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,oward taking the water. 
: Oceano will take less than the 
:1,000 acre-feet shown in both sce
narios, and Pismo Beach may con
~ider cutting its 2,000 acre-foot re
,quest by 500. 
: The two Smith Barney estimates 
were $632 and $665 an acre-foot for 
Nipomo. The higher figure is based 
~n the county taking its full entitle
ment of 25,000 acre-feet. and the 
9ther is based on the county taking 
~O,730. -

Deputy County Engineer Glenn 
Priddy told directors of the Oceano 
Community Services District that 
the four scenarios do not cover all 
the possibilities. 

Under a worst-case scenario, 
Oceano's costs could rise to $700 an 
acre-foot and Nipomo's could go to 
$770, based on the county reserving 
its full entitlement while other cities 
back out of the deal, he said. 

With Paso Robles dropping out 
and other cities considering cuts in 
their entitlements, Smith Barney's 

low figure of $632 no longer seems 
a likely one. The $770 figure is an 
absolute maximum. Splitting the dif
ference yields a mid-range figure of 
$700 an acre-foot. 

But state water critics point out 
that the costs will actually be higher 
for each acre-foot delivered because 
the Coastal Branch won't be supp
lying all the water ordered every 
year. 

If Nipomo subscribes to the 1,500 
acre-feet that NCSD directors have 
most rel::ently bandied about, the 
cost would be $1.05 million annu
ally, based on $700 an acre-foot. 

In January, the state Department 
of Water Resources printed its re
sponse to the flier that has been 
blamed for tilting the November 
election in Nipomo. 

The DWR stated in its analysis 
that the State Water Project will 
deliver full entitlements in 53 per
cent of the years and more than half 
of entitlement arnounts in 95 percent 
of the years. 

Averaging all of that out by as
surning l00-perc~t deliveries in 10 
out of 20 years, 75 percent in nine of 
the years and 25 percent in the worst 
year, the actual cost of an acre-foot 
of state water would be $823.50. 

Water purveyors won't actually 
have to pay for full entitlements 
when they're not delivered, accord
ing to county state water experts. 

Howeyer, they also agree that 85 
percent of the state water price tag 
will be used for the fixed costs of 
building the pipeline and must be 

'd h 
pat eac year.

That leaves 15 percent, or 
u..a"IU'I~' 

water deliveries. Using the Dh,s 
reliability scenario, over the course 
of 20 years, Nipomo would get 
25,500 acre-feet instead of 30,000, 
or 1,275 acre-feet a year, which is a 
shortfall of 15 percent, yielding a 
discount of $18.53 per acre-foot. 

Based on those calculations, the 
real cost of state water that reaches 
Nipomo would be $804.97. 

The DWR response to the flier 
states that planned improvements to 
the State Water Project. such as new 
reservoirs, would improve the sys
tem's efficiency to the point that full 
entitlements would be delivered in 
70 percent of the years, and 65 per- ._ 
cent of entitlements would be deliv

ered in 95 percent of the years. 
According to the DWR documen 

those new construction projeci 
"would increase the cost of water I 
Nipomo by about $50 per aCfl 
foot." 

' Under this more hypothetical scc 
nario, all the new Sacramento Dell 
facilities, the Los Banos Grande 
Reservoir and Kern Water Ban 
would be built. 

The greater efficiency would ll4 

offset the added construction cost 
The result of the new projects woul 
be that Nipomo would pay an extl 
$46.36 an acre-foot for water acn 
ally delivered. 

Tile DWR estimates that, with tb 
new reservoirs and other facHitie: 
full entitlements would be delivere 
to local agencies 70 percent of tb 
time and at least 65 percent woul 
be delivered 95 percent of the time 

Again using a mid-range calculi 
tion, over a 2O-year period, Nipom 
would get its full 1,500 acre-fec 
during 14 years, 78 percent of 
during five years and 25 percent i 
the worst year. 

With the estiIl".atcd $50 cost ( 
new facility construction added il 

Nipomo would be paying $750 f( 
each of its 1,500 acre-feet a year, ( 
$1.175 million annually, but 
would receive an average of 1,36 
acre-feet each year, instead of tb 
1,275 it could expect now. 

That computes to $863.33 a 
acre-foot for water actually delh 
ered. Again, 15 percent of the cos 
or $129.50, would pay directly f(

d 1" hil 85
water e Ivenes w e percer 
.would be used to payoff the fixe 

. -direcu 'rOt:~ costs of building the Coastal Branc 
p~peline and treatment plant at Pole 
mo Pass. 

Over a 2O-y~. pe~od, with a 
the planned faCilities m place, N 
pomo ",:ould ':'e receiving 90.73 pel 
cent of ItS entitlement. The 9.27-pel 
cent shortfall would reduce the bi 
by $12 an acre-foot. resulting in 
real cost of $851.33 an acre-foot. 

The new facilities are unlikely 1 
be built anytime soon, but based (l 

the DWR figures. they will substaI 
tially raise the cost of water th. 

-reaches local purveyors. 

c 
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