-26 

22,571 

C29,645 

829,6115 

73,592 

1 
-255 
~ 

-6 
-10_572 
-10,578 

13,732 
-41 

13,691 

344,518 

~ 

1,273,159 

4,935,121 
69,803 

5,004,924 

22,390 
-161 

22,229 

137,454 
-322 

2.37,132 

1,517,527 
_ ~2,152 
1,549,679 

2,195,486 

-66 

154,022 

-2,615 

492,539 
-371 

492 ,168 

-206 
998 -m 

103,097 
-54 

103,043 

759,485 
~ 
759,410 

~/361 

9)361 

1,541,477 

3,720,430 
16,533 

3,736,963 

1,285 

~ 1,000 

-120 
39.406 
39,286 

176/751 
13,166 

189,917 

25..9,945 
fOO

•
160 

59.1"105 

-42 

-15,896 

-24,372 
11~132 

-13,240 

-1 

----1 

-151,726 
-48 

-151.s 7'T4 

6 

l1'E97 
11, .03 

12,656 
3 475 

16;131 

-522,657 
51 ,8t4 

-470,7 3 

-344,312 
71,293 

151 
1.901 
2,052 

25,199 
158.3~2 
183,5 1 

85,865 
l@'K'Kl 2 ' t"l':) , ~~ 
649,201 

-680 
570 
~ 

81 
28,626 

28,707 

21,109 
~ 

21-f,127 

1,392 
968 

2;360 

11,977 
464_406 
~ 

54h.,159 

158,333 
1,035,027 

-273,019 1,193,360 

43,930 
, ,554. '49 
1,598,079 

970,342 
3,967,733 
4,938,075 

3,861,396 
566,018 

4,427,414 

6,352,327 
1,971,898 
B,324,225 

19,287,793 

-634 
42,rJ 
41, 

191,442 

1,665,857 
23,044 

1,688,901 

132,244 
6,521 

138,765 

406,711 
t,336 

41 ,047 

10,512 
90,671 

101,183 

789,801 
48,115 

837,916 

657,804 
61,601 

719,405 

50,020 
208.373 
258,393 

4,393,500 

15,131,752 
8,549,541 

23,681,293 

1,511 

1,511 

91,035 

91,035 

372,367 

725,715 

725,715 

-88 

13,297 

305,371 

26,935 

26,935 

54,969 

54,969 

3,959 

~959 

140,126 

140,126 

113,191 

I I 
It 

II 45;441 II 

,,1.55
4

•
14

9 ···.1 
1,599;590. 

l" 1,061,377 
.' '3.967;733 

f··_5:5~',2? .'Ii 
'4 ,,~.~ '7' or., . .. ~ ,~::;~~: .. ·,"'··1 

, . }566; 018':' 
"'-4,.799;7811 

'·'7/6t8;'642·. 
i'SKJ.;898,· 
9,9?~~9 

~~nill 
:.; ~4, 739 :1 
'i'~J~;l, 228 
'.: . .- "'.-:23.,-044.'., 
, ...... 1;9911;272 .. 
. 'J', :., t';" ~'.~' .. >. 

· .. ·.fl~g';~~; 
: 165Wo: 

"." , ..... . 

·······8~;}~gn 
.... : ..... , 

22,059 I.. 2~;ml 
22,059 :. 280;4521 

1 

I , 

1,370,447.7J:~~;~~ I 

53,593 
1,542,732 
1,596,325 

1,044,953 
3,701,826 
4.; 746; 779 

4,377,948 
355,586 

~,713,534 

-715 
42082 
41;367 

186,385 

1,418,393 
167,423 

1,565,816 

128,913 
43,436 

172,349 

485,208 

21,330 
1,412 

22,742 

531,540 
17,583 

549,123 

851,803 

3,894,793 

9,099,351 
5,852,080 

1,870,447 I 25, 55i,740 14,951,431 

-10,152 
ll,4p 
3,2 5 

16,424 
2gS1 907 
2':2,331 

-144,185 
230.432 
"""86,24"7 

7,078,042 
1, Sll,898 
9, 9,940 

9,421,783 

-7 

--::'t 

18,354 

552,835 
-144 379 
~ 

30,266 
-3~'g~5 
- , 49 

-23,528 
9 336 

-1<192 

-6,859 
~ 
~ 

398,387 
30 532 

428;919 

~80,808 
61,601 

-19,2Q7 

72,079 
2~'R73 
2 , 52 

1,178,526 

7,902,848 
2,697,461 

10,600,309(h 
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TABLE 2. METHODS OF DETERMINING AND FUNDING RECREATION AND 
F!SH AND W~LDLIFE ENHANCEMENT COSTS 

Type of Costs Method of Determining Costs Method of Funding 

Joint Costs (of features jointly used for various project purposes, 
including either recreation or fish and wildlife enhancement or both) 

Capital costs Percentages of total actual costs (percent­

ages determined by the Department of 

Water Resources) 

Initially from project funds, reimbLirsed 

by tideland oil and gas revenues(a 

Minimum OMP&R Costs Percentages of total actual costs (percent­
ages determined by the Department of 

Annual appropriations made in advance 
from the General Fund 

of Water Resources) 

Variable OMP&R Costs Actual annual acre-feet delivered multi­
plied by cost per acre-foot 

Annual appropriati~ns made in advance 
from the General Fund 

Specific Costs (of features used exclusivelyfoi either recreation or fish and wildlife enhancement or both) 

Capital costs of recreation land Total actual costs Initially from project funds, 
reimbursed by tideland oil and 
gas revenues (a 

Other capital and all .operating 
costs 

Total actual costs Annual appropriations made in 
advance from the General Fund 
or certai n special funds 

a) California Statutes of 1966 (First Extraordinary Session), Chapter 27, provides for: 
€Il Reimbursement by tideland oil and gas revenues pursuant to Water Code Section 11915, 

depending on a reporting and approval procedure defined in Water Code Section 11912. 
tJ Deposit of $5 million appropriation of the State's annual share of such revenues in the 

Central Valley Water Project Construction Fund, for release in amounts equal to the 
approved costs of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. 

TABLE 3. GENERAL FUND APPROPRiATiONS FOR RECREATION ArW 
FiSH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT COSTS 

(in thousands of dollars) 

Fiscal Year 

1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71(a 

Joint Operating Costs (b 
Frenchman Lake 11 11 9 7 15 9 11 12 11 
Antelope Lake 15 15 16 17 18 26 23 23 
Lake Davis 10 15 17 17 20 19 , 
Ca I iforn i a Aqueduct 500 400 1illl. 

Subtotal 11 26 24 33 47 44 554 455 533 

Specific Capital Costs 
Other Than for Land 

Planning 96 119 209 198 237 235 155 191 155 
Design & Construction (d 488 689 1,126 2,553 6,297 30 1,991 2,606 286 

Subtotal 584 808 1,335 2.751 6,534 265 2,146 2,797 441 

Specific OperBting Costs 106(c 148(c .201(c 215(c 459(c 
TOTAL 595 834 1,359 2,784 6,687 457 2,901 3,467 1,433 

9) Proposed budget 8mOUIJ£S. d) Includes appropriations from the Harbors and Watel-
b) Not including allocated general opelating costs. craft Revolving Fund_ 
c) For recreation developments at Lalce Oroville and San Luis Reservoir. 



Footnotes to Table 1 (pages 6 and 7) 

a) The various types of recreation and fish and wiidlife 
enhancement costs are deterniined and funded as 
indicated in Table 2. Recreation and fish and wildlife 
enJ1ancement costs not reported in response to Water 
Code Section 11912 are covered by annual appropriations 
from the General Fund, as autllOrized by Section 11913 
of the Water Code. These funds are used to pay joint 
operating costs of project facilities allocated to recreation 
and fish and wildJife enhancement and to pay specific 
capital costs (other than those for acquiring land) and 
specific operating costs of recreation developments 
associated with project facilities. These appropriations are 
listed in Table 3. 

·b) Negative values result from application of. 
miscellaneous income (such as right-of-way rentals and 
sales and federal open-space grants) to the capital costs of 
the associated project facility. 

c) The calculation of interest accruals is shown in Table 
4. Interest charges are accrued only on the portion of 
annual disbursements financed by the California Water 
Resources Development Bond Fund and cease when such 
disbUrsements, together with cumulative interest accruals 
thereon, have been reimbursed. Calculations are based on 
the weighted average interest rate on the sale of bonds 
authorized under the Burns-Porter Act (4.021% on the 
$1,150,000,000 sold through December 31,1969). 

As of December 31, 1969, a total of $20,000,000 had 
been deposited in the Central Valley Water Project 
Construction Fund under the continuing annual 
$5,000,000 appropriation of the State's tideland oil and 
gas revenues authorized by California Statutes of 1966 
(First· Extraordinary SeSSion), Chapter 27. Deposits by 
annual appropriation and by month are as follows: 

Fiseal Year Appropriation W 
Month 1956-67 1~7-68 1268- 62 1269-70 

Februa..ry 74,7 .... MO,"{26 
March 1,451,431> 1 ~899·~3'50 
April 1,840,800 1,7JiO~?55 
May 1,277 ,402 7lj>9~669 
June 355,620 
November 3·,086 ,607 1,706 ,515 
December 1,913,3'93 3,293,485 

TOTAL 5,000,000 5,000,000 ),000,000 5,000,000 

d) Major cost changes from those shown in Table 1 of 
last year's Appendix D, Bulletin 132-69, are briefly 

explained in the paragraphs below. These changes reflect 
not only the additional amounts disbursed in 1969 but 
aiso retroactive cost adjustments for the entire 1952 
tPJough 1969 period: 

Reported joint capital costs allocated to recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement increased $9,421,783. Most 
of this increase is due to the joint capital costs for the 
California Aqueduct facilities from the Delta to Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant ($9,049,940) which are reported 
herein for the first time. Most of the remainLT1g increase is 
due to the allocated share of additional capital costs 
incurred for Antelope Dam and Lake ($198,000 for 
settlement of a construction contractor claim) and Grizzly 
Valley Dam and Lake Davis ($127,000 for a final 
payment on a constructIon contract.) 

Reported specific costs of acquiring land for recreation 
development increased $1,178,526. This overall i.11crease is 
the net effect of many cost adjustments combined. Most 
of the increase is due to the following items 
(approximated) which are reported herein for the first 
time: land acquisition costs for recreation developments 
associated with Cedar Springs Dam and Lake ($300,000); 
costs of department personnel engaged in land acquisition 
activities for recreation developments ($1,900,000); and 
credits applied due to receipt of federal open-space grants 
(-$1,000,000). 

e) The derivations of the percent of joint capital costs 
allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement 
are described in the Department's Bulletin 153-68, 
"Allocations of Costs Among Purposes of the California 
State Water Project", February 1968, for Frenchman Dam 
and Lake (50.0%), Antelope Dam and Lake (100.0%), and 
Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis (94.9%). The 
derivation of the percent for California Aqueduct facilities 
from the Delta to Dos Amigos PumpLT1g Pl?-nt (3.5%) is 
described in Exhibit I of this appendix. 

