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PREFACE

PURPOSE

The following “White Paper” is NOT astudy of the State Water Project or its Alternatives, Rather
it is a condensation of 3 myriad of studies conducted by a variety of agencies over recent years. It
was our opinion that this issue has been “studied* to the point of exhaustion and what the people
of this region really needed was a concise document that presented the results of these studies in
Iaymans terms. This document has been prepared as a joint effort by knowledgeable volunteers
from the Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce and the Economic Development Association.
We have madc cvery effort to evenly present the data for each alternative to State Water and the
State Watcr Project itself. The primary source and base line for statistical data was the “Santa
Barbara County State Water Project Alternatives” document dated April 1985, prepared by the
State Department of Water Resources. Those of you that would like more in depth and current
technical data may find it in the reference material used to develop this “White Paper”. We hope
that this “White Paper™ will create interest and increase the knowledge of the general population
concerning the very real water guantity and quality crisis that is rapidly approaching this region
and the possible solutions available. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to he released in late
1989 will contain more current cost data. _
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INTRODUCTION

WATER...NECESSARY FOR ALL LIFE!

The need for water is viiat to life! The quality of that water
is vital to the quality of that life,

Water for the Santa Maria Valley will play an ever
important part in almost all fature socio-political decizions.
An understanding of the background of our water supply and
those things which can be done to improve it is of utmost
importance in how and why those decisions shonld be made.

Northarn Santa Barbara County depends entirely on ground
waicr forall of ite needs. Fortunately, the Santa Maria Valley
Underground Basin is large; estimated at 2.5 million ac/tt.
(onc acre foot of water = 326,000 gallong). The San Antonio
Basin, which serves Vandenberg and parts of Lottipoc, is not
so fortunate. The Santa Maria Bagin can be viewed asa large
hankaccount (except, of courge, no wateris paid in interest!)
into which rainfall ranoff from the Cuyama River and the
Sisquoc River sometimes makes a deposit. Only in very wet
years that are considerably above normal does recharge
greater than withdrawal oecur,

The water users (horrowers from the bank) consist of two
basic groups - i.c. Agriculture, which uses 80%, and the
remaining 20% by Municipal and Industrial (M & I) of which
the regidential community is the major user.

The facts are that more water is drawn out of this under-
ground basin each year than is recharged by rainfall. This
creatss an overdralt of about 20,000 acre/fifyr. (or 6,520
million gallons/yr.) which is drawing down the surface eleva-
tion of the regervoir underground. Even though agriculiure
uses the vast majority of the water consumed, M & 1 pump-
ing creates a special problem relating to quality.

Water, which is the most universal solvent in natare, will
readily dissolve many salts. Since our resupply of water
traverses many miles of riverbed and then percolates into the
basin through porous soils, it continues to dissolve the sals
itencountsrs enroute. These salts, known as Total Dissolved
Solids (TDS), are the primary quality problem we face,
Currently, City water is at TDS of 800 parts per million and
rising at 10-20 ppm/year,

The major source of our purcst water comes from deep
percolation of the Sisqnoc runoff and is found ncar the
deepest bedrock ravine under Orcutt. This is why the City of
Santa Maria and Cal Cities Water place their municipal
supply wells there,

Since the pumping of City drinking water is continuous
year round, the water surface of the basin under Orcutt is
being depressed - currently about 80', This depression causes

additional flow from the Santa Maria River area and the
westetly valley to migrate south and east toward this low
spot, The river waier (mostly from the Cnyama) has much
higher TDS than the Sisquoc and foothill deep percolation
waters which historically recharged owr quality supply area.
Thus, the continuation of over drafting exaggerates the qual-
ity problem for the domestic users in the Santa Maria - Qreutt
arca, ' .

An altemnative supply of quality water in an amount to
reduce this pumping depresgion would greatly enhance the
quality problem,

One large part of the quality problem stems from the
portion of TDS which causes hardness of the water. Tomake
this water more useable, most people use Ion Exchange
Softeners which add ahout 12 - 13,000 tons per year of
imported salt into the basin water supply. Each time the water
isuged, sofiened, andrecharged, into the ground it continucs
this increasing cyele of more and more saft,

A Good Guality alternative source of water (such ag State
water with only 250/300 TDS or less) works on the problem
in several very impaortant ways,

1. Reduces overdraft

2. Reduces pumping depression

3. Drastically reduces the need for importation of salt for
softening

4. Reduces plumbing and energy 1033 caused by TDS

5. Reduces gncrpy loss by pumping from higher water
levelg underground

6. Tmproves health for domestic users

7. Improves short term and long tertn water quality

8. Proteets agriculture froim cily dwellers.

An additional problem caused by the high TDS is the
disposal of such waste water at the various Waste Water
Treatment Plants, The high TDS must be reduced by edict
from the State Water Quality Conirol Board and this will
conlinue to pose a problem of treatment costs continuaily.

Water is an absolute necessity; we will pay anything it
takes to have it! We need to strive to obtain the best
“quality’* water for the least cost in order to insure our
valley’s futare as one of the finest placesto live anywhere,

- To do nothing (the no project alternative) will mean that
an expensive water softening and treatment plant will be
required by the State Health Dapt. in abogt 10 - 12 years.
Besides, costing $500 - $600/ac foot, none of the old prob-

lemsg will be resolved.
JOINT WATER COMMITTEE 5
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1. Overdrafting will continue and increase

2. Pumping costs will continue to increase

3. Urhan users will pressure agricolture

4. The treated water will still be poor (500 - 700 TDS)

5. Conrinued salt softening cycle and increases in im-
porting of salt

6. Degradation of underground water supply will accel-
crate

7. Seca water intrusion may occr.

}"— 100 YARDS ——-——v'

One acre-foot equals approximately
325,900 gallons, enough to fill a football
field to a depth of one foot or supply the
water needs of two families for a year.
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ALTERNATIVES

WATER
CONSERVATION

Conservation basically means reducing the amount of
water used in agriculiural, industrial and urhan arcas. While
we will not discuss the industrial arca, we will congider two
major areas: agricultural and arban demands.

First, agricultural uges of available walcr has been placed
at 80% as reported by the Department of Water Resourceg in
1983. The Rocky Mountait Institute places agricultural
usage at 85% in their studies. Either way, it can be seen that
agnicultural uses of water 1o support the ever prowing popu-
lation are substantial. With continued growth and crop
development figured until the year 2010, the Santa Batbara
County Cooperative Extension estimates of 1985 indicate
that we can expect a demand on the water supply that will
create a deficit of approximately 8% annually during that
lime period, ' -

Tn order to offset that 8% deficit, the traditional practices
of crop rotation and drainage for snil conservation are not
enough. Generally, they witl provide at hest 2% return. What
iz needed is an increased emphasis on the use of existng
conservation techniques that are based in the following
general arcas:

1. Trrigation Methads - Based on individual crop and 50il
conditions.

2. Irigation Scheduling - Established according to chi-
mate, time of year and current evapotransporation rates.

3. Rainfall - Taking advantage of Mother Natire's peri-
odic contribution to ¢rop wrigation needs.

When utilization of the above procedures occurs, as
reported by the Dopartment of Water Resources, an 8%
annual savings in waterusage cannormally beexpected. The
Department of Water Resources, however, went on to say in
their 1987 report, that through the use of system automation
for itTigation, along with weather information provided by
CIMIS, the California Irrigation Management Information
System in the Santa Maria Valley, the water savings can be
increased to 15% annually.

The second area of consideration for conservation of
water is urban demand. The water demand in the home is
broken into twomajor areas: (1) landscape usage outside the
home and (2) personal usage inside the home.