1) Under the authority of Section 346 of the California 
Water Code, the Department uses available project funds 
to purchase lands for associated recreation developments 
concurrently with lands required for project facilities. 

g) Amounts shown are 55% (State share) of total costs of 
acquiring land_ 

h) The Department requests that this total additional 
amount of reported costs be approved by the Legislature. 
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TABLE 

CALCULATION OF INTEREST ACCRUALS ON CALIFORNIA WATER RESOURCE 

I 
JOINT CAPITAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO RECREATION 

AND FISH Jljm mLDLIFE ENIiANCE!>lElf:l' 

I YEAR lTD! 

I '95'-66 ,,) n'.,.,....,c., I (a) California l.fater Resources Development Bond Fund 

I I 
(b) All other funda 

(2) Interest on (la) accrued to end of 1~E6 
I -
I 1967 (3) Beginning of year balance to be reimbursed: 

(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
I (b) P~l other funds 

(4) Disbursements during year: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

I ( 5) Reimbursements made available during year applied t~: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

(6) End of year balance, without interest accrual, for: 
(a) Ca1Hornia Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

I! Frencl:raian 
Dam and 

i Lake 

! 

I 20,104 
1,552,034 

I 
I 
I 

I 
21,180 

1,552,034 

22,390 
"161 

43,570 
1,551,873 

Antelope 
Dam and 

Lake 

823,330 
3,723,172 

72,652 

895,982 
3,723,172 

137,454 
-322 

1,033,436 
2,329,695 

1,393,155 

(7) Interest accrual on average annual balance of (3a)&(6a): 426 18,014 

I 

I 
I 
I 

1968 (8) Beginning of year balance to be reimbursed: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 426 18,014 
(b) All other funds 1,393,155 

(9) Disbursements during year: 
(a) California Water Resources DevelQpmentBond Fund 1,285 -120 
(b) All other funds 375 39,406 

(10) Reimbursements made available·during year applied to: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund, 1,711 17,894 
(b) All other funds 375 1,432,561 

(11) End of year balance without interest accrual for: 
(a) California Hat,er Resources De'l/'elopment Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

(12) Interest accrual on average annual balance of (8a)&(l1a): 9 362 

1969 I (13) Beginning of year balance to be reimbursed: 
(a) CaliI'ornia Water Resources Development Bond Fund 9 362 
(b) All other funds 

(14) Disbursements during year: 
(a) California Water ResoUrces Development Bond Fund 151 9,678 
(b) All other funds 1,901 205,477 

(15) ReimbUrsements made available during year applied to: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 160 10,040 
(b) All other funds 1,901 205,477 

(16) End of year balance, without interest accrual, for: 
(a) California Water Resources Development Bond. Fund 
('0) All other funds 

(17) Interest accrual on average annual balance of (13~)&(16a): '7 
I 

SUMIMRy:1 (113) 
1952 thru 

1969 

Beginning of 1970, balance to be reimbursed: 
(a) Californi.a Hater Resources Development Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

Total 

(19) Disbursements, 1952 thru 1969: 
(a) California water Resources Development Bond Fund 
(b) All other funds 

. Total 

(20) Reimbursements applied thru 1969 to: 
(a) California \Vater Resources Development Bond 
(b) P~l other funds 

Total 

Fund 

(21) Total interest accruals, 1952 thru 1969 

7 

7 

43,930 970,342 
1,554,149 3,967,733 
1,598,079 4,938,075 

45,441 1,061,370 
1,554,149 3,967.733 
1,599,590 5,029,103 

1,511 91,035 

\
' Califo!"ni/l 1 

Grizzl;y I Aqueduct, 1 
valley i Delta to I 
Da,m and l' Do •. Amigos I 

lake Da\~S Pumping Plant I 

3,185,205 
382,265 

147,785 

3,332,990 
382,265 

474,2}~1 
12,205 

3,807,231 
394,470, 

143,554 

3,950,785 
394,470 

176,751 
13,166 

4,127,536 
407,636 

79,431 

79,431 

25,199 
158,382 

104,630 
158,382 

1,.59'" 

1.,;;97 

--1,597 

3,861,396 
566,018 

'Ii ,427,414 

4,232,166 
566 ,018 

4,798,184 

372,367 

4,489,990 
1,5'77,038 

252.646 

4,742,636 
1,577,038 

1,517,527 
32,152 

6,260,163 
1,609,,190 

221,211 

6,481,374 
1,009,190 

258,945 
200,160 

3,812,027 

2,. 928 j 292 
1,009,)50 

189,181 

3,117,473 
1,809,350 

85,865 
162,5118 

3,203,338 
1,311,746 

660,152 

62,677 

62,677 
660,152 

722,829 

6,352,327 
1.971,898 
0;324,225 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
! 
1 

I 

8,518:t 
7,234,:' 

-

8,992,7 
7,2311,5 

2,151,6 
43,8 

1,077,0' 
3,881,51 

10,067,3: 
3,396,8: 

38J,2( 

10,450,5~ 
3,396,8] 

436,8E 
253,lC 

7,959,16 
1,840,57 

2,928,29 
l.7809 J 35 

268,98 

3,197,27 
1,,809,351 

,120,89 
528,301 

3;318,1-
1,677,50 

6C 
E 

660,15 

64,2t)] 

64.281 
660'152 
72l~;433' 

11,227,995 
8,059,795 

19,287,793 

12,35!;.,.342 
i 7,399,646 
: 19:753 J 9B8 
I 
j 2..,190,620 
I "------'-------______________ -L ___________________ I ____ _ 



ELOPMENT BOND FUND DISBURSEMENTS (in doHars @ 4.021% per annum) 

76 

:90 
82 

66 

12 

12 

L2 

L2 

:2 
,2 

:0 

8 

Grizz1;y 
Va1J.ey 
Dam and 

Lake Davis 

53,325 

3,482 

154,022 

210,829 

5,381 

216,210 

200,314 

4,347 

4,347 

- 9 

4,338 

191,442 

191,442 

13,297 

COSTS OF 'ACQUIRING LAND FOR P~CREATION DEVELO~~ 

II Orcyille I Dam and 
Lake 

Oroville 

1,633,446 
30,620 

1,718,911 
. 39,620 

53,201 
-27,839 

1,712,112 
2,781 

70,187 

1,81~2,299 
2,781 

-24,372 
11,132 

1,817,927 
13,913 

1,891,516 
13,923 

3,582 
9,131 

1,895,098 
23,044 

76,130 

1,971,228 
23,044 

1,994,272 

1,665,857 
23,044 

1,688,901 

TherI!lali to 
Fc.cilities 

134,860 
6,521 

9,130 

413,990 
6,521 

-2,615 

141,375 
6,521 

5,737 

147,112 
6,521 

- 1 

147,111 
6,521 

5,915 

153,026 
6,521 

153,026 
6,521 

6,153 

159,179 
6,521 

165,700 

132,244 
6,521 

138,765 

\ 

San Luis I 
Del Valle Dam and 

Dam and Reservoir i Calif~rnia 
. Lake f and 0' Neill i AqueC!uct 

Castaic 
Dam and 

Lake 

Cedar 
Springs 
Dam and 

Silverwood 
Lake De~ Valle! Fore"oay I 

4,244 

70,822 
9,185 

492,5399 
-371 

563,361 
8,814 

12,750 

576,111 
8,814 

-151,726 
- 48 

424,385 
8,766 

20,115 

444,500 
8,766 

680 
570 

443,820 
9,336 

17,860 

461,680 
9,336 

471,016 

406,711 
*,336 

41 ,047 

10,631 
49,050 

2,348 

12,979 
49,650 

-206 
998 

12,773 
50,648 

518 

6 
11,397 

13,297 
62,045 

535 

13,832 
62,045 

81 
28,626 

13,913 
90,671 

558 

10,512 
90,671 

101,183 

652,939 
41,676 

41,094 

103,097 
-54 

419,584 
8,814 

12,088 

431,672 
8,814 

759,485 
-75 

107,823 
3,631 

10,792. ! 

118,615 
3,631 

797,130 1,191,157 127,976 
41,622 8,739 3,631 

4,958 

827,110 1,223,784 132,934 
3,631 41,622 8,739 

839,766 
45,097 

33,513 

873,279 
45,097 

21,109 
3,018 

894,388 
48,ll5 

35,539 

789,801 
48,115 

837,916 

140,126 

-522,657 - 79,141 
51,894 -259,664 

701,127 53,793 
60,633 -256;033 

38,700 

739,827 57,547 
60,633 -256,033' 

1,392 11,977" 
968 464,406 

741,219 
61,,601 

29,716 

710,995 
61,601 

832,596 

657,804 
61,601 

719,405 

113,191 

69,524 
208,373 

2,555 

72,079 
208,373 
280,452 

50,020 
208,373 
258,393 

22,059 

Total 

3,078,672 
192,179 

168,567 

3,247,239 
192,179 

1,568,818 
-27,341 

- 656 
42,082 

4,816,713 
122,75.6 

162,126 

4,978,839 
122,756 

-781,173 
-181,814 

200,260 

3,997,406 
-59,058 

180,1,68 

4,177,874 
- 59,058 

37,440 
506,719 

4,326 

4,210,988 
447,661 

168,658 

4,379,646 
447·661 

4,827,307 

3,903,757 
·489,743 

4,393,500 

203,930 
42,082 

246,012 

GRAND 

ToTAL 

11,597,301 
7,426,688 

642,726 

12,240,027 
7,426,688 

3,720,430 
16,533 

1,076,350 
3,923,650 

14,884,107 
3,519,571 

545,331 

15,429,438 
3,519,571 

-344,312 
71,293 

8,159,428 
1,840,572 

6,925,698 
1,750,292 

449,451 

7,375,149 
1,750,292 

158,333 
1,035,027 

3,322,494 
1,671,506 

4,210,988 
1,107,813 

232,939 

4,443,927 
1.107,813 
5,551,7400 

15,131,752 
8,549,541 

23,681,293 

I 

I 

12,558,272 I 
7,441. 728 

20,000,000 
! 

1,870,447 I 
I 
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EXHIBIT I 

DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES 
FOR THE CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT, 

SACRA.MENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA TO DOS AMIGOS PUMPING PLANT 

FaciJjties of the California Aqueduct 
from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant are 
operated for purposes of water supply, 
power generation, and recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement. (In ac­
cordance with the Department's pro­
cedures concerning cost allocations of 
the State Water Project; recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement is treated 
as one combined purpose.) An allocation 
of facility costs among these purposes is 
required for He Department's adminis­
tration of: 

(> The payment provisions of 31 contracts 
executed under the "Standard Provisions for 

Water Supply Contract" between the State Reservoir, and the Aqueduct from the Delta 
and local water wholesaling and retailing to, but excluding, the Dos Amigos Pumping 
agencies. Plant. 

'" The Davis-Dolwig Act provision that the 
Department shall report to the Legislature the 
State Water Project facility costs allocated to 
recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. 