According to a recent (1988) Los Angeles Times article,

the estimated savings generaicd by conservation practices
canbe aghigh as 50% However, the daily nsage issmall when
comparéd to agricultural usage. Whereas agricultural uses 80
32:% of the daily water, urban use in the home is only about

Landscape requirements for the standard home is 400 -
500 gallons per day. For low density planting the average is
320 - 400 gallons per day, Basically, two methods can be
used to generafe savings in water usage, First, increascd
utilization of drought tolerant plants (in non-turf areas) for
newer construction can reduce usage so that in some in-
stances, irrigation of plants can be provided by existing
rainfall only. Second, the utilization of auiomatic under-
ground irrigation systems for turf areas can reduce outdoor
nse by up w 50% Once again, by utilizing the information
available from CIMIS, proper scheduling of when and how
much to water canreduce usage by 20 - 25% an existing home
irrigation systems. With conservation, reduction to 230 -280
gallons per day is obtainable, as per Jon Klusmire of the
Rocky Mountain Institute.

Indoor ugage can genetally be reduced by a common scnse
approach to conservation along with the installation of some
of the high tech appliances that are available today. Today,
the average home nses 195 - 210 gallons internatly per day.
Typical usage is as follows:

On a daily bagis;

Loilets use 30%,

laundry uses 25%,

showers 20%,

drinking, cooking and hygiena at 15%,

washing dishes 3%.

However, leaks alone accoum for 7% of the daily use,

According 1o the Department of Water and Power in Log
Angeles, in their forecast for 1988, with awaréness and a
common sense approach it can be seen that addressing the
leaks alone can save 7% daily. Tim Skrove, of the Metropoli-
tan Water District of Southern California roports that addi-
tionally, each one of the areas of usage can individnally
obtain as high as a 50% reduction through the utilization of
today’s high techappliances: low-flush toilets, frontend load
washers and low flow shower nozzles to name just a few.
‘When considering urban water vgage, congervarion through
the methads noted above can gencrate overall annual reduc-
tions of & - 12%, as reported in April 1985 Departinent of
Water Resources Study of Santa Barbara County.

Those savings, coupled with the reductons possible from

JOINT WATER COMMITTEE |
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ALTERNATIVES

agricultural usage could play a major role in better utilizing
the rapidly dirminshing fresh water resources available to us
today, One of the contributing factors to the problem it wonld
seem, however, is one of education. Only through the efforts
of educational programs sponsored by organized governing
bodies such as citics, Chambers of Commerce, 1. can we
hope to make the public aware of the magnide of the
problem and the importance of the steps that they can indi-
vidually and collectively take to address thatproblem. Water
congervatiohiseveryone'sresponsibility. Wemustall doour
share to better share what we have,

N4
i

A leaky
tiolet

wasted six
gallons of
water
daily.

i

WATER SAVING GUIDE
f
CONSERVATIVEUSE NORMAL USE
WILL SAVE WATER WILL WASTE WATER
SHOWER Wet down, soap-up, Regular showet
: rinse off 25 gallong
4 pallons
TUR BATH May we suggest Fall b
a shower? 36 pallong
TOILET  Minimize flushing. Frequent flushing
Each usc consumes is very wasteful
5~ 7 gallons
SHAVING Fill basin Tap running
1 gallon 20 gallong
BRUSHING Wet brush. Tap running
TEETH Rinse bricfly 10 gallons
1/2 gallon
ICE Take only as much Unused ice goes
as you require down the drain
LEAKS Please report A small drip
immediately wastes 25 gallons
a day
ENERGY  Tum off light, TV Wasting energy
heaters and air also wastes water-
conditioning when
not in room
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ALTERNATIVES

GROUND WATER
RECHARGING
VIA RECHARGE
BASINS

The waters used in northern Santa Barbara County are
pumped outof underlying ground waicrbasins. These baging
are presently overdralted fe. the average annual amount
mincd from the basing is greater than the amount which is
natrally recharged by rain fall percolating downward into
the basins,

been determined that there is very little recharge of the
ground water basin in undeveloped areas even if there are
permeable soils below until totat rainfall in a given vear
reaches 14 to 15 inches,

In the case of developed land, a reasonable percentage of
the area is covered with impenmeable sarface materials
(buildings, concrete, agphalt cte.). Tn general, water falling
on these surfaces runs into surface or underground storm
rainage systems which transport the water in impervigus
conduits downsfream to some natural drainage system swhich
ultimately carties the water to the ocean. It is obvious that
collection of storm water runoff from developed areas and the
transportation of it to a basin located in an area with highly
permeable soils all of the way down to the ground water Icve)

facilitates gronnd water

There ate only two ways rechar.ge from early sea-
to reach a balanced state, Area ground water basins som rains and, in general,
Oneistareduce the amount resuls in recharge of the
used and the other is to in- Cuyama ground water basin far
crease the supply. One Valley* greater than occurs when
method used loincrease the Sanin Maria rainfatls onundeveloped
ground water supply in the Valley® areas. In this system, re-
Santa Maria Valley s in- San Antonio charge occurs from all
creasing the percolation of Valley g rainfall sufficient to cre-
rainfallinto the ground via Lompoc ale r_unoff 3"6. dqcs not
ground water recharge in Valley require replenishing the
baginsor in the Santa Maria Sa““"val‘ez moisture in the topsoil
River bed. In order to bet- hd "800 over the cntire drainage
ter understand the concept Goleta J ‘ basin. Tt should also be
of recharge basinsitisneg- ) {lﬂtﬁd l'hﬂt runoff from
essary 10 discuss the fun. | ¥#nta Barbera , 1 impervious surfaces in
damental concepts which . . Supp y developed areas is gen-
explain it. Montecito . . Pumpage, Frﬂlhlf o; very gctmd qual-

) . . . ity. It does not contain
earl:? s’lﬁs'l‘i"fa?:ff?ﬁdséiﬁ Carpinteria. {72 : - : the high dissolved solids
into the ground replenish- | . ) content of onr natural
ing the moisture in the op 0 10,000 20,000 30,(’)00 Tivers. .
few feet of soil. After the ) (acre-feet) In the Santa Maria
topsoil layers become satu- * Figures for these Numbers in bold Valley much hag already

- . ATEAS ATC cs‘ttmated indicate the annual been done to increase
rated additional ramnfall for the portion of averdraft in acre-feet
will run off and pond in the basin within gropnd water {echarge.
lowpoints orreach adrain- Santa Barbara County Twitchell Dam isused to

age channel where it trav-

collect and hold sunoff

¢ls downstream toward the acean - generally salurating any
previous sofls underlying the channel, However, until the
upper soils are totally saturated, the water will not continue
downward into the ground water hasin even if there i no im-
permeable layer preventing the downward migration. It has

from the Cuyama River. This water would normally run
down the Santa Maria River and discharge into the ocean.
Now itizreleasedslowly after the rainy season where it soaks
into the riverbed and rccharges the ground water basin. It is
estimated that the operation of Twitchell Dam in this manner
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ALTERNATIVES

results in a recharge of approximately 20,000 acre feet per
year, Runoff in the southerly portions of Santa Matia are
collected into $imas and Adams Parks and trangported 1o the
LaBrearecharge basin. Runoff from the northerly portions of
the Orcutt arca are collected and transpotted into the new
recharge basin located westerly of Stowell Road and south-
erly of Blosser Road. Much of the runoff from the casterly
and northerly portions of Santa Maria along with agricultural
tail waters are collected into recharge basing near the River
just sasterly of Highway 101 and in the basin near the north
end of Blosser Road, Unfortunately, runoff walers carry fine
soil particles, These particles settle out when the water stops
moving and clog up the surface of the underlying soilg, Tn
order to continue recharging it i8 necessary to remove or
break up this impervious layer with regular scheduled main-
{enance,

Retarding basins, which are basically used to reducc peak
runoff flows, are required to be builtinto every new develop-
meiqt in the Valley. These basing help in the recharge effort
with incidental recharge (which occurs in the limited reten-
tion time in those areas underlaid with pervious soils) and by
collecting and holding peak {lows which might otherwise
e¢scape from the storm water collaction and recharge system,

As is noted above, much is being done 10 recharge the
ground water basin in the Santa Maria Valley. The system of
collecting and transporting runolf to recharge baging and
maximizing recharge by proper maintenance rust be encour-
aged and enlarged in order to minimize the present overdraft
of our ground water basing and allow time to bring supple-
mental water into the area,

WASTEWATER
RECLAMATION

Wastewater reclamation is the planned rense of waste-
water for a bepeficial use. The primary beneficial nse in
Santa Barbara County is the augmentation of water supplies
by substitution of rectaimed water for potable water supplics.

The basic types of waste water which are available for
reclamation are:

1. Municipal waste water,
2. Agriculwral tailwatet.
3. Qilfield brine.

Reclamation of municipal waste water is currently prac-

ticed in the North County, where 9 of the 10 reatment plants

discharge their effluent either into land areas or ponds and
streams, from where it is recharged into ground water and
reused. However, 5 of the 6 planis in the south county
discharge into the ocean, and the ability to reclaim the
wastewater iz therefore lost,

Agricultural tailwater is the portion of irrgation ranoff
and drainage that does not percolate or cvaporate. After
successive use, the content of salinity, herbicides, pesticides
and fertilizersbecomes substantial, and would require desali-
nation as part of it’s reclamation procedutc.

Oilfield brine is presently disposed of through ap ctean
outfall in the Lompoc and Santa Maria areas. The salinity of
the brine i within the brackish range, and would alsorequire
desalination of adequate treatment for rcuse.

The use of reclaimed wastewater is dependent npon the
quality of the product, and cach step up in quality requires
additional expense. The majorusesin Santa Barbara County,
in order of increasing quality requirements/cost are;

1. Agriculfural Irrigation
2. Landscape Irrigation
3. Groundwater Recharge
4. Industrial Reuse

5. Direct Domestic Reuse

Agricultural irrigation accounts for over 80 percent of
planned reuse in California, Fistorically, much use of
reclaimed waste water for corp irrigation has becn practiced
in the Santa Maria Valley, upper Santa Ynez River Valley
and the Lompaoc area,

Landscape irrigation is the second largest calegory of
reuse, and generally a secondary treatmeit and chlorination
are required. Golf courses, cemeteries, parks and highway
greenbelts arc primary users.

Oroundwater recharge with wastewater can he accom-
plished by two methods: surface spreading and percolation
or dircct injection, which is more expensive.

Industrial reuse potential is determined by water quan-
tity and quality requirements which vary considerably with
industry types. Practically ali industrial nsers desire water of
uniform quality and low chemical content, which is expen-
give to ohtain,

Direct domestc rense of wastewater is the most difficalt
to achieve technically, and is prohibited ai present by the
State Depattment of Health Services (SDHS). The first use
of reclaimed wastcwater would be to substitute it for the
potable supplics now used foragricultural, industrial, recrea-
tional and landscape irrigation purposes. Only then would
consideration be given to reclamation of wastewater for
domestic usc,

1 0 JOINT WATER COMMITTEE



ALTERNATIVES

SDHS requirements for reuse of wastewater include vari-
ous levels of reatment and specific bacteriological criteria
for various types of reuse. These include primaty sedimen-
tation, bicoxidation, coagulation / ¢larvification, filoation,
diginfection. Even with proper treatment, reclaimed water is
still high in total dissolved solids (TDS), mostly salts, and
does not therefore aid i water quality.

Since most wastewater is alrcady being reclaimed and
reused via treatment plants and agricultural ivcigation in the
North County, the only increase in quantity would come from
reclamation and rense of the Sonth Coast effluent. The entire
sewered wastewater flow presently being discharged via
ocean outflow in 18,900 acre-feet per year. However, esti-
mated demands for reclaimed wastewaler amount to only
9,325 acre-feet per year, An additional 2,200 acre-feet could
be made available in the Lompoc area.

DESALINIZATION

One viable option for additional water for the Santa Maria
Valley ig through desatination. Desalination is/are the proc-
esses used to remove salt and other dissolved minerals from
water. Other contaminants in water { ¢.g. dissolved melals,
bacteria, and organics) may also be removed by some desali-
nation processes.

Although California’s Water Resources Director, David
Kennedy, assured that sufficient water will beavailablein the
state through the year 2010, two things are quite apparent, 2)
the water is hotavailable to all locations, and, b) considerable
moncy is now needed 1o expand existing systemsg not con-
struct new ones.

Farlier in this report the over-draft condition and water
quality in the Santa Maria Valley were discussed. It is
obvions that additional water both in quantity and quality is
needed, Desalination is an alternative, butan expensive one.
The ocean is only about nine miles from Santa Maria and as
a resource is unlitnited in quantity, Building a desalination
plant near the coast would not be overly expensive, but the
cost per gallon for desatinating the water perhaps is, Ttcould
cost as much as §2000 per acre foot (versus $35 to $200 per
acre foot from wells, canals, etc.). Many cities in Florida use
the desalination process. The following was received from
Peter R. Comean, Water Production Superintendent, city of
Cape Corad, Florida.

“The City of Cape Coral has chosen a path uiilizing only

desalination. The technology of Reverse Osmosis (R.0).) is
such that with deteriorating water quality your system {with
no improvements) will be able to handle it. 7f there is savere
deterioration, with minor improvements, the system will
adapt. The original costs projections of R.Q,, were over-
stated, with the new advanceg in the fechnology, R.O., is
becoming very feasible, as compared to conventional treat-
ment. The quality of watex is excellent. Although our State
istightening the restrictions placed on public water supplies,
with R.C. you have no worrics. The system can be set up,
according {0 your fead water, to take out as much or as little
asyourequire. Moreover, our product watet is of such quality
that we actnally are able to “blend” raw water back in the
product thereby increaging total flow of the plant yet not
using the cleciricity or pretreatment needed b0 g0 through the
membranes.

To recapitulate, we believe R.O. is the wave of the future,
The quality, quantity and versatility of the treaument has no
match. If you require any additional information, please
contact me.”

It should be mentioned that Cape Coral does not process
ocesn (or Gull) water but rather a very brackish water in their
aquifer. Total cost to process water there i3 estimated to be
$5.26 / 1000 gals. or $1,714 / acre foot.

A consideration must be costs of a desalination plant and
ranmission of the water to Santa Maria versus the costs of
installing and operating a coastal agueduct from Kings County
tic-in at the California Aqueduct some 87 milesaway. Ocean
water will always be available. Will water from the Califor-
nia Aqueduct always be available?

Concensus of water experts indicale that of all water
purification sysiems, desalination is the most expensive:.

IN-LIEU PROJECTS

SCOPE: This report will look at potential focal water
projects for Santa Barpara County which would provide
additional water to the five subarens of the County. These
subareas arg.

1, Coyama

2. Santa Maria

3, San Antonio

4. Santa Ynez

a. Upper - Santa Ynez Vallcy

JOINT WATER COMMITTEE
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b, Lower - Lompoc Valley
5. Souh County
The data for this repott is based on a study by Depariment
of Water Resources, dated April 19835, titled “Santa Barbara
County State Water Aliematives.” '

EROIGCTS BY SURBAREA;

The following Jocal projects have been selected as the
most practical potential water optfons within Sani Barbara
County. Each project is sized to provide an egnal amount of
water to the subarea as the State Water Project (SWP)
entitlement would provide. Some of these local projects may
notbe cconomically feasible or desirable fromm a water guality
or other standpoint.