Portions of these facilities are defined 
by the "Standard Provisions" as "project 
conservation facilities"--i.e., those con­
structed primarily to make a proje.ct 
water supply available in the Sac­
ramento-San Joaquin Delta. The 
"project conservation facilities" include: 

Ii A portion of Clifton Court Forebay, Delta 
Pumping Plant, O'Neill Forebay, Los Banos 

E!l All of San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and 
Pumping-Generating Plant. 

The remaining portions of the California 
Aqueduct facilities from the Delta to 
Dos Amigos Pumping Plant are defined 
as "project transportation facili­
ties"--i.e., those constructed primarily 
to convey a project water supply from 
the Delta to the distribution systems of 
water contractors. The significance of 
"project conservation facilities" and 
"project transportation facilities" is that 
the reimbursable costs thereof are assess­
ed water contractors under separate and 
distinct criteria. 

Special Requirements re the Allocation Method 

While the "Standard Provisions" re­
quire that costs of all project facilities 
be allocated among reimbursable and 
nonreimbursable purposes, they do not 
specify the method by which costs of 
those project facilities below the Sacra­
mento-San Joaquin Delta shall be al­
located. 

Under the Department's procedures, 
costs of those project facilities of the 
California Aqueduct which are defiJled 
in Whole or in part as "project con­
servation facilities" are to be allocated 
in one allocation among reimbursable 
and nonreimblirsable purposes by the 
separable cost-remaining benefits 
method; costs of those project facilities 
of the California Aqueduct which are 
defined solely as "project transportation 
facilities" are to be allocated in one 
allocation among purposes by the alter­
native justifiable expenditure method. 

Certain of the project facilities from 
the Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping 
Plant are shared jOintly by the State and 
the United States (O'Neill Forebay, Los 
Banos Reservoir, the Aqueduct between 
O'Neill Forebay and Dos Amigos Pump­
ing Plant, and San Luis Dam, Reservoir, 
and Pumping-Generating Plant). Under a 

Footnotes lor Exhibit I appear 017 page 25. 

1961 agreement,(l) the Department is 
paying 55 percent, and the Bureau of 
Reclamation 45 percent, of the jOint 
construction costs of these state-federal 
facilities, as. well as those frbm and 
including Dos Amigos Pumping Plant to 
Kettleman City. Under the proposed 
operating agreement for these state­
-federal facilities, annual joint operating 
costs, excluding power and energy costs 
and revenues, will be shared in the same 
55:45 radiO, subject to redetermination 
on June 30,1975. 

Under the Department's procedures, 
the State's 55 percent share of the joint 
costs for the state-federal facilities is 
distributed among the component facili­
ties in proportiJn to the products of the 
total joint cost multiplied by the State's 
percent share of total capacity for each 
facility. The State's share of capacity. 
ranges from 84.43 percent (for the 
aqueduct reach terminating at Kettleman 
City) to 52.38 percent (for San Luis 
Reservoir and Pumping-Generating Plant, 
O'Neill Forebay, Los Banos Reservoir, 
and the aqueduct reach to Dos Amigos 
Pumping Plant). 

By 1965 letter agreement,(2) the 
Bureau of Reclamation is bearing, as a 
federal-only responsibility, the costs of 
Los Banos Reservoir which are allocable 
to flood protection of the area down­
stream from the California Aqueduct. 
The costs of the Reservoir that are 
allocable to flood protection of the 
Aqueduct itself are borne by the Depart­
ment and the Bureau in accordance with 
the 5,5 :45 ratio as costs in lieu of more 
expensive crossings of streams traversed 
by the joint-use Aqueduct. 

Under a 1969 agreement,(3) the De-, 
partment of Parks and Recreation will 
pay 55 percent, and the Bureau of 
Reclamation 45 percent (not to exceed 
$3,015,000), of the construction costs 
of the initial recreation developments 
for the joint-use facilities. After con­
struction by the Bureau, Parks will take 
possession and control; administer these 
developments as part of the State Parks 
System; and, at Parks' expense, operate 
and maintain these facilities. Pre­
sumably, Parks will bear the costs of 
constructing and operating those future 
developments which will be necessary to 
satisfy the continuing growth in recrea­
tion demands a1 the joint-use facilities. 
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Current Derivati.on of Allocation Percentages 

Three maior steps, in the following 
sequence, aJ·oe required to allocate the 
total costs of California Aqueduct facili­
ties frem the Delta to the Dos AlT'igos 
Pumping Plam among purposes of the 
project conservation facilities and pro­
ject transportation facilities: 

1. Separate those costs (and benefits) al­
located to the United States from the total 
for San Luis Dam, ReSelYoir, and Pump­
ing-Generating Plant; O'Neill Forebay; Los 
Banos Reservoir; and the Aqueduct between 
O'Neill Forebay and Dos Amigos Pumping 
Plant. 

2. Allocate the State's share of total costs for 
the facilities from the Delta to Dos Amigos 
Pumping Piant by the separable 
cost-remaining benefits method among the 
State Water Project purposes of v.'ater supply, 
power generation, and recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement. [This step is necessary 
for determining those costs to be reported to 
the Legislature under the Davis-Dolwig Act 
and [0; computing the unit ,surcharge under 
Article 30(b) of the Standard Provisions, 
which is to be assessed project water applied 
on "excess lands".] 

3. Divide the State's share of total costs, by 
purpose, between project conservation facili­
ties and project transportation facilities by' the 
proportionate use of faciliiies method, as 
spe~ified in Article 22(e) of the Standard 
Provisions. (This step is necessary for deter­
mining annual water charges.) 

The following sections Of this exhibit 
describe, in detail, the State's share of 
costs and benefits for California Aque­
duct facilities from the Delta to the Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant [(1) of the se­
quence described above] The derivation 
of the percentages of the Stale's multi­
ple-purpose costs allocated to the pur­
poses of water supply, power generation, 
and recreation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement is shown in the upper 
portion of Table 1-1 [(2) of the se· 
quence described above] The derivation 
of the percentages applicabJe to project 
conservation facilities and project trans­
portation facilities from the Delta to the 
Dos Amigos Pumping Plant is shown on 
the lower portion of Table 1-1 [(3) of 
the sequence described' above] Compu­
lational steps su.nmarized in Table 1-1 
are outlined in Figure 1-2. 

The costs of a multiple-purpose facili­
ty may be e~timated and accounted as 
the sum of specific costs (those for 
physical features of the facility which 
can be readily identified as serving one 
project purpose exc]usively--such as 
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'I'ABLE 1-1 

DERIVATION OF ALLOCAl'ION PERCDfl'AGES--C,t.LIFORNIA 
AQUElJUCT: DELTA TO DOS AMIGOS PtJMPD1G PLAlIT' 

(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise ·noted) 

Item of :Ber>.efi t or Cost (a 

L :Beneti ts 

2. Alternative Costs 

3. Justifiable Costs 

4. Separable Costs: 
'I'Ots..l 
Capital 
OMP&R 

5. ReUt.a.ir"ing Justifiable Costs 

6. Distri 'Dution of Remaining Justifiable Costs 

7. Remaining Joint Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

8. Total Allocated Project Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

9. Distribution of Total Project Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

10. Specific Costs: 
Total 
Capital (Recreation Features) (b 
OMP&R (Recreation Features) (b 
Variable OMP&R for Features Jointly Used (c 

11. Allocated Costs of Features Jointly Used: 
Total, Excluding Variable OlolP&R 
Capital 
Minimum OMP&R 

12. Distribution of Costs of Features JOintly Used: 
Total, Excluding Variable OMP&R 
Capital 
Minimum OMP&R 

Project Conservation Facilities 

13. Allocated Costs of Features JOintly Used: (d 
Total, Excluding Variable OMP&R 
Capital 
Minimum OMP&R 

14. Distribution of Costs of Features Jointly Used: 
Total, Excluding Variable OMP&R 
Capital 
Min1mum OMP&R 

Project Transportation Facilities 

15. Allocated Costs of'Features JOintly Used: (d 
Total, Excluding Variable OMP&R 
Capital 
Minimum OMP&R 

16. Distribution of Costs of Features Jointly Used: 
Total, Excluding Variable OMP&R 
Capital 
Minimum OMP&R 

Water Pever 
Supply Genera'tion 

15,318 
9,201 
6,,1l7 

4,524 
3,311 
1,213 

19,842 
12,512 
7,330 

90.3~ 
9L5:io 
88.4~ 

-16,687 
12,512 

4,175 

93.00 
93.7~ 
91.1~ 

90.3~ 
9Ll'f, 
87.8'f, 

8,471 
6,197 
2,274 

619 

619 

619 

o 
o 
o 

619 

506 
371 
135 

506 
371 
135 

506 
371 
135 

2.8% 
2.8% 
3.CIf, 

506(e 
371 
135 

Recreation 
(b 

1,741 

1,084 
397 
657 

651 

9.6fI, 

534 
391 
143 

1,618 
?88 
830 

871 
313 
523 
35 

747 
475 
272 

376 
2li7 
129 

4.l~ 
3.5i 
5.% 

371 
228 
143 

16,402 
9,598 
6,804 

6,804 

100·00 

5,,64 
4,073 
1,491 

21,966 
13,671 
8,295 

loo.CIf, 
100·00 
loo_CIf, 

4,026 
3l~ 
523 

3,190 

17,940 
13,358 

4,582 

loo.CIf, 
loo.~ 
loo.CIf, 

9,098 
6,933 
2,165 

100.~ 
1OO.~ 
loo.~ 

loo.CIf, 
loo.CIf, 
loo.CIf, 

a) Annual benefits and costs "thru year 2018 cooverted to equal annual equivalent values, 
at 4.357% interest, for 50-year period 1968-2011. Items 1-12 associated Vith 
separable cost--remainlng benefits method; Items 13-16 associated with propo~ionate 
use of facilities method. 

b oJ Includes associated purpose of fish and vild11fe enll.ancement. 
c) Shown herein as "specific" cost to Bil!rplify presentation. 
d) Distributed by percen· ... ages sbo"", in Table 1-6. 
e) All po.er generation costs of San Luis Fu.mping-Generatfng Plant. are associated vith 

"project. conseT"lation facilities". 