L CUYAMA SUBAREA: (1,600 AF/Y*)

Santa Barhara Canyon Reservoir - two possible sites in
this area would provide 1,500 AF/Y at alocal cost of $3,083
/ AF. Cnyama subarca would still have an overdraft of nearly
20,000 AT/Y with this project. Construction cost: $36
million,

11,

the Sisquoc River todevelop araserveir which would provide
amaximum of 6,700 AF/Y for ground water basin recharge
{gimilar to existing function of Twitchell Reservoir). Con-
struction ¢ost of 3.3 million with a water cost of $902/AF.

B. DESALINATION - could provide from 10,000 AE/Y
10 Tull cntitlement of 16,850 AF/Y at a construction coat of
$46 to $74 million and water cost of $1143/AF,

III. SAN ANTONIQ SUBAREA: (23 AF/Y)
While the town of Casmalia has a SWP entitlement of 23

AFY, there are no viable local project altematives for this
subirea.

V. SANTAYNEZ.UPPER SUBAREA: (2,580 AF/Y)
Thig area includes the communities of Santa Ynez, Los
livos, Ballard, Solvang and Buellion.

A. Cachuma Reservoir plus conjunctive use - to provide
3,500 AF/Y, this project would entail the drilling of 22 new
wells and the modification of existing reservoir operations to
provide a more efficient delivery of surface water during
drought vears, Construction cost - $6.9 million and water
cost of $76/AF.

B. Cachuma Reservoir enlargement - (maximum poten-
tial of 17490 AF/Y) - the raising of Cachuma’s existing dam
by either 27,33 or42 feet would provide substantial increascs
in availability of surface water and therefore the Department
of Water Resources js conducting a feasibility study oi this
project. Increasing the dam by 42 feet and incorporating
conjunctive usc involving 32 new wells would provide the
maximum of 17,490 AF/Y. Construction cost - $90 million
and water cost of $171 AF.

The added yield of any Cachurna enlargement would be
ghared by the South Coast, Upper Santa Yncz and possibly
the Lowet Sama Ynez subarea.

V. SANTAXNEZ-LOWER SUBAREA: (12,000 AF/Y)
Also known ag the L.ompoc Valley, this subarea includes

the communities of: Lompoc, Vandenberg Village, Mission

Hills and VAFB, '

A. Lompoc pipeline - with the addition of this pipeline
from Cachuma reservoir to Lompoc, the Upper Santa Ynez
subarea allcrnatives could be utilized for this subarca.
Additional project cost would be between $16 and 26.7
million at 8 water cost of $498 AR,

B Salsipuedes Reservoir - (2,850 AF/Y) - this project
consists of building a 170 foor high earthen dam ar Sal-
sipucdes Crock (5 miles eastof Lompoc). Projectcost~-$33.5
million and water cost of $922 AF.

C. Desalination - (6,400 to 12,000 AF/Y) - despite irs high
¢Ost, this option ig considered a potential source becavsc of a
limited number of water supply options for this subarea,
Project cogt - $54 million and water cost of 1,054 AF.

V1. SOUTHCOAST SUBAREA: (12,435 AF/Y)
Includes the citics of Goleta, Sania Barbara and their
surrounding communities to be served.

A. Cachumaenlargementof Bradbury Dam - 027, 33 or
42 fect as previously discussed. ' .

B. New Gibralter Dam - As previously discussed,
C. Goleta water re-use (phase T & II) - up to 2,800 AF/Y

of potable water would be available thru upgrading of the
Golela Sewage Treatment Plant. Under phase I, secondary
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treatment facilities would be added 1o the existing plant 1o
provide an effluent suitable forirrigating landscapes and golf
courses, Under phase IT improvements, further desalting
capacity would provide ablended effluent suitable for irrigat-
ing orchard crops such as avocados and lemons. Projectcost
- $12.8 million and water costof $1,737 AF.

D. Desalination - (12,435 AT/Y) - currently under sindy
by the City of Santa Barbara, this options could provide the
full amount of SWP entitiement; but at a high cost. Project
cost - 356 million and water cost of $1,100 AF,

*State Water Project Enritlement

STATE WATER

Santa Maria Valley has an annual water deficit of ap-
proximately 20,000 acre feet,

Along with better water utilization, recharge basins,
conservation and better conirol of agriculture drainage, this
vailey has an opportunity to import water under the STATE
WATER TROJECT (SWP),

Since 1963 Santa Maria and the County of Santa Barbara
has paid the State of California for entitlement to about
50,000 acre fect of imported water, Santa Maria’s share is
11,200 acre feet aonually, which would take care of owr
current domestic demands.

State Water will provide a very clean, “soft” water
supply for home nse (approximately 250 - 300 parts per
million of total dissolved solids). This would virmally do
away with water softencrs, extend the life of water heaters,
dish washers and all domestic plumbing. Additionally, the
discharged salt from the water softening proceas that goes
back into the waste water process, and ultimately into the
water basin, would be eliminated.

While water quality in the groundwater basin will proba-
hly continue to decline due to agricultural irrigation, impor-
tation of SWP Water with its lowcr total dissolved solids Ievel
would help offset this decline to some extent. Blending of
high quality SWP water into local supplies will improve
water quality to local residents. Seventy-thousand acre feet
of imported water from the SWP will be supplicd 1o San Luis
Obispo and Santa Barbara Countics through an eighty mile
pipeline cnding at the Santa Maria River.

The ¢ost of this project is substantial and will result in
higher water hills for all Santa Maria Valley residents. The
delivered cost witl be approximately $600 per acre foot, and
would more than double our current watercost. In spite of the

high coat, State Water has been judged 1o be the lowest cost
of all possible alternatives programs. Part of the cost will be
recoverad in savings on water softeners and increased 1ifo of
appliances and plumbing . . . also, detergents and other
washing additives. Under normal rainfall and snow pack
conditions, the State will be able to meet all water delivery
commitments throughout Southern and Central California.

However, there would be times, when several consecy-
tive years of substandard precipitation would canse reduced
deliveries to water users. If thathappens, Santa Maria Valley
households would draw their water from the water basin that
has served the community over 100 years. Even under these
adverse conditions, it has been projected that approximately
75% of the contracted water amounts would be delivered to
oot Valley.

The benefits of additional water from SWP are so great
that they far out strip the additional costs and the possibility
of reduced amounts delivered from time to time.

NOALTERNATIVE
SCENARIO

A review of projected consequences of no supplemental
watet sapply being taken advantage of, for the Santa Maria
Valley, will reveal several serions arcas of concern. They are:

1. Continved degradation of current water supply.

2. Long term effect on agricultural policies.

3. The real possibility of severe watet ratoning.

4, Long term water rate escalation,

Regarding continued degradation of current water sup-
ply.aprevious section of this publication outlines the gencral
problems ofhigh TDS (800 - 850 ppin), saltregencration and
recharge cfficiency problems. Further commentis necessary
to insure the readers understanding of the serious problems
and costs involved with continuing with the absence of low
TDS supplemental water, As outlined previousty, the State
of California mandates that as the TDS of a communities
water supply reaches a continuing level of 1000 TDS, the
community must, 4t theit own expenae, inatall and operate a
filtration / treatment facility. The least expensive facility to
produce a TDS output of 500 TDS is on the order of
$40,000,000, initial cost of construction. Ongoing operating
costs per acre foot would be $500 /5600, all of which would
have to be passed on to the user. A conservative estimate
would show these capital and operating costs would add
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something on the order of $35/540 to the average users
maonthly cost for water,

The second area of concern that would be exacerbated by
not taking advantage of supplemental water, is the long lerm
effectof agricultural policies inthe county. This isacomplex
and all to real problem for which we have present day
examples to draw conclusions from.

Historically agriculiure has been a major economic con-
tributor tn the Valley. More subjoctively many residents, old
and new, see the agrarian aspect of our valley ag important
features of the environment and ambiance of the area, in
otherwords, a major positive contribator to the guality of life.