FIGURE 1-2 
ILLUS1R~TIVE CAIC\JLATIONS OF ALLOCATION PERCEliT.'.GES FOR TOTAL (CAPITAL, OMP&R) 

Jan."!' COSTS OF CALIFORIQA AQUEDUCT: DEJ,TA TO IDS AMIGOS PUMPING PLAl,'T 

Step I 
No. ('..s.lculation 

el .. ernative water 6u'PPly costs ($20.1882,000) :: justif'ie.ble \later supply costs* ($2c1.882,OOO) 

2 pover generation beI!e:fits alternative :pc"'er generation costs ($019,,000) '" jl1st.if'iable power generation costs* ($619,OOOj 

recreation benefits ($1,741,000) :: justifiable recreation costs'" ($1,7411000,) 

total :project costs ($21,960,000) - hypothetical pover geners:t.1on and recTeatioc project C06tS ($6,648,000) .,. separabl.e 'IoiUter supply costs ($15,318,000) 

total project costs ($21,966,000) - hypotheticel vater supply end recreetion pro,lect costs ($21,966,000) .. separable power genera'tion costs ($0) 

total project C\)sts ($21,966,Ooo) - hypothetical vater supply end power generation costs ($20,822,000) • sepa.rable recreation coste ($1,084,000) 

7 justifiable .... ater supply cosi.s ($20,892,000) - sep.!irable 'We.ter supply COGtG ($15,318,000) = ren::a.in1.ng justifiable wate"r supply costs {45,564,OOO} 

8 justifiable poh'er genE:ration costs ($619,000) - separable poYer generation costs (~,O) = remaining justifiable paver generation costs ($619,OOO) 

9 justifiable recreation costs ($1,741,000) - separable recreation costs ($1 .• 084,000) = remaining Justifleble recreation costs ($657,OOO) 

10 ::;n!~pf~6~!;!:ble ($5,564,000) + ~:;n~:~e;~~~!~i~=!~s ($619,003) + ~::!:!~~cJ~~!!~iabl~ ($657,000) = ~~!~~1"~:~!n!~:t8 ($6,840,000) 

remaining 1ustifiab1.e vater Bupplv costs ($5] 5611.000) 
11 total remaining justifiable costs. {$o,ij40,OOO} x 100 c percen't. distribution of remaining Justlfiable water supply costs (81.3;') 

1
'1 relZlllining 1ustlf'1able 'PO .... er generation costs ($610 000) ( d) 
C total remaining justifiable cost,s (:$o,tsIl.O,OOO) :;:; 100 '" percent distribution of remaining justifiable })O .... er generation costG 9.11' 

remain1.n!l; Justifiable recreation costs ($65'" 000) _ .. '1' t:.d) 
13 total remainiIlg Justifiable costs ($b,BI~O,ooO) X 100 - percent dist.1but1on of remaining justi.iable recreation coste (9.v-p 

14 total allocated project costs ($21,966,000) - separable project costs ($16,4~2,OOO) .. remaining j01nt project costs ($5,564,00"0) 

18 remaining joint water supply costs ($4,5241000) + separable ..... ater supply costs ($15,318,000) = total costs allQcated to 'Wnter supply ($19,842,000) 

19 remaining joint po .... er generat10n costs ($506,000) of separable po .... er generation costs ($0) = total costs a1located to po ..... er generation ($506,000) 

20 remaining jOint recreation costs ($534,000) + separable recreation costs ($1,084,000) '" total costs allpcated to recr~ation ($1,618,000) 

21 specific water supply costs ($3,155,000) + specific pover generation 90sts ($0) + specific recreation co~ts ($811,000) = total specific costs ($4,026,000) 

22 total allocated \l8.tel· supply costs ($19,842,000) - specific wateT supply costs ($3,155,000) = jOiDt costs allocated to water supply ($16,687,000) 

23 total allocated poYer generation costs '($506,000) - specific po ..... er generation costs ($0) '" joint costs allocated to power geIleratlon ($506,000) 

21;. total allocated recreation costs (*~,618,ooo) - !?pecif1c recreation costs ($811,OOQ) t:: joint costs allocated to recreation ($741,000) 

joint costs allocated joint costs allocated ... joint costs allocated ' 
25 to 'Water supplY ($16,6871 000) + to pOwer generation (.$500,000) + to recreation ($147,000) :: total joint project costs ($17)940,000) 

51.9Oi of cenita! costs or 47.251> 01' OMP&R costs of total joint project costs allocated 
26 total joint project costs ($6,933,000) + totel jOint project. costs ($2,165,000) =< to conservation facilities ($9,098, 000) 

48.101> of capital costs of 52.75'; of OHP&R costs of total Joint project costs allocated 
27 total joint project coste ($6,425,000) + total joint project costs ($?J 417,OOO) ;:0 to traospor..ation facilities ($8,842,000.) 

28 ~~~~~ a~io~:~!~!o c~:~~e~~i~~1nt ($2117 , 000) + ~~~~;~ a~io~~~ ~~s;:c~;at~~~t ($129,000) • ~~~! ;~i~!a~~~S~~~!~~~a;~~!11 ty ($376,000) 

30 joint costG allocated to power generation ($506,000) = total joint conservation facility costs allocated to paver generation ($506,000) 

total jOint project coets total joint cons,ervution total joint conservation t tal . - ti f ilit 
31 allocat~d to conservation ($9,098,000) - facility costs allocated ($376,oooj - facility costs allocated ;:::: c~sts ~~~~~:d : w:~er s~ ly ($8,216.000) 

1'ac11it~es to recreatto9 ($506,000) to po .... er generation PP 

total jOint conservation facility costs allocat.ed to water sU'D'Dly ($8-216 000) _ = l?ercent of total joint conservation facility ( ~) 
32 total joint project costs alloc.a:l:;ed to conserve:t.ion f'acilities l$9/09tj,OOO) .,. 100 costs allocated to "'ater supply 90.3", 

33 total joint conservat1oc fac1li ty costs allocated to -poller Reners.tion ($506 000) 100 0:: perceIlt o't total jOint conservat~on facl11 ty (_ ~) 
total joint project costs allocated to conservation facilities (~9,098,OOO) x costs allocated to pover generation J. 

total .10101. conser.ration facili'ty costs allocated to recreation ($376 000' _ percent of total joint co06e~tion facility (~ d) 
34 total joint project costs alloCllted to conservation facilities {$9,09B,OOO) x 100 - costs allocated to recree.tion .l~ 

35 ~:~~~~~y o~o~:-a!li~!~~e~0:e:~!;0~UPP1Y (90. 3~) .. ~~~~:n~l~~C:~:l t~O~~e~o;:~::~i~~ fac!li ty (5. ~) + ~:~~~~!y 0~O~;a;1~~!:~e~o~~e~;!~~10D (4.1';) 0& l~ 

3
6 total joint project costa allocated ($8 842 000\ _ total jOint t~nspor...ation fe.cil~ty (~':I71 000) • total jOint transportation facility ($8 u.7l 000) 

to tre.nsportetion facilities ,!, costs allocatee to recreation ,4'..., costs allocated to water supply , , , , 

total .101nt t:-ansPOrT.a~ion facility costs allocate: to "\Iete:- ~uT1D1Y ($8.471.000) ,. 100 = percent c:f tot~l joint transportation facility (95.&.f,) 
37 total joint proje.ct costs allocatee to l.raosp:!r'"..at:lOD r6.c!11t~es ($0,0421 000) - coats eJ..t.ocatea .. 0 vater supply 

38 total .ioint transportat.ion facility costa allo~ated to recreation ($3'1 000" ... 100 = percent of total joint transportation facility (4 ~) 
total joint project costs e.llocetea to transpor .... ation :facilities {$b,1:I42;OOO; ... coste a:).J.oceted to recreation ' • 

percent of total joint 't.Tnnspor...c. .. ion facility (0 8')'" I--ercent of' total joint transportation facility (I. do' _ nroL! 

39 costs e.llocat=~ to 'WateT supply .. 5. P . costs allocated t::l recreet10n •• 2p ) - Ivvp 

of: Justif'ia·ole costa sre the total benefits of a pu!!JOse or the costs o! tbe cbee.~S't single-purpose alternative providins the same benef1te, whichever are leBs. 
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recreation features) and Joznt costs 
(those for physical features which gen­
erallv serve more than one pur­
pose'---such as multiple-purpose dams 
and reservoirs). The specific costs of 
recreation features (except for associated 
land costS) are accounted by agencies 
other t.ha~ the Department of Water 
Resources and are financed by funds 
other than project funds. All other 
specific costs and all jOint costs of the 
S:~~(; ~Yater Project facilities are ac­
counted by the Department and fi­
nanced by project funds. 

The costs of a multiple-purpose facili­
ty also may be estimated (but not 
accounted) on .the basis of derived sep­
arable and 'remaining jOint costs. (Sep­
arable costs for each purpose of a 
multiple-purpose facility are derived as 
the difference in the estimated total 
costs of the facility less the estimated 
costs of a similar facility designed so as 
to exclude the particular purpose. The 
separable costs of a facility are the total' 
separable costs for all purposes of the 
facility. The remaining joint costs of a 
facility are the differences in the esti­
mated total costs of the facility less the 
estimated separable costs of the facility,) 

Justifiable costs are the estimated 
maximum expenditures which theoreti­
cally would be justified to realize the 
benefits of a multiple-purpose facility. 
Remaiizing justifiable costs are those 
justifiable costs in excess of the sum of 
the separable costs of purposes to be 
accommodated by a mUltiple-purpose 
facility. 

'Under the separable cost-remaining 
benefits method, the estimated total 
costs of a multiple-purpose facility are 
allocated to each purpose of the facility 
by the sum of: 

II! The estimated separable costs of each 
purpose (Item 4 of Table 1-1). 

.. A share of the estimated remaining joint 
costs allocated among purposes Otem 7 of 
Table l-J) on the basis of remaining justifiable 
costs of each purpose (Items 5 and 6 of TabJe 
J-l), 
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Conventionally, the total costs al­
located to each purpose Otem 8 of 
Table I-n, expressed as a per.centage of 
such total costs (Hem 9 of Table 1-1), 
are the final result of the allocation 
procedure, 

However, because some of the spe­
cific costs of the State Water Project are 
accounted by agencies other than the 
Department of Water Resources, the 
percentage of each purpose:s allocation 
of the estimated total costs must be 
adjusted to a percentage applicable. to 
the estimated joint costs (Item 12 of 
Table 1-1) by deducting the estimaled . 
specific costs. The resulting percentages 
can then be applied to the actual joint 
costs of project facilities of the Cali­
fornia Aqueduct from the Deita to Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant as accounted by 
the Department. 

For cost allocations of the project 
transportation facilities, total operation, 
maintenance, power, and repiacement 
(OMP&R) costs are classifjed as either 
minimum OMP&R costs (those incurred 
irrespective of the amount of project 
water deliveries) or variable OMP&R 
costs (those incurred in an amoun.t 
which is dependent upon and varies with 
the magnitude of project water de­
liveries), Minimum OMP&R costs are 
allocated among purposes and among 
contractors on the basis of percentages 
that are constant for all years. However, 
van'able OMP&R costs are distributed 
annually in proportion to the actual 
water quantities delivered for each pur­
pose and for each contractor. Thus, for 
derivations of allocation percentages ap­
plicable to the costs of project trans­
portation facilities, estimated variabie 
OMP&R costs are deducted from esti­
mated total annual OMP&R costs (Item 
10, Table 1-1) so that the resulting 
percentages are applicable to the capital 
and minimum OMP&R costs only. 