According to studics in recent years (1984), it can he
shown that approximately 85,000 acres of land ware under
irtigation in 1975, By 1980, irrigation acreage had increased
to 94,000 acres. Much of the merease ig in the orchards
(avacados in the south county and vineyards in the north
county (Santa Ynez, San Antonio and Santa Maria)., These
studies indicate that projected irrigated agriculiure will in-
crease thru the vear 2010, 1o approximately 100,000 acres.
Continued pressure for water usage in agriculture, which uses
80% of our valley's water supply, with no supplemental
walet source, could very probably lead in time to achange in
historical policy regarding agricultural land use. Continued
overdrafting and everrising costs to apply water to the crops,
could regult ina-trend to reserve land use to wban usags, An
example of this trend isalready apparentin the Goleta Valley,
where a moratorium on new water nsage has forced signifi-
cant shrinkage of agricultural usage. In addition our county
govarmment is pushing for metering of all agricultural pump-
ing. Remember 80% usage by agriculture and 20% usage by
urban acres.

Qur concemns are highlighted from what history has
demonstrated in the Goleta Valley., Specifically, Goleta
through a ““nostate water™ alternative has seen itsagricoltural
lands converled toresidential / commercial develapments for
purpose of providing additional water sources lo the Water
District. Additionally, astheconversion of agricultural lands
did nof provide “adequate” water supplics, the Goleta Waier
Board implemented & policy of mandatory water rationing
and currently it has been proving an increase in water rates of
over 300%. Notwithstanding the foregoing water policies
being implemenicd in the Goleta Valley, is still in a state of
drought and unable to make full deliveries of water.

A thorough study of this arca of the water usage problem,
fully supports energetic activity to quickly take advaniage of
the most cost effective supplemental water supply currently
available to us,

Projected Population
of California

in millions
36

34
3z
30
28
26
2.4
22

‘B0 'B5 90 '95 2000 05

Net agricultural
water_ use

in millions of acre-feet
28

1980 1990 2000

Net urban water use
in millions of acre-feet
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‘The spectra of walcr ralioning is 3 very real and possible
condition. Our neighbors to the north, in 3an Luis Obispo
County, are already experiencing the sarly requirements of
such aconservationmeasure. Thizproblem will only become
more gevere with continued .
low rates of natural replen-
ishment, and abandonment
of viable alternative sources.

Several other factors can
exagperate the rationing
problem, eg. the ever increas-
ng rise in TDS, which will
initselfforce us by state man-
dats, into very expensive
water treatment require-
ments. This is the samc cost
thatcould bedirected atgood
clean supplemental sources
of water.

Even if there was zero
growth in population and
wero growth in agricultural
usage inthe nextdecade, with
no  supplemental water
sources, thecumnlative over-
drafting of approximately
20,000 acre fect per year of onr underground aquifer, will
guarantee severe water rationing, plus expansive pre-treat-
ment and effluent treatment costs, all of which will have tohe
bome by the utban water user.

The fourth area of concern is what can be projected in
regards to waterrates in general in the no aliernative scenario.
The elements that go to make up the monthly costs are gen-
grally as follows:

1. Per acte foot cost of the available water.

(Well head costs)

2. Distribution costs.

3. Reserve allocation costs.

4. Adiministrative costs. _

Additional *“hidden” costs as they relate to onr specific
Valley conditions are:

Hard water costs

Agriculture

Santa Barbara County

water demand
284200 acre-feet per year

water bill of $15 / month.

To factor in the additional costs {(A-D above) ofhigh TDS
(hard warer) adds another $25/426, now the real water costs
becoma $15.00 + $25.50 = $46.50 / month.

When we then consider the
ultimate cost of a filiration /
freatment plant we can expect
in the near future to see an
additional chatge of something
on the arder of $40 / month
added to current costs, for a
total average monthly bill of
$30.50.

With the completion of the
DWER study and EIR report
currently scheduled for com-
pletion in draft form in Qot /
Nov of this year, we will have
& cutrent accurate estimaie of
SWP Costs. Inthe meantime s
reazonable per acre foot cost
for SWP has been established
at $500 / acre ft. this would
equate to approximately $25
for an avernge monthly city
water bill, much lower than
the cost of a no alternative cost as outlined above.,

In addition to the lower monthly cost, imported water
provides the opporunity for an immediate solution to the
overdrafring problem. In good rainfall years, the aguifer will
have the opportunity toreplenish itself thru good groundwa-
ter management, and a natural purifying effect wonld be
ongoing. In addition the irend will be toward reducing the
hidden costs due to high TDS and effluent salting.

WATERFACT

It takes 4,500
gallons of water to
produce one day's

a, Water softening =517.00 meals for ong
b. Bottle water = $5.00
c. Plumbing life span and person.
d. Water usage appliance life span, = $3.50
The four basic costs of water as outlined in 1- 4 above
equate at present in the City of Santa Maria to an average ciry
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STATE WATER

In 1959, the California Legislature enacted the first
legislation which ultimately resulted in the State’ Water
Project. A comprehensive watex development program had
been formulated in the 1950°s in recognition of the inability
of local water sources to satisfy the growing demand across
much of the state. '

1950 saw the formallzation of the Staic Water Project
under the leadership of then Governor Edmund G. “Pat”
Brown. The plan and the bonds which provided funding for
it were approved by the voters of California with the passage
of the California Water Resources Developiment Bond Actin
November of 1960. The voters of the State, County of Santa
Barbara, northern Santa Barbara County, and the City of
Santa Maria each voted approval of the Project.

The Bond Act autborized the construction of various
dams, reservoirs, hydroelectric power plants, pumping sta-
tiong, canals, and 30 forth, including the construction of the
Coastal Aqueduct. Construction of the major facilitios started
in the early 1960's and injtial structures were completed
the late 1970°s, except for the North Bay Aqueduct which
wagcompletad in 1988, and the Coastal Aqueduct, which will
bring water to us. '

Many of the wiler purveyors which were involved in the
Project started to receive water from the facilities soon after
completion. Others, such as Santa Barbara and San Luis
Obispo Counties, chose to delay water delivery until the need
for supplemental supplics was greater. In 1986, the City of
Santa Maxia, in concert with other North County entities and
the County of $an Luis Obispo, asked the State of California
10 begin the preliminary engineering study and the environ-
mental review procass.

This request was the result of several hearings held by the
Santa Maria City Council, which explored the water supply
problems of the city and the options which were available to
the city to solve these problems. The consensus of the City
Council was that the State Water Project offered the most
cost-ellective dependable source of high quality water for
Santa Maria.

The environmental review process for the Coastal Branch
was begun toward the end of 1986 and is scheduled for
completion toward the end of 1989. The State of California
is the lead agency conducting the review. Atthe complation
of the preparation of the draft document, it will be distributed
to interested partics and the general public for comment. This
review process will take scveral months, afier which the final
Environmenial Tmipact Report will be available for certifica-

tion. The Environmental ImpactReport, along with the infor-
mation available from the Engineering Desipn Sndy (being
done concutrently by the State), will provide Santa Maria and
other water purveyors with the best possible information with
which to make a final decision about the State Water Project.
If the City Council (of any other water purveyor signatory to
the Water Retention Contract) decides that the State Water
Project is the most cost-effective solution to our water prob-
lems, they may direct the State Department of Water Re-
sources to procesd with the construction procege, Tt is
important o note that any water purveyor may initiate the
construction of the Coastal Aqueduct by notifying the State
that they wish to do so. That right is rescrved for the
individual purveyors in the Retention Contracts between the
Santa Barbara Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis-
trict and the purveyors. Onee a purveyor asks the Flood
Control District to direct the State to begin the construction
process, each other contractor has six months to either partici-
pate in the project, or to lose the opportunity forever.