The estimated joint costs are al­
located between project conservation 
facilities and project transportation faCi­
lities (Items 13 and 15 of Table I-I, 
respectively) by the proportionate use of 

facilities. method, as described in the 

Department's Bulletin 132-69, "The 
California State Water Project in j 969", 
June 1969 (p_ 108). [Joint costs al­
located to power generation are as­
sociated only with the project con­
servation facijities, since the San luis 
Pumping-Gener3.ting Plant is defined as 
such a facility. The jOint costs allocated 
to nonreimbursabJe purposes (recreation 
and fish and wildlife enhancement) are 
distributed between project conservation 
facilities and project transportation facil­

ities in the same ratiO that joint costs 

allocated to reimbursable purposes 
(water supply and power generation) are 
distributed between these two . classifi­
cations of facilities,) The resulting per­
centages (Items 14 and 16 of Table I-I) 
can then be applied lothe actual joint 
'costs of the project conservation facil­
ities and project transportation facilities 
for the California Aqueduct from the 
Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant 
as accounted by the Department. 

All items of benefits and costs shown 
in Table 1-1 are stated in terms of equal 
annual equivalent values for the 50-year 
period 1968 through 2017 at 4.357 
percent interest. The period of analysis 
represents be first 50 years of operation 
of the features jointly used by purposes 
for Califorpja Aqueduct facilities from 
the Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping 
Plant. 

The applicable interest rate represents 
the projection shown in Bulletin 132-69 
(p. 71) of the "project interest rate". 
The "project interest rate", wpjch is the 
rate basic to payments of r.eimbursable 
State Water Project costs, is defined in 
Article 1 (r) of the Standard Provisions 
as the weighted average interest costs on 
cumulative sales of Burns-Porter 
bonds,(4) Currently, this rate is 4.021 
percent for the $ J ,150 million of such 
bonds sold to date. Assuming that the 
remaining $600 rrj1lion of such bonds 
will . be sold at the current statutory 
limit of 5 percent, the rate will event­
ually escalate to 4,357 percent. 

The remainder of this exhibit ex­
plains the bases of each item shown in 
Table I-I. 



Benefits are the net value of goods 
and services that will directly result 
from operation of CiilifortJia Aqueduct 
facilities from the Delta to the Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant. 

Water Supply Benefits 
The purpose of water supply includes 

both the developmeJ1t of a water supply 
in project conservation facilities and the 
conveyance of that supply in project 
transportation facilities to project service 
areas. 

Measure of Benefits 
Water supply benefits are measured at 

the points of delivery from the project· 
facilities and are evaluated by different 
methods for agricultural use and for 
municipal and industrial use. 

The measure of benefit for agri­
cultural use is taken as the difference 
between net returns from farming opera­
tions with and without project water, 
reduced by the costs of local dis­
tribution systerns between project faci­
lites and farm headgates. The net return 
from farming operations is considered to 
be the remainder of gross income less all 
farm expenses (except water costs and 
either land rerttal or inter~st on land 
investment). 

. The measure of benefit for mUhicipal 
and industrial use is taken as the cost of 
an equivalent water supply so used from 
the least expensive of any 
source--multiple-purpose or 
single-purpose--other than project facil­
ities, as limited by the estimated maxi­
mum price users are willing to pay. 

The estimated water supply benefits 
of the State Water Project; exclusive of 
the Upper Feather Division, are shown 
in Table 1-2. These estimates reflect 
entitlement water service under 
long-term contracts. Excluded are sur-

Benefits 

plus water service under short-term COIl­

tracts and federal water service from 
joint state-federal facilities,(S) 

The unit benefits shown in Table 1-2 
for entitlements of contractors in the 
Feather River, North and South Bay, 
and San Joaquin Valley serVice areas are, 
for the most part, those estimated dur­
ing the formulation of the State Water 
Project, updated to account [or higher 
interest costs. The unit values for the 
project water supply to be applied to 
municipal and industrial use in the Cen­
tralCoastal and Southern California ser­
vice areas are based on the estimated 
IIljnimum future cost of desalting ocean 
water~-the least expensive source other 
than the State Water Project. 

The Department estimates that nearly 
90 percent of the Project's e'ventliai 
water supply benefit will result from use 
in Central Coastal and Southern Cali­
fornia Service areas. Studies basIc to 
these estimates are outlined in the fol" 
lowing paragraphs. 

The Central Coastal and Southern 
California service areas are divided into 
the following three "desalting areas" fot 
estimating the alternative costs of water 
supply: 

It Desalting Area I, the Santa Clara River 
System would use Castaic Lake for regulatory 
a~d e~ergency storag,e requirements, and 
would inClude service areas to be supplied 
from the West Branch of the California Aque­
duct. 

at Desalting Area II, the Santa Ana River 
System, would use Lake Perris and Buttes 
Reservoir for regulatory and emergency 
storage requirements, and would include ser­
vice areas to be supplied from the East Branch 
of the California Aqueduct. 

", D.esalting Area Ill, the Santa Maria system, 
would include the Santa Barbara County and 
San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation DiStricts. No regulatory or 

TABLE 1-2 

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY BEI,EFITS FROM FACILITIES OF 
STATE WATER PROJECT (EXCEPT UPPER FRl!.THER DIVISIOn) 

Feather River 
North Bay 
Soutb Bay 
San Joaquin Ve.lley 
Central Coastal 
Southern california 

PRO.JE.::I' 'I'JTAL 

Maximum Annual 
Entitlement (a 
(acre-feet) 

37,100 
67,000 

188,000 
1,355,000 

82,100 
2,491,500 

4,227;300 

Equal Annual 
Equivalent 
Entit1ement(b 
(acre-feet) 

15,893 
28,440 

145,336 
831,812 

30,999 
1,408,910 

2,461,450 

EstimB.ted Unit 
Net Benef1 ts( c 
(dollars per 
acre-foot) 

10.00 
23.87 
38.00 
38.87 

181.81 
204·.41 

135·02 

Equal Annual Equiv­
alent Net Benefits(b 

(thousands 
of dolla.rs) 

159 
679 

5,523 
32,337 

5,636 
281,999 

332,333 

a) Not including 2,700 acre-feet for Upper Featber Division. . 
b) Aonuel values thru 2017, converted "0 equal annual equivalents for 50-yenr per~od 

1968-2017, at 4.351% interest. 
c) ~!easured at points of delivery from project facilities. 

emergency storage would be provided in the 
transportation facilities, and service would 
begin in 19~O. . 

Each area would include a desalting 
plant and transportation faciJiiies 
required to convey water from the plant 
to the same delivery points to the 
respective water supply con tractors as 
those delivery points from the California 
Aqueduct. (Under more refined esti­
mates, possible water exchanges would 
be taken into account which could 
red lice the indicated costs of trans­
portation facilities.) These transportation 
facilities would consist entirely of pipe­
lines, tunnels, and pumping plants. In­
stallation of pumping units would be 
staged in accordance' with entitlement 
amounts shown in the respective water 
supply contracts. 

The studies were based on the as-· 
sumption that the cost of desaJteq water 
at ocean side would be about $0.25 per 
1,000 gallons--approximately $81 per 
acre-foot. 
Distribution Among Project Facilities 

Water supply benefits are derived 
from the combined operation of project 
conservation facilities and project trans­
portation facilities (except for the ·re­
latively minor reservoirs in the Upper 
Feather Division, whjch are operated 
primarily for local needs). Costs of these 
facilities are allocated separately among 
project purposes. To compute such cost 
allocations, total project water supply 
benefits are distributed among the. com­
ponent facilities of the State Water 
Project, including tbe Upper Eel River 
Development, in the same proportion as 
the water'supply costs of those facilities. 

Trye portion of tbe total water supply 
benefits of the Project that are as­
signable to the California Aqueduct faci­
lities from the Delta to'- the Dos Amigos 
Pumping Plant is estimated to be 
$S1 ,014.000 animaily: 
(a) Estimated total costs of Caljfornia 
Aqueduct, Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping 
Plant allocable to water supply .............. .. 
.......................................... $ 19,842,000 

(b) Estimated total Ctlsis of the Stale 
'vIlater Project, excluding the Upper 
Feather Division, allocable to water 
supply ................ $ j 19,266,000 
(c) Percent(a)of(b).. lS.35(,i 
(d) Estimated total water supply 
benefits of the Slale Water Project, 
excluding the Upper Feather Divi,ion 
(from Table 1-2) ....... S332,333,OOO 
(e) Total water supply benefit> aSSigned 
to the California Aqueduct. Del~u to Dos 
AmigosPumpingPlanl ... S 51,OJ4,C100 

'q I. 



PO¥ler Generation Benefits 
San Luis Reservoir is being operated 

on a seasonal basis. Water is placed into 
reservoir storage during the fall, winter, 
and spring. when surpius flows are gen­
erally available in the Delta; and water is 
released from storage during the sun-uner 
to meet delivery requirements south of 
the Dos Amigos Pu~ping Plant. Water is 
pumped into the Reservoir through San 
.Luis Pumping-Generating Plant during 
offpeak periods; and water is reieased 
from the Reservoir, and power gen­
erated, during either onpeak or offpeak 
periods. 

For the estimates basic to tbs expjbit 
(and to those shown in Bulletin 132-69), 
the C()sts of pumping water into San 
Luis Reservoir and the value of power 
generau:o by releases thereof are in­
cidental to the delivery of project water 
entitlements under long-term water sup­
ply conLracts. As SUC!l, estimated power 
generation benefits represent the gross 
value of the generation--not reduced 
by associated pumping costs. The De­
partment, in cooperaiion with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, is investigating 
the possiblEty of a "pumped storage" 
operation at San Luis Reservoir and 
O'Neil! Forebay. Under such an opera­
tion, the value of power generation 
would be noticeably increased over 
those estimates basic to tpjs exhibit. 
Also, inclusion of future surplus water 
deliveries under short-term contracts 
would tend to increase the value of 
power generation over those estimates 
basic to this exhibit; however, such 
deiiveries could not be estimated now 
with any certainty. 

Un.der executed interim and proposed 
long-term operating agreements, the 
State and the Bureau of Reclamation 
will share the power capacity and energy 
generated by operation of the San Luis 
Pumping-Generating Plant ill proportion 
to the water delivery quantities derived 
from San Luis Reservoir releases v,hich 
are made to downstream service areas of 
the State Water Project ano the Central 
Valley Project, respectively. 

Table 1-3 presents the estimated state 
share of annual energy gener8tion by' 
San Luis Pumping·Generating Plant, duro 
ing both onpeak and off peak periods, 
and the estimated annual value (benefit} 
to be realized from such generation. The 
estimated value of thal portion of re­
covery-pklt generation which would be 
used to lneet part of the Project~s po·wer 
requ"iremenl for pumping entitlement 
\7·/ater is esr.inla ted as being equivalent to 
the cost of power capacity and energy 
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which would otherwise have to be pur­
chased frOITl altern:ltive sources. These 
alternative sources include the Sdwa rd 
Hyatt and Thermalito Powerplams (until 
April 1, 19(9), Canadian Entitlement 
power contracts, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Bonneville Power Administration, and 
the California Suppliers. Estimated 
values of onpeak power generation 
through 1977 are based Oll projections 
of the planned operation of the State 
Water Project and the provisions of 
contracts covering these power sources. 
Ho\vever, lower power costs for the 
State Water Project may be expected in 
the future if the State is able to realize 
a share of the economies due to COll­

struction of large nuciear generating 
units by the electric utilities in Cali­
fornia. In est.imating power costs for 
Bulletin 132-69, the Department 
assumed that such economies will be 
realized by the Project commencing in 
1978. (See pages 58 and 65, Bulietin 
132-69.) 