Each purveyor has the right and the responsibility to
detzrmine how they will conduct the process of choosing
whether or nottoparticipate in the State Water Project. Inthe
case of private water companics, cach will ask the County io
conduct an advisory election before making the final deci-
ston. Itisnotclear whether the election can ba binding on the
privatc company. Public entities, such as cities and water
districts, must hold elections if they plan to issue bonds to
fund local improvements necessary w complete the project.
They do not have 1o hold elections if they have funds
available for the construction of the local improvements. For
example, the City of Santa Maria, through the course of
public hearings, determined that somc type of facilities
would be necessary in the future to remady the deteriorating
condition of our water supply. The Public Works Depariment
and theFinance Department projected the future cosis of such
facilities and calculated the amount of money we would need
10 set aside each year to fund the improvements. The City
Council approved a 5.5% surcharge on water bills in order to
pay for the facitities. As a result, the City will not have w
borrow money to pay for them. Even if the City Council
chose not to pursue the State Water Project option, some sort
of water quality improvement project will be necessary, and
the funds will be available for that project when needed.

JOINT WATER COMMITTEE
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DEPENDABILITY
OF"STATE WATER
PROJECT" WATER

DELIVERY

The water which is delivered by the State Water Project
originates in the Sierra-Nevada Mountains of Northern Cali-
fotnia. Large nivers, such as the Feather River, produce the
water which is captured by dams and held forrelease into the
Sacramentn River, This water flows into the Sacramento
River. This water flows into the Sacramento Delta, Down-
stream, & portion of the Delta water is pumped outand into the
California Aqueduct, which paralicls Highway 5 south all the
way to Lake Perrig east of Rivergide.

The State Water Project was designed to catch, hold, and
deliver just over four million acre-feet of water annnally.
Becanse such facilities are expensive to buildand because the
capacity of the project was calculated to meet water necds
into the future, notall the facilitics wers builtduring the initial
construction. Presently, the project can deliverabouttwo and
onc-half million acre feet annoally. Inorder to meet contrac-
tual commitments, additional facilities will be necessary as
thosecontractors demand water, Such facilities are prescntly
under study,

Of the active contractors, the Metropolitan Water District
in Southern California and agricultural vsers in the San
Joaguin Valley are the two biggest customers, Approxi-
matcly forty percent of the water delivered annually by the
State Water Project is used by agriculture. This use by
agricultutal intercsts was anticipated and welcomed by those
who designed the Statc Water Project, and, in fact, has been
a boon to the San Joaquin Valley where hundreds of thon-
sands of acres of previously unusable land have been con-
verted to productive farmland. The farming interests are able
10 buy water as coniractors, as well as surplus water from the
project less expensively than they can pump water from
groundwater hasins.

This windfall for agriculturists is not absolutely secure,
however. The State Water Project was intended primarily for
whan/industrial users, with agriculturists being secondary
beneficiaries. The State Water Contract distinguishes be-
twean the two types of users as follows:

Aricle 18. SHORTAGE IN WATER SUPPLY
(a) Temporary Shortages; Delivery Priorities

“In any year which there may occur a shortape duc o
drought or other temporary cause in the supply of project
water avhilable for delivery 10 the contractors, with the resylt
that such supply is kess than the total of the annval entitle-
ments of all contraciors for that year, the State shall, before
reducing deliveries of project water to all contractors, reduce
the delivery of project water to each contractor using such
water for agricultural purposeaby a percentage, not toexceed

© fifty percent (50%) in any ohe yoar or a total of one hundred

percent (100%) in any series of scven congecutive years, of
that portion of the contracior’s annuat entidement for the
receptive year which is 1o be put to agricultoral vse as
determined by the State: Provided, that such percentage shatl
be the same for all such contractors. The maximum total
reduction in deliveries allowable under the ahove provision
shat! he made before any reduction is made in project water
deliveries for other uses. Any necessary reduction in deliv-
eries of project water beyond said maximum 10tal reduction
allowableunder the foregoing provision shall be apportioned
among all contractors irrespective of the usces to which such
water 18 (o be put In such event, the State shall reduce
deliveries w each contractor in an amount which beaars the
same proportion fo the total amount of such necessary further
reduction that the contractor’s annual entiflement bears to the
total of the annual entitlements of all contractors forthat year,
all as determined by the State; ...

The essence of this section of the State Water Contract is
that agricultural users must bear the first fifty percent (50%)
reduction in water dslivery before urbanfindustrial asers
experience any cut back at all, and then each would suffer
equal reductions. The urban/industrial users enjoy substan-
tial protection from interruption as a result of this provision.
In fact, in the more than two decades since State Water
Project water was first delivered, no substantial interruption
has been experienced by any urban/industrial coniracior, In
the course of our present drought, no urban/industrial user of
State Water Project waserhag suffered any reduction in water
delivery, although customersusing Cachuma Lake waterare
being cut back 20%. During the severe drought of 1976-77,
areducton of only 10 was necessary in State Water Project
water deliveries. In addition to the excellent historical
reliability of the State ‘Water Project, the introduction of
“new” water into the Santa Maria groundwater basin will
tend to reverse the degradation of water quality and will
reduce the overdraft presently ocowring in the basin. How-
cver, one of the mostimportant advantages the importation of
State Water Project water will provide is the new source it
will afford.
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Pregently, we have only a gingle source of water, and that " . .
ig our groundwater basin. When we introduce Statc Water Quality of State Project Water"
Project water into the valley, we will use it ag our primary i Monthly Masitium
source of water. If delivery of State watcr is aver curtailed, Average
we willstllhave our groundwater basin to draw from, and the Average
basin will be it better condition that it is now because of our for any 10yr
use of State Project water in the interim as our primary source. _ _ Periond
We will have two sources of water instead of only one, This 1011 Dissolved Solids  ppm. 440 220 -
dual source advantage is very impartant, not only in casc of 1 0tal Hardness ppm, 180 110 -
drought, but also in casc of further contamination of the Chlorides ppm. 110 55 -
groundwater basin we presently rely on as our sole source of  Tulfatcs ppra. 110 20 -
waler, Boron ppm. 0.6 - .
Sodium Percentage % 50 40 "
Fluoride ppm - - 1.5
Lead ppm. - - 0.1
Selenium ppm. - - 0.05
" S TATE “ ;‘ ATER Hexavalent Chromivm  ppm. - - 0.05
) " Arsenic ppim. - - 0.05
Tron & Manganese ppm. - - 0.3
PROJECT" WATER  imitemree  gm = © of
QU ALITY Copper ppm. - - 3.0
Zinc ppm. - - 15
Phenol . ppm. - - 0.001

The subject of State Water Project water quality has been
discussed at length in many forums., Mary misstaiements
have been made, and much miginformation disseminated.
The best source of accurate information about the quality of
the water is the State Water Supply Contract itself:

Article 19, Water
Quality
(a) Table of ‘Water
Quality Objectivies

“It shall be the ohjective
of the State and the Siate
shall take all reasonable
measnres to make available,
at all delivery structores for
detivery of profect water to
the Agency, project water of
such quality that the follow-
ing constituents do ot ex-
cecd the concentrationg
stated as follows:”

The first two constituents are the most important for our
congideration. The Tomal Digsolved Solids cannot exceed
440 ppro ih any one month and cannot exceed 220 ppm azaan

Water Quality (TDS parts per million)

BETTER WORSE

5!}0 10|00 1500 2000

State Project Water

MR Dccalted Seawaber

New Gibraltar

Enlarged Cachuma

Salsipuedes

R $ Round Corral

Santa BRarbara Cyn.

Santa Barbara Wastewater

Goleta Wastewater
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average for any ten (10) year period. The Total Hardness is
limited in a ke manncr, affording the user a continuing
sowrce of very high quality water. In the years the project has
bzen delivering watcr, no significant vmla tion of these limi-
lations has taken place.