The equal annual equivalent state 
share of power generation benefits for 
the San Luis Pumping-Generating Plant, 
based on 4.357 percent interest for the 
50-year period 1968-2017, is estimated 
to be $619,000. 

TABLE 1-3 

POWER GENERATION BENEFITS 
(STATE SHARE) 

Generation Value of 
Decade (kilowatf.-nours) Generation 

1968-77 538,000,000 $ 3,193,000 
1975-87 1,141,000, (Y,JO 8,864,000 
1988-97 1,363,000,000 7,936,000 
1998-07 1,530,000,000 7,670,COO 
2008-17 1,530,000,000 7,670,000 

TOTAL 6,102,000,000 $35,333,000 

Equal annual equiv~1ent benefits at 
4. 357~ l.nterest for 50-year period 
1968-2017 .................. $ 619,000 

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife En­
hancement Benefits 

For this exhibit, estima ted recreation 
and fish and wildlife enhancement bene­
fits fOi the California Aqueduct from 
the Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping 
Piant include those associated with ini­
tial and future recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancemen t features adiace~t 
to San Luis Reservoir, O'Neill Fo~ebay, 
and Los Banos Reservoir. 

In addition to the above features, 
recreation development plans are L'1 
variGus stages of formulation for Clifton 
Coun F orebay: Bethany Reservoir, and 

Ingram Creek Aquatic Recreation Area. 
A.1ready· cornpleted and in operation are 
fjshing access siles on the California 
Aqueduct at Canyon Road, Mervel 
Road, and Cottonwood Road. The bene­
fits that may be associated with these 
recreation and fish and wiJdlife en­
hancement fearures are not included in 
this exhibit for the following reasons: 

~. Recreation development of Clifton Court 
Forebay wiD probably be p,ivately financed 
and operated. Recreation costs and benefits of 
such developments are not available at this 
time. 

~ A recreation deveiopment plan for Bethany 
Reservoir is now being prepared by the De­
partment of Parks and Recreation. Estimated 
recreatiencosts and benefits will net be 
availabie umil the end of fiscai year 1969-70. 

!> Under Resources Agency policy ,( 6) the 
constmction of bgram Creek Aquatic Re­
creation Area(7) is of very low priority. In 
view of limited state funds, the time when 
this development 'Nil! be in opeJation is 
impossible now to predict. 

6 Fishing access sites for state water projects 
are constructed and operated by the Wildlife 
Conservation Board of the. Resources Agency, 
pursuant to Chapter 411, California Statutes 
of 1968. The estimated costs and benefits of 
these sites are quite minor in relation to those 
constructed or planned at San Luis .Reservoir, 
O'Neill Foreba)" and Los Banos Reservoir. 
(The total construction cost of the three 
fishing access sites now in operation was less 
than $25,000.) 

For this exhibit, the data shown in 
the Department's Bulletin 117-7, "San 
Luis Reservoir- and Forebay Recreation 
Developmen t Plan", May 1965, were 
updated during the spring of 1969 by 
the Department of Parks and Re­
creation, under a service agreement with 
the Department of Water Resources. The 
updated data reflect current levels of 
expenditures for recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement features, which are 
cODsidera bly less than when Bulletin 
117-7 was prepared. Unit recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement benefits 
were also updated. These unit benefits 
for San Luis Reservoir and O'Neil! Fore­
bay are estimated to vary from $1.92 
per recreation day commencing in 1968, 
to $1.80 per recreation day for 1988 
and thereaftei. The projected decrease in 
unit benefit is due to expected increases 
in water surface fluctuations as water 
entitlements increase to the maximum 
annual amounts provided for by the 
water supply contracts. 

Recreation use at Los Banos Re­
senroir was estimated in 1967 by the 
Departmem of Parks 2,11d Recreation. 

UniI recreation values and- specific- re-



1968-77 
1978-87 
1938-97 
1998-07 
2008-17 

SUbtotal 

TABLE I-4 

TOTAL (STATE AND FlIDERAL) RECREATION ArID 
FISH AND WILDLIFE ENll..ANCEMJ1.m' USE AND BENEFITS 

Recreation Use Unit Value 
(recreation days) (dollars per recreation day) 

San u~is Reservoir and O'Neill Forebay 

1,465,000 1·92 
7,000,000 1.92 

15,000,000 1.80 
20,050,000 1.80 
32,500,000 1.80 

76,015,000 

Total Benef'i ts 
(dollars) 

2,813,000 
13,440,000 
27,000,000 
36,090,000 
58,500,000 

137,843,000 

Equal annual equivalent benefit at 4.357~ interest 
for 50-year period 1968-2017 .............................. .. 1,712,000 

1968-77 
1978-87 
1938-97 
1998-07 
2008-17 

SUbtotal 

300,000 
1,160,000 
2,300,000 
3,025,000 
3,830,000 

10,615,000 

Los Banos Reservoir 

1.83 
1.83 
1.83 
1.83 
1.83 

549,000 
2,123,000 
4,209,000 
5,536,000 
7,009,000 

19,426,000 

Eeual annual equivalent benefit at 4.357% interest 
f~r 50-year period 1968-2017 ..•...•....•.•..• ~ •..•...•...... 

Total equal annual equivalenT. benefits at 4.357% interest 
for 50-year period 1968:.2017 .•......••...•..•••.•........•.. 

230,000 

plication of these factors are added to 
the minimum value of $0.50 per recrea­
tion day; with each point valued at 
$0.20. Thus, the maximum value result­
ing from this evalUation IS $2.50 per 
recreation day. 

Current estimates of the total (both 
state and federal shares) recreation use 
and benefits for San Luis Reservoir, 
O'Neill Forebay, and Los Banos Re­
servoir are summarized in Table 1-4. 

Under the agreement between the 
Bureau of Recla.nation and the Depart­
ment of Parks and Recreatibn,(8) esti­
mates are that the Bureau will con­
tribute $2,497,000 of the $5,550,000 
required to construct the initial recrea­
tion and fish and wildlife enhancement 
features at San Luis and Los Banos 
Reservoirs and O'Neill Forebay. Of the 
estimated total $2,497,000 in federal 
contributions, $2,289,000 will be for 
features at San Luis Reservoir and 
O'Neill Forebay, and $208,000 will be 
for features at Los Banos Reservoir. The 
State has assumed responsibility for the' 
operation, maintenance and replacement 
cos'~S of these initial recreation and fish 
and wildlife enhancement features. In 
addition, $11,627,000 will be required 
to construct future features to satisfy 
the continuing growth in recreation de· 
mand. Presumably, the State will assilme 
the responsibility for construction, 
operation, maintenance, and replacement 
costs for these future features. The 
estimated division of tota:1 specific reo 
creation and fish and wildlife en· 
hancement costs between the State and 
the Bureau for both initial and future 
features is shown in Table 1-5. 

creation costs were determined in the 
spring of 1969 by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation expressly for this 
exhibit. The unit benefit is estimated to 
be $1.83 per recreation day based on 
natural flow into Los Banos Reservoir 
(in lieu of a possible pump diversion 
from the California Aqueduct which 
would stabilize the reservoir water sur­
face during the recreation season). 

TABLE I-5 

Unit values used by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation in evaluating 
general recreation benefits vary from 
$0.50 to $2.50 per recreation day. Two 
factors are used to determine these unit 
values: (a) variety and quality of re­
creation (the type of recreation activity, 
quality of experience, and quality of 
development, operation, and main­
tenance of the facilities and area), and 
(b) esthetic qualities of site (fluctuations 
in water surface of reservoir and other 
aquatic factors, geologic-topographic 
factors, vegetative cover, climate, and 
other environmental influences). Point 
scores of these factors are established as 
follows: 

Point Score 

variety and q:uali ty of Poor 
of recreation Fair 

GoOd 

Esthetic Quali ties of Poor 
the si t~ Fair 

Good 

The point scores resulting from ap-

TOTAL (STATE AND FlIDERAL) RECREATION MIl 
FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHAN~ SPECIFIC COSTS 

(thousands of dollars) 

EqU&l Annu61 EqUivalent Costs at 4.351% 
Recreation and Interest tor 50-Year Period 1968-2017 
Fish and Wildlife First Costs 
Enhancement Features (a Capi tr!.l o,,\IP&R Total 

San Luis Reservoir and O'Neill Forebay 

Federal share 2,289 87 0 87 
S~te share 11,807 258 449 707 

Total 14,096 345 449 794 

Loa Banos Reservoir 

Federal share 208 8 ° 8 
State share 2,873 55 74 129 

Total 3,081 63 74 137 

Total, Delta to DasAmigos Pumping Plant 

Federal share 2,497 95 ° 95 
State share 14,680 313 523 836 

Total 17,177 408 523 931 

a) "First" costs represent total capital costs exclusive of interest 
charges during construct jon period. 
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Recreation and fish and wildlife. 
enhancement benefits realized at the 
jOint-use facilities are assumed to be 
divided between the state and federal 
projects in proportion to the equal 
annual equivalent recreation and fish 
'and wildlife enhancement costs financed 
by each. The State's share of these 
benefits, for project facilities from the 
Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant, 
is derived as follows: 

The estimated state share of costs of 
California Aqueduct facilities from the 
Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant 
are summarized in Table 1-6. As pre­
viously stated, these facilities are defined 
by the Standard Provisions as either 
"project conservation facilities" or "pro­
ject transportation facilities". These faci­
lities, in turn, consist of (a) features that 
are jointly used by purposes (water 
supply, power generation, and recreation 
and fish and wildlife enhancement) and 
(b) recreation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement features. 