Since the aqueduct which presently transports State Water
Froject water to the end of the Coastal Stub is open to the
elements (1he Coastal Aquedoct will be a closed pipe), the
water raquires local treatment before it can be served to the
public. This reatment consists of filtration and chlorination
and will be accomplished at a regional treatment plant in
northern San Tuis Obispo County. This wreatment plant will
be built and operated as a cooperative effort amongst all the
participating purveyors in San Luis Obispo and Sant Barbara
Countics. The treatment will be tailored to provide the
highest quality water possible.

THE COST OF
"STATEWATER

PROJECT" WATER

Tn 1985, the Department of Water Resources published
theresnlts of a study called “SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
STATE WATERPROJECT ALTERNATIVES”. Thisstudy
was a conperative cffort between Santa Barbara County and
the State of California. The study examined various supple-
mental water alternatives available to'each water purveyor in
Santa BarbaraCounty. One of the aspects of gach alternative
studied wag cost. Although actual numbers may change as
years pass, the costrelationships amongst water alternatives
stays the same. (The only times these relationships might
change would be if there was a breakthrough in desalination
technology, major changesin energy costs, or similarcvents).
This study determined that the costs of the three most prac-
tical alternatives for the Santa Maria Valley were:

1. State Water Project $430.00ac/ N
2. Round Corral Reservoir $1,46700ac/ft
3, Desalination of Seawater  $1,806.00 ac / ft

{ Assumes no “in lieu” funding for the local projects)
Adding the cost of local weatmenl facilities construction,
operation, and maintenance for the State Water Project water

would bring the cost up to $600 - $650 ac / fL.

To compare the cost of State Waier Project to no impor-
tation of additional resources onc only needs to tmake a few
simple calculations.

Since the typical valley single family residence uses less
than 1/2 acre/feet per year (1815 cubic feet per mo. as
reporied in Santa Maria Project Assesstent Manual, Oct.
1983}, the water bill with 100% state water would be:
($620.00 / 2) /12 = $25.83 per month.

Currently the same City of Santa Maria bill for 1/2 acre
foot per year i3 $13. 50 per rnnnth
mrovide a savings of $65 50/mo in avmdcd U‘cannem pI ant,
softeners, botiled water, and plumbing costs (see pagesld/
15), Therelore with ont state water the monthly bill is on the
order of $80.50/mo. (1985 $) and with state water only $25/
$26 (1985 ).

Although it is the least expensive, the transition from our
present groundwater usage to State Water Project water
wonldincrease the customer’gwater bill substantially. There
are several offsetting factors which effectively negate the

change. First, home softeting will no longer be necessary

except for the most particular water user. Second, most
people who are presently using hottled water for various
reasons will no longer find that expense and inconvenience
nceessary. Thirdly, the shortened life expectancy of plumb-
ing fixtures which results in premature replacement will be
eliminated, thus saving substantial amounts of money. In
addition to these direci savings to water users, the taxpayer
will also save moncy, in that the city will be able t¢ avoid (he
cost of premature replacement of the water distribution
gystemn. This cost runs into the hundreds of thousands of
dollarsevery year. The end rosult of these direct cost savings
iz that the water nsor will pay no net increase for much higher
gquality water.

SUPPLEMENTAL
WATER AND
GROWTH

The cssence of the opposition to the importation of Swate
Water Project water is the fear by anti-growth advocates that
any new source of waler will permit and cncourage the
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growth of business and population. The reciprocal of this
argument is that if you restrict a vital commodity such as
water, you can restict growth over the long torm, The resule
of this theory put into practice can be seen in the Goleta
Vatley, where a water meter moratorium has heen in effect
since the early 19707s. During that time, with 2 few isolated
cxcoptions, no new water service has baen offered by the
Goleta Water Board. The Board of Supervisors, however,
were permitting some development (o take place. These
developments, without water meters, built their own private

Future required ireatment
plant cost
$40.00

Flumbing Repair
$3.50

Botiled Water
$5.00

Salt
$7.00

Softener
$10.00

Current Water Costs
$15.00

$80.50
Caost Per Month
without State Water

WATER COST COMPARISON

$25.83
Cost with 100%
State Water Project

water systems. A proliferation of private systems aggravates
the proundwater overdraft problem and prevents effective
management of the groundwater basin.

At the same time, no new sources of water have been
sought or secured, and in fact, every opportunity to gain new
water sources has been registed. Tn some cases, the Goleta
Water Board hag filed suit against varions citizeny, water
agencies, cities, and even the County of Santa Barbara, in
order to prevent others from sccuring new sources of water.
'Thizs concerted effort bas, at the same time, provided over-
whelming evidence thal the restriction of watcr Joes not pre-
vent population growth, Tn fact, it creates a tangled web of
problems for the vory constituency the Water Board mem-
bers are elected to serve. The Goleta Water Board has spent
hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars in legal costs
fighting any improvement in the delivery of water to Goleta
citizens, all in the name of preventing growth.

Becansc the South coast is a very desirable place to live
and work, the population has increaged dramaticaily in the
years since the water meter moratorium was placed in effect,
Although it secems that restricting the supply of water is not
avery cfficctive method for controlling population density, it
isa more atractive method to anti-growth advocatesthan the
legitimaie tools available to elected and appointed officialg;
the General Plan and Zoning Ordinances, Althongh theseare
the recoghized, lawful land-use planning tools, decisions
about land use are not necessarily permanent. New hoards,
commissions, or councils can change General Plan designa-
tions, New land-use ordinances defining zoning, and there-
fore the intensity of activily per-
mitted, can be enacted, and this is
discomforling to anti-growth
people. However, the orderly
growth of acommunity’s popula-
tion and business achivity is right-
fully controlled by the use of these
land-use plarning tools. Towith-
hold a vital resource to further a
specific political philosophy and
thereby injurc the whole of the
community isnot only wrong, itis
immoral, Elected and appointed
officials, by virtue of their
offices, are obliged o provide ade-
quate resources o their constim-
encies, and to then use them
wisely.

State Water
$25.83
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AGRICULTURAL OVERVIEW

AGRICULTURAL
WATER OVERVIEW
AND ITS RELATION

TO THE STATE
WATER PROJECT

I. Inmoduction

Santa Maria Valley residents share both land and water
with agriculture. Local farmers grow fruilsand vegetablcs on
approximately 45,000 acresof farmland. Because of the lack
of regular rainfall, the production of these “row™ crops is
dependent upon irrigation, The extraction of agricultural
groundwater is achieved through anelwork of several hundred
privately owned wells used by the overlying landowners for
farm irrigation. Farmera obtain this waler by firse drilling
wells on their land to tap in to the groundwater basin.
Elccirical pumps must then he installed (o lift the water to the
surface. Finally, various frrigadon techniques #re used to
apply this water to the crops. Without this water the farming
of virtually all of the high income specialty crops character-
istic of Santa Maria Valley agricultnre would become impaos-
sible.

The production of these “row” crops in the Santa Maria
Vallcy each year generates approximately $350-million dollars
into the local economy. Much of this money is imported into
the Santa Maria area from the sale ofthese praduces through-
out the United States and Canada, Maorcover, agriculturs
provides employment opportunities for over 12,000 workers,
representing an annual payroll of over $138-million dollars.
As the largest single induairy in Santa Barbara County,
agriculiure is the “engine” which propels the econgmic
deveslopment of the Santa Maria Valley. Without water, this
engine will ron out of fuel. The tradition of agricultural Tand
use and the economic wealth it creates for the Sania Maria
arca would be lost.

1. Agricultural and Urban Water Use Compared

Agriculiure oceupies the majority of the surface area

within the Santa Maria Valley and likewise uses the majority
of the groundwater under that land. Most estimates place
current agricultural water usc at 80% of the tota] amonnt.
Municipal and industrial use comprises the remaining 20%,
This ratio is likely to change in the next 25 years,

There arc 1wo primary reasons for this anticipated change.
It can safely be assumed that the population of Santa Maria
will continue to grow, which will spur increased economic
activity. More people and new businesses will require more
water, thercby increasing the demand by municipal and
indnstrial users for water,

At the same time it appears that overall agricultural usage
may Temain consianior cven decrease. The developmentand
introduction of new irrigation techniques will result in legs
water being used per crop acre by farmers. This water savings
may be offset to some extent by increases in irrigaied farm-
land or multiple cropping of the same land.