The estimated state shares of costs of 
features that are jointly used by pur­
poses are shown in Bulletin 132-69. As 
described in that bulletin (page 1 08), 
the estimated capital and Ininimum 
OMP&R costs of these features are 
divided between project conservation 
facilities and project transportation faci­
lities in the following proportions 
(conserva tion facilities : transportation 
facilities) : 

Delta to O'Neill Forebay ••••••• 31:69 
O'Neill Fbrebay to Dos Amigos 

Pumping Plant (including 
Los Banos Reservoir) ••••••••• 27:73 

San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and 
Pumping-Generating Plant ••••• 1OO:OO 

Variable OMP&R costs (primarily 
power and energy costs consumed in the 
operation of the Delta Pumping Plant) 
are allocated on the basis of annual 
water quantities placed in San Luis 
Reservoir storage (conservation) and 
conveyed directly from the Delta to the 
Dos AInigos Pumping Plant (transporta­
tion). Such costs which are associated 
with the San Luis Reservoir storage, 
including the pumping costs of the San 
Luis Pumping-Generating Plant, are re­
classified as minimum OMP&R 
costs--rather than variable OMP&R 
costs. (Power generation values are 
treated in this exhibit as benefits and 
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(Equal Annual &qui valent Va.lues 
unless otherwise noted) 

Sen Luis Reservoir aDd ° 'Neill Forebay Los Banos Reservoir 

a~ State's share of recreation costa .. $ 707,cx>o 
b .. Total recreation costs ........................ $ 794,000 
c. Percent a of 0............. ........ 89.~ 
d .. Total recreat.ion benefits ....... _ . .... $l~ 712, COO 
e~ State share o"f recreation benef1ts .. $1,524,(X)O 

a~ State shl!S.l"e of recrea.tion coste .... $ 
b. Total recreation costs ................ $ 
c. Percent a of b ........................... $ 
d. Total recreation benefits ............. $ 
e. State share of recreation benef'1ts.$ 

Total Facili tie. Fro .. Delta 
to Dos Amigo. Pumping Plant 

State sbare of" recreation benefit.s .... $1, 741,.QCX) 

Tvtal Project Costs 

129,000 
137,000 
94.~ 

230,000 
217,000 

not as negative OMP &R costs which 
would be applied to reduce the OMP&R 
costs of pumping water through the San 
Luis Pumping-Generating Plant.) 

For a year when San Luis Reservoir 
storage is being withdrawn to provide 
for downstream deliveries, the actual 

variable OMP&R costs of the Delta 
Pumping Plant for the year are in­
creased. This increase is in porportion to 
the ratio of the annual delivery quantity 
derived from San Luis Reservoir storage 
divided by the actual annual delivery 
quantity conveyed through the Plant. 

TAllLE 1-6 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (STATE SHARE) 

('thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted) 

Equal Annual Equivalent Costs at 4.35~ 
Interest for 50-Year Period 1968~2017 

OMP&R Costs 
First Capital 

Minimum Tvariable 1 Total I Total Facilities and Features Costa Coats 

Features Jointly Used by Purposes 

Delta to O'Neill Forebay 
Project Conservation Facilities . 
Project Tran.portation Facilities 

50,518 
112,444 

2,536 
5,644 

O'Neill Forebay to Dos Amigos Pumping Plant 
Proje.ct Conservation Facilities 5,355 289 
Project Transportation Facilities i4,470 781 

989 
2,233 

68 
184 

o 
3,190 

o 
o 

San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Pumping-Generating Plant 
Project Conservation Facilities 75,375 4,108 1,108 
Project Transportation Facilities O' 0 0 

TOTAlS, DELTA TO DQS AM1GOS PUMPING PLANT 

Project Conservation Facilities 131,248 6,933 2,165 
Project Transportation Facilities 126,914 6,425 2,417 

Percent Distribution 
Project Conservation Facilities 51.9Oi 47.251> 
Project Transporta,ion Facilities 48.1Oi 52.751> 

o 
o 

0 
3,190 

0 
1°O·0i 

989 3,525 
5,423 11,067 

68 357 
184 965 

1,108 5,216 
0 0 

2,165 9,098 
5,607 12,032 

27.86<f, 43.o6<f, 
72.14~ 56.94i 

Associated Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Features 

San Luis Reservoir and 
O'Neill Forebay (state share) 

Los Banos Creek Reservoir 
(state share) 

11,807 

2,873 

258 

55 

449 

74 

O(a 

O(a 

707 

129 

Total California Aqueduct Facilities, From Delta to D:ls Amigos Pumping Plant 

Features jointly used 258,162 13,358 7,772 21,130 
Recreation and fish and vildlife 

enhancement features (a 14,680 313 523 0 523 836 

TarAL 272,842 13,671 5,105 3,190 8,295 21,966 

a) Ce~~in annual operating costs of conveying recreation water from features jOintly 
used for uses vi thin recreation and fisb and .-:i1dl:fe enhancement features vil1 be 
of" a "variable" character. However, all such costs are included herein under tbe 
"m1n1mum~ category, since the Standard Provisions do not apply. 



The increase of such costs for re­
payment (under the Transportation 
Charge) is offset by credits to the 
minimu.m OMP&R cos~s of San Luis 
Reservoir (repai.d under the Delta Water 
Charge). This "banking" procedure is 
accounted for in the esti. ... nated OMP&l{ 
costs shown in Tabie 1-6. 

The values under the first heading of 
Table 1-6 show the division of costs of 

In project formulation and cost al­
location siudies, the alternative costs of 
a purpose included in the planned opera­
tion of a muitiple-purpose facility are 
estimated as' the costs of the least 
ex pen sive single-purpose alternative 
means thai would provide the same 
benefits for that purpose as would the 
multiple-purpose faciiity. AJ ternative 
means include the possible constniction 
of a single-purpose facility at the same 
site as the multiple-purpose facility. For 
water supply, the alternative 'means also 
include a desalting plant or a 
waste-water reclamation plant. For re­
creation and fish and wildlife en­
hancement, the alternative means also 
include enlargement of an existing, 
water-related recreational development 
in the immediate vicinity. Inclusion of a 
purpose in the planned operation of a 
mUltiple-purpose facility is justified only 
if the costs allocate'd to the purpose do 
not exceed the 'alternative costs or the 
benefits of the purpose, whichever are 
less. 

Water Supply Alternative Costs 
The least expensive single-purpose 

means of providing the same wa ter 
supply benefits as will be provided by 
the mUltiple-purpose California Aque­
duct facilities from the Delta to the Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant are estimated to 
be those multiple-purpose facilities re­
sized so as to accommodate the purpose 
of water supply only. The costs of the 
single-purpose water supply facilities es­
sentially would be the costs of the 
features jointly used by purposes of the 
complete multiple-purpose facilities. Re· 
creation and fish and wildlife en· 
hancement features would not be 
needed. Elimination of the power 
generation purpose would not save any 
costs, since reversible pumping-genera­
ting units would be required as the 
cheapest means of dissipating energy 
from San Luis ReservoD' releases. Dis­
posal of this energy would require trans­
mission lines and switch yards as in-

featurer, Jointly used by iHi]!",v.)l.. bL"~ 

tween the project conservztjon f~tcilities 

and the project transportati.on faciJ.ities 
and develop the percerlts of total costs 
assigned to these two types of facilities. 
These percents app]y for dividing the 
costs (and benefits) of recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement features 
between the project conservation faci" 
lities and the project transportation 

Alternative Costs 

eluded in the multiple-purpose facil~ties. 

Thus, the eost of the alternahve 
sii1gle-purpose facilities· is equal to the 
total costs of the multiple-purpose facili­
ties, less: 

o The specific costs of recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement features. 

~ The inc:remental costs of providing the iast 
74 cubic feet per second of capacity in the 
Aqueduct from the Delta to Dos Amigos 
Pumping Plant, which is required for the 
conveyance of recreation water to use below 
Dos Amigos. 

~ The estimated reduction in costs of Los 
Banos Reservoir if sized to a total capacity of 
22,000 acre-feet for flood protection of the 
California Aqueduct only rather than the 
present capacity of 35,500 acre-feet for flood 
protection and recreation. 

<l' A $100,000 reduction in operating costs for 
San Luis Reservoir d).le to slightly decreased 
pumping lifts at San Luis Pumping-Generating 
Plant and to siightly decreased evaporation 

facilities. 
The state s:lares of specific costs of 

r e creation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement features are summarized 
under the second heading of Table 1-6 
(frorn Table 1-5). The total state shares 
of costs of all project facilities frofu the 
Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant 
are shown under the third heading of 
Table 1-6. 

losses. (The capacity of San Luis Reservoir 
could be decreased from a total of 2,040,552 . 
acre-feet to a total of 2,021,060 acre-feet; 
however, the effect on capital costs, of the 
Reservoir would be insignificant.) 

The total estimated costs of this 
hypothetical facility are summarized, in 
Table 1-7. 

Power Generation Alternative Costs 
In this exhibit, the alternative costs 

of power generation are assumed to be 
those additional payments the State 
,wbujd have to make under executed 
power purchase contracts to obtain ~d­
ditional power capacity and energy in 
the same amounts as are made available 
for project pumping by San LUIS Pump­
ing-Generating Plant. These alternative 
costs, estimated to be $619,000 on an 
equal annual equivalent basis, also con­
stitute the measure for estimating power 
generation benefits. They have been dis-
cussed previously in Hus exhibit. . 

TABLE 1-7 

WAT!!J1 SUPPLY ALlrl.5PllATIVE C0STS (STATE SKARE) 
, 

\tno~sand6 of dollars) 

Item 

Total project costs 

less: Costs attributable to recreation: 

Cost of prOViding for 74 cubic feet per 

I First 
I Costs 

272,842 

second of conveyance capacity 3,655 

Specific costs bf recreation and fish and 
Wildlife enhancement features 14,162 

Additional costs of Los Banos Reservoir as 
built (35 .. :>00 acre-feet capacity) over and 
above that size required only for flood 
protection of Aqueduct (22,000 acre-feet) 218 

Add1 tional pumping costs at San Luis 
~~ing-GeneTat:ng Plant due to recreation 

Y'err,ai"dGl': Water supply alternative costs 254,807 

EQual Annual EQuivalent 
c~sts at 4.357~ Interest: 
50-Year Period 1968-2017 

Capital Total 

13,671 8,295 21,966 

63 148 

300 523 823 

12 1 13 

100 100 

13,274 7,608 20,882 
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Recreation and Fish and Wildlife 
Enhancement" Alternative Costs 

The least expensive single-purpose 
means of providing the same recreation 
and fish and wildlife enhancement 
benefits as the multiple-purpose facilities 
from the Delta to the Dos Amigos 

. Pumping Plant are estimated to include: 

G An aqueduct from the Delta to San Luis 
Reservoir, sized to provide 274 cubic feet per 
second of conveyance capacity; 200 cubic feet 
per second of which is for maintaining ,a 
single-purpose San Luis Reservoir at a 
constant water surface elevation, and 74 cubic 
feet per second of which is to provide 
recreation water for use below Dos Amigos. 

• The State's share of a San Luis Pumping 
Plant sized,to pump 200 cubic feet per second 
of water into a San Luis Reservoir. 

lit The State's share of a San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir of 72,700 acre-feet gross capacity. 

e The State's share of a Los Banos Reservoir 
of 20,500 acre-feet gross capacity. 

In project formulation and cost aJ­
location studies, the separable cost of a 
particular purpose of a multiple-purpose 
facility is the estimated cost of accom­
modating that purpose in the planned 
operation of the multiple-purpose faci­
lity. The separable cost of a particular 
purpose is estimated as the difference 
between the following two cost esti­
mates: (a) the total costs of the multi­
ple-purpose facility; and (b) the total 
estimated costs of a hypothetical facility 
planned to accommodate all purposes of 
the complete multiple-purpose facility 
except the particular purpose. The total 
separable costs of the multiple-purpose 
facility are the total of the separable 
costs for all purposes accommodated in 
the planned op.eration of the facility. 