It iz difficult to foresee all of the developments or accu-
rately predict future agricultural usage. However, in the next
25 yearsitiamost likely that the urban demand for additional
water will autpace agriculture’s growth requirements regard.-
ing water. This may mean that the 80:20 ratio of agricultoral
to urban nge may change to reflect a more evenly balanced
ratio by the year 2013,

II. The BEconomic Importance of Conserving Water o
Agricultore

The drilling of agricultural water wells and the pumping

" of groundwater to the surface is a cost of production that

farmoers must absorb. The operation of these pumps requires
a great deal of cosly clectrical enexgy which the farmer must
pay for. As water levels decline, more energy s needed tn
lift the water from deeper levels, theteby increasing these
costs, Furthermore, when the water table goes down too far,
the wells themselves may not reach these levals and will
pump air. These wells must then be deepened or redrilled
altogether. Thisrepresents amajor expense to the farmer, As
can be scen, it makes economic sense for farmers to conserve
their water and ose ag little as possible, The farmer who
minimizes his water usage in turn reduces his monthly encrgy
bill. He also avoids the danger of drawing down the water
table through heavy pumiping.

The research and development of new irrigation tech-
nigues is changing agricultural water use practices. In the
past 10 years many farmers have been able o use egs water
without catting production through these hew frrigation
technigues. Bxamples of thege are Lhe uge of sprinkler pipes
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and drip lines, both of which are replacing traditional furrow
frrigation, Using these new methods water is applied directly
totheroot zonc of the plant thereby avoiding the loss of water
through evaporation and run off. Due to the fact that thess
new irrigation systems use less water they become cost
cifective for the farmer who can pay for these systems
through savings in pumping costs. It is anticipated that
farmers will continue to adopt new irrigation techniques that
will result in more efficient water use.

IV. Agricultural Water Problams

Agriculiural water problems can be clagsified into two
main areas; those dealing with quality and those pertaining
to quantity.

1. Quality

The guality of the water within the Santa Maria Valley
groundwater basin is deteriorating. The salinity levelsin the
water ar¢ increasing at an alarming rate. Water with high
salinity content hecomes a problem for agriculture hecanse it
cannot be used for certain salt sensitive ¢rops. An example
of this problem is found in the Lompoc Valley where erops
have been “burncd” and yields reduced duc to the high
salinity of the groundwater within that basin.

High salinity also increases the amount of water that
munst be nsed by agriculture. Farmers must periodically leach
tha sotls of these accumulaled galts. This igaccomplished by
flooding a field with water. This necessary “leaching”
practice in turn reqnires more water which aggravates the
overdraft.

2. Quantity

The continued overdrafting of the basin will resultin all
users competing more intensely for the availahle water. This
will create pressures on agricalinre to subordinate its use to
the needs of theawrban population. Ifthere isnotenough water
to go around, priority will be given to human consumption
over the growing of crops. Agricultural waier nse will be
viewed agnon-essential - and thus can be sacrificed to
maintain the quality of human life.

Any water shortage will thus affect agriculture first and
the impact will be profound. Farmland Jocated on the fringe
of the groundwater basin will be lost as wells go dry. Farm-

land located close 10 urban areas will come under increasing
urban developimert pressures. New projects will be forced to
develdp independent water sources as a condition of ap-
proval, The only availableindependent sourees would be to
obtain agricultural water rights located on agricultural land.
This would direct urban growth toward prime agricultural
lands. Finally, the Togical end of the overdrafting would
probably be an attempt by the County to adjudicate the basin
allocating water rights and imposing randatory rationing. A
regulatory schems such as this would place enormons pres-
sures upon agricnityre and itisnot unforeseeable that farming
companies would leave Sania Maria and relocate to other
areas where wafer sources would be more available and the
regulatory climate less intrusive,

V. The State Water Project as a Soliition to Agriculiural
Water Problems

The developmentof additional water supplies will bene-
fitagriculture. The Stafc Waicr Project is unique from other
possible supplemental local sowrces in that the waterisof a
much higher quality than local water with it's high salt
content. Agriculture does not have an entitlement right to
State Water and thus will not have access to use State Water,
Morsover, this water is far (oo costly for agriculture o use.
Farmers, however, would indirectly banefit from its impor-
tation in the following ways:

1. Quality

State Water is very high gquality water in that 1t contains
only about one quarter of the salt content of our Tocal
groundwater, This high quality “alpine” type water would
probahly render unnecessary the widespread vse of water
softeners by urban residents. These softeners use salts 1o
soften water which then flows as sewage to local waste water
treatment plants. At these plants the effluent is allowed to
percolate back down into the ground, recharging the basin.
The percolation of this high salt content efflucnt is one of the
major canses of groundwater degradation within the basin.
As this water i8 used and rensed the salt concentration
becomes higher and higher. The nse of high qguatity Staie
Water by urban residents would all but eliminate the need for
water softeners. This major source of water degradation
could thus be subsiantially reduced.
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Moreover, the effluent produced by State Watcr will be
of higher quality than the water currendyin the basin. When
State Water percolates into the bagin at the waste water
treatmeni plants, it will recharge the basin and tend to dilnie
the sait content cleansing the cxisting water supplies. This
will retard the buildup of galts. Thercfore the quality of the
groundwater used by agriculture will be enhanced.

2. Quantity

Under the proposed State Water Project water purveyors
will deliver this watcr to residential and busincss nsers. For
the first time urban users would have an independent water
source. Santa Maria Valley residents would not have to rely
cxclusively on the groundwater basin for their water needs.
This would considerable lessen the amount of water that
would need to be pumped for municipal and industrdal uscs.
More water would then become available for agriculire,
State Water would eat up a large chunk of the current
overdraf} and the life of the basin would be extended.

This would benefit agriculture because urban putnping
pressures on the hasgin would be reduced thus eaging the
competition between agriculture and urhan interasts for the
same water.

V1. Conclusion

In evaluating the State Water Project there appears to be
an advantage for agriculture if the high quality imported
walter i3 delivered ro urban areas. Agriculture would indi-
rectly heneafitbecanse; 1) the cities will reduce their pumpage
from the underground basin, leaving more water for agricul-
ture; and, 2) effluents from sewage treatment plants will have
much lower salt content, thus making thein more usable for
a wider range of crops.
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This project was a joint effort of the Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce
and the Santa Maria Valley Economic Development Associaiion throu gh the Joint
Water Committee.

/
Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce

The Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce has anticipaied the growth and
planned for the future of the Santa Maria Valley since 1902.

Today, as for the past eight decades, the Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce
is addressing the issues facing our community and offering leadership and reasoned
action on its behalf. The Chamber plays a dynamic role in bringing before the
public the issues of development, community facilities and business legislation
important to the future of the entire Santa Maria Valley,

614 5. Broadway
P.O. Box 377
Santa Maria, CA 93456
(805) 925-2403
Debbie R. Timm, Executive Director

Santa Maria Valley Economic Development Association

The Santa Maria Valley Economic Development Association (E.D.A.) is a non-
profit economic and industrial development organization which works to atiract
diversified industry, maintain economic stability and create new jobs for the Santa

Maria Valley.

Founded in 1961 as the Santa Maria Valley Developers, the ED, A, congists of over
300 members and 13 considercd one of the most influential business groups in the
Santa Maria Valley.

428-E South Broadway
Santa Maria, CA 93454
(R05) 922.7737
Bob Royster, Executive Director