Water Supp!ySeparable Costs 
The separable costs of water supply 

for California Aqueduct facilities from 
the Delta to the Dos Amigos Pumping 
Plant are the differences in estimated 
costs of (a) the State's total share for 
the multiple-purpose facilities and (b) 
the estimated costs of these facilities 
hypothetically sized so as to provide for 
the same power generation and re­
creation and fish and wildlife en­
hancement benefits as the multi­
ple-purpose facilities, but no water sup­
ply benefits. 
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• The State's share of recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement features essentially as 
planned for the multiple-purpose facilities. 

Table 1-8 sununarizes the total 
estimated State's share of the costs of 
this hypothetical facility. 

TABLE 1-8 

'<lATER SUPPLY SE:PARABIJ: COSTS (ST.~ S<iAR:&) 

(thouBmlda of dollars) 

Item 
First 
Costs 

Equal. Annual. EQ:ui V&lent 
Costs at 4.35~ Interest: 
50-Year Period 1968-2017 

Capi tal I Clo!P&R I Total 

Aqueduct from Delta to San Luis Reservoir 12,064 596 236 832 

San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Pumping Plant 10,534 521 

190 

575 

Los Banos Dam and Reservoir 

Recreation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement features 

TOTAL, recreation ~d fish and wildlife 
enhancement alternative costs 

Separable Costs 

These hypothetical facilities are esti­
mated to include the following: 

1\1 Those hypothetical facilities previously de­
scribed for the alternative single-purposere­
creation and fish and wildlife enhancement' 
'faCilities, except that the storage capacity of a 
San Luis Reservoir would be increased from a 
total of 72,200 acre-feet to a total of 
1,100,000 acre-feet. (The 200 cubic feet per 
second of conveyance capacity from the Delta 
to. a San Luis Reservoir would be more than 

3,429 10 200 

14,680 313 523 

40,707 '1,620 823 2,,443 

sufficient to replenish annual evaporation and 
seepage losses from the larger reservoir.) 

e A modified San Luis Pumping-Generating 
Plant. 

e An O'Neill Forebay of the existing 
56,426-acre-foot gross capacity, which would 
,provide about 23,000 acre-feet of active fore­
bay capacity--approximately the same active 
capacity as now provided by O'Neill Forebay 
and the aqueduct reach between the Forebay 
and Dos Amigos l'umping Plant. 

TABLE I-9 

WATER SUPPLY SEPARABLE COSTS (STATE SHARE) 

(thousands of dollars) 

Item 

Total multiple-purpose facilities 

less: Hypothetical facilities for 
recreation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement and for power generation: 

Alternative facilities for recreation 
and f~sh and wildlife e~~cement 

Additional storage, San Luis Reservoir 

Additional capacity, San Luis 
Pumping-Generating Plant 

O'Neill ])am and rorebay 

First 
Costs 

272,842 

40,707 

20,000 

remainder: Water supply separable costs 160,335 

Equal Annual Equivalent 
Costs at 4-35~ Interest: 
50-Year Period 1968-2017 

Capi tal I CW'&R J Total 

13,671 8,295 21,966 

1,620 823 2,443 

790 310 1,100 

1,790 940 2,730 

270 105 375 

9,201 6,117 15,318 



The estimated costs of these hypo­
thetical facilities, which exclude water 
supply as a project purpose, and the 
estimated separable costs of water 
supply for project facilities from the 
Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping Plant are 
shown in Table 1-9. 

Power Generation Separable Costs 
If the project facilities from the Delta 

to the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant were 
redesigned to accommodate all project 
purposes except power generation, the 
facilities would still include the same 
features and would be sized to the same 
capacity. No features in these facilities 
are constructed solely for the purpose of 
power generahon. Therefore, the sep­
arable power generation costs are zero. 

Reversible units would be required in 
a San Luis Pumping Plant as the most 
economical way of dissipating energy 
from San Luis Reservoir releases. 

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife En­
hancement Separable Costs 

The separable costs of recreation and 
fish and wildlife enhancement are equal 

(1) "Agreement between the United 
States of America and the Department 
of Water Resources of the State of 
California for the Construction and 
Operation of the Joint-Use Facilities of 
the San Luis Unit", December 30, 1961. 

(2) Letter to Mr. William E. Warne, 
Director, Department of Water 
Resources, from 11r. C. H_ Kadie, As­
sistant Regional Director, Region 2, 
Bureau of Reclamation, November 17, 
1965. ' 

(3) "Agreement between the United 
States of America and the Department 
of Parks and Recreation of the State of 
California for the Construction and 
Operation of the Initial Recreahon Faci-

to the total estimated costs of ll1ulli­
pIe-purpose facililies from the Delta to 
Dos Amigos Pumping Plant in excess of 
the estimated costs of hypothetical faci­
lities sized only for water supply and 
power generation. Such hypothetical 
facilities are eqUivalent to the alternative 

single-purpose water supply facilities pre­
viously described, the costs of which are 
shown in Table 1'7. The estimated recre­
ation and fish and wildlife enhancement 
separable costs for multiple-purpose faci­
lities from the Delta to Dos Amigos 
Pumping Plant are shown in Table 1-10. 

TABLE 1-10 

RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCENENT 
SEPAMBLE COSTS (STATE SHARE) 

(thousands of dollars) 

Item 

Total multiple-purpose facilities 

Zess: Hypothetical facilities for 
water supply and power generation 

remainder: S!!parable recreation and 
fish and "ildlife enhancement costs 

Footnotes to Exhibit I 

lities of the San Luis Unit", June 3, 
1969. 

(4) The contracts are being amended to 
provide that the interest costs of any 
future funds supplemental to 
Burns-Porter funds will be melded in the 
"project interest rate". 

(5) For the project facilities from the 
Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping Plant, the 
associated water supply benefits are con­
siderably greater than the estimated 
costs of the least expensive of any 
single-purpose alternative water supply 
source, which, in this case, is the project 
facilities hypothetically resized to ac­
commodate water supply only. Since the 

Equal Annual Equivalent 
Costs at 4.357% Interest: 
50-Year Period 1968-2017 

First 
Costs Total 

272,842 13,671 8,295 21,966 

254,807 13,274 7,608 20,882 

18,035 397 687 1,084 

justifiable costs of water supply are 
therefore governed by the single'purpose 
alternative costs, rather than by the 
benefits, an extremely precise estimate 
ohuch benefits is not justified. 

(6) See Department's Bulletin J 1'7, "Re­
creation and Fish and Wildlife Program 
for the State Water Project", December 
1968 (see pages 30-31). 

(7) S"ee Department's Bulietin 117-20, 
"Ingram Creek Aquatic Recreation Area: 
Recreation Development Plan", Decem­
ber 1966. 

(8) See footnote 3. 
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EXHIBIT II 

COMMENTS 

BY THE 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

EXHIBlT III 

COMMENTS 

BY THE 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
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To HOnorable William R. Gi&ielli, Director 
Department of ~~teT Resources 
1416 9th Street» Room 1115-1 
Resources Building 

Date 

Subject : 

Hay 6 r 1970 

Bulletin 1.32-70, 
Appendix D# Costs of 
Recreation and Fish 
and Wildlife Enhancemen1 

Pursuan.t to Water Code Section 11912p as amended by Californ.ia Statutes of 1960 p 
Chapter 271' your memorandum of March 13j' 1970 requested our written comments on 
those State Winter Project costs shO\<ffi allocated to recreation and fish and vlild­
life enhancement in Table 1 of the review draft of Appendix D to Bulletin 132-70. 
Our Deputy Directors .John R. Teerink and Ray B. Hunter met on May l~ 1970 in regard 
to this bulletin. As a result of that meeting~ we concur with the costs which your 
department has compil~d in relation to specific recreation lands and joint costs 
allocated to recreation and fish a.nd wildlife enhancement. 

We note in Table 1 of the draft that a cost allocation is being reported for the 
first time for California Aqueduct facilities between the Delta and Dos Amigos 
Pumping Plant -- for $9» 049» 940 in joint capital costs allocated to recreation 
and fish and wildlife enhancement through]. 969. These facilities include San 
Luis Reservoir f orNeill ForebaYa and Los Banos Reservoir. Under our projections, 
these reservoirs will' receive ~-ubstai"1tial recreation use by the general public 
only if funds are forthcoming ror continuing facilities development.. We also note, 
in Table 3 of the draft~ references to substantial General Fund appropriations for 
joint operating costs of the California Aqueduct allocated to recreation and fish 
and ~~ldlife enhancement for fiscal years 1968-69 and 1969-10. We understand that 
these appropriations are based on a prelimina~y cost allocation of the entire 
California Aqueduct (in.cluding projected recreation use at Lake Perris p Silvel.'\<]ood 
Lake; and Castaic Lake) and that they are in the form of progress payments which 
will be adjusted once the allocation of the entire aqueduct has been established. 

On page 5 of the drart F it is stated that yOUX' cost allocations are subject to 
subsequent revision H ~. ~on the basis of a formal demonstration that slJ.ch a revision 
is i~aITanted by reason of substantial changes in the factors that supported the 
previous derivation. II We understand that demonstration of substantial changes in 
the supporting factors include the possible findings that (1) funds are not forth= 
coming for certain future recreation developments, with resultant decreases in 
projected recreation ben.efits and specific recreation costs~ a.nd (2) that a. change 
in cost allocation method ¥T0uld produce more equitable results. 

In vie'!'l of the above qua1ifica.tion~ we believe that the proposed allocation of 
joint capital costs is 5'.lfficiently accurate for the initial a.llocation for the 
'"'1'- , Ad t- ... l' " ca 1.:l:0rfl1.a que UC~. In t ns context.: we concur l.TI the allocat:wfiS of Jo~nt 
capital costs to recr~'lation and .fish a.nd wildlife enna."1cement as sho~m in Ta.ble 1 
of the draft report. 
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Honorable William R. Gianelli -2- May 6, 1970 

Concerning the specific costs of acqulr1ng lands for recreation developments, we 
note the sum of $978~042 for lands on the California Aqueduct proper and $832,596 
for lands at Castaic Lake. Certain of these acquisition costs were for lands not 
now required under current recreation plans, notably at Castaic Lake. These lands 
apparently are not necessary for the basic multiple-purpose facilities of the State 
Water Project. We understand that under your cost accounting procedures, the orig­
inal costs of acquiring such lands will be reported as recreation costs until they 
are sold or otherwise disposed of, at which time the payments received will be re­
ported as recreation credits and the costs to be presented in future annual reports 
will be reduced accordingly. With this understanding B we concur in the specific 
costs of acquiring lands for recreation developments as shown in Table 1 of the 
draft report. 
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Honorable William R. Gianelli - 2 - March 18) 1970 

Appendix D also presents the specific costs of acqulrlng land 
for recreation purposes and requests approval for reimbursement 
of $1,178,526 that vJaS spent since the i969 cost allocation 
report ilras submitted to the Legislature c The recreation land 
referred to in Appendix D was recommended for purchase by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and that Department is best 
qualified to comment on that aspect of the appendixe 

Ij/~ 
fOR Director 
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