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PREFACE 
I 

PURPOSE 

The following "White Paper~' l~ NOT astudy of the State Wate ... Projector its Altcrnativ~s. Rath£w 
it is a condensation of a myriad ofstudies 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 
layrnans 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 made every effort to c1'enly present the data for each alternative to State Water and the 
State Water Projeet itself. The primary source and base line for statistical data was the '~Santa 
Barbara County State Water Pro.ieet 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 o'fthe general population 
concerning the very real water quantity and quality Crisis that is rapidly approaching this region 
and the possihlesolutions available. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be released in late 
1989 will contain more current cost data. 

1 
Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
I 

This proj(>.Ct was ajoint effort of the Sant.a Maria Valley Chamber ofCommcrcc and the Santa Maria Valley Economic De­
velopment Association through the JointWatcr Committee; however, special acknowledgement is in order to those that 
contributed directly to the text of this "White Paper". We thank the following for Iheir vol unwer time, effort and knowledge: 

Pal Bradshaw 
Bryan Hall 

Fred Schou 
Jerry Boland 

Jack Sturges 
Curf-is Tunnell 

Bill Byrd 
Alex Hannum 

A spcGial thanks Blso to the agricultural community for their contribution in Section IV, prepared by: 

Richard Quandt 

The "White Paper" Sub-Committee tasked with the development, and editing of the document are: 

Bill Coltrin 
P(csident 
Santa Marta Vallcy 
Chamber of Commerce 

Dick Hulme 
Co-Chairman 
Joint Water Committee 

Ron Nanning 
Dick Hulme 
Dottie Renfrow 

2 .JOINT WATl:m COMMITTEE 

Mike Stoker 
Herb Gerfen 
Pat Bradshaw 

TonyCossa 
President 
Santa Maria Valley 
Economic Development Association 

Herb Gcrfen 
Co-Chairman 
Joint Water Committee 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



CONTENTS 

Page 
r. Introduction, , ....................................................... 5 

II. ALTERNATIVES 

a. Water Conservation ........................ ............. , ...... , , , 7 

b. Groundwater Recharge .......... .. , .............................. .. 9 

c. Reclamation ..................................................... 10 

d. Desalinization ................. ................................ " 11 

e. In-Lieu Water Projects ............ , ................................ 11 

f. State Water Project ............................................. " 13 

g. No Alternative Scenario ........................................... 13 

m. STATEWATERPRO.1ECT 

a. State Water ........... ......................................... .. 17 

b. Dependability of Stare Water Project Water Delivery "',·, .............. 18 

c. State Water Project Water Quality "',., ........... ,"',""",."." ,19 

d. The Cost of State Water Project Warer ...... , , , , . , .. , ................. 20 

e. Supplemental Water and Growth. , .. , , , .... , , , . , , , , , ................ 20 

IV. AGRICULTURAL OVERVIEW BY THE AGR1CUL ruRAL COMMUNITY .. 22 

JOINT WATER COMMITTEE 3 
Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



4 JOINT WATER COMMITTEE 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



INTRODUCTION 

WATER ... NECESSARY FOR ALL LIFE! 
I 

The need for water is vital to life! The quality of thilt water 
is vital to the quality of thaI: life. 

Water for the Santa Maria Valley will play an ever 
important part in almost all future socio--polilical decisions. 
An understanding of the background of ourwater supply and 
those things which can be done to improve it is of utmost 
imporumce in how and why those decisions should be. made. 
N orthcm Santa Barbara County depends entirely on ground 

water for all afits needs. Fortunately. the Santa Marla Valley 
Underground Basin is large; estimated at 2.5 million ltc/ft. 
(one acre foot of water '" 326,000 gallons). The San Antonio 
Basin, which serves Vandenbel:g and parts of Lompoc, is not 
so fortunate. The Sant., Maria Basin can be viewed as a large 
hank account (except, or COllI;'SC, no water is paid in inl.CfC$itl) 
into which r.ainfa1l11lnoff from the Cuyama River and the 
Sisquoc River sometimes makes a deposiL Only in very wet 
years that are considerably above normal do~ recharge 
greater than withdrawal occur. 

The water usC(s (borrowers from the bank) consist of two 
basiC gtOltpS - i.e. Agriculture, which uscs 80%, and me 
remaining20% by Municipal and Industrial (M & I) ofwhjch 
toe residential community is [he major user. 

The facts arc that Ill.W..w,Uer isdrawn out of this under~ 
ground basin each year than is recharged by rainfall. This 
creates an ove.-d(afl of about 20,000 acre/ft/yr. (or 6,520 
mUlton gallons/yr.) which is drawing down the surface eleva­
tion of the reservoir underground. Even though agriculture 
uses the va.."t majority of the water consumed, M & I pump­
ing creates a special problem relating to quality. 

Water, which is the mOst universal solvent in nature, wilt 
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 saIL" 
itencounrers enrol,ltc. These salts, known as Total Dissolved 
Solids (TDS), are the pdmary quality problem we fnce, 
Currently, City water is at TDS of 800 parts per million and 
rising at 10-20 ppm/year, 

The major source of our purest water comes from deep 
percolation of the Sisquoc 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 
snpply wells t.here. 

Since the pnmping 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 
westerly valley to migrate south and east toward this low 
spot. The river water (mostly fTom the Cnyama) has much 
higher TDS than the Sisquoc and foothill deep percolation 
waters which historically recharged oW" quality supply area. 
Thus, the continuation of over drafting exaggerates the qual­
ity problem forthedomestic users in the SantaMsria -Orcutt 
area. 

An alternative supply of quality water in an amount to 

reduce mis,pumping depression would greatly enhance the 
quality problem. 

One large part of the quality problem stems from r,he 
portion ofTDS which causes hardness of the water. To make 
this water more useable, most people use Ion Exchange 
Softeners which add about 12 n 13,000 tons per year of 
imported salt into the basin watersupply. Each time the water 
is used, soflcncd, andrecharged, into the ground itcontimlcs 
this increasing cycle of more and more salt. 

A Good Quality alternative source ofwaler (slich as Slate 
water with only 2501300 TDS or less) works on the prOblem 
in several very important ways. 

1. Reduces overdraft 
2. Reduces pumping depression 
3. Drasticallyrcduces the need for impOrtation ofsaltfor 

softening 
4. Reduces plumbing and energy loss caused by TDS 
5. Reduces .;:nergy loss by pumping from higher water 

levels underground 
6. Improves health for domestic USO(S 

7. Jmproves short tenn and long term water quality 
8, Protects agriculture from city dwellers. 
An additional problem caused by the high IDS is the 

disposal of such waste water at the various Waste Water 
Treatment Plants. The high IDS must be reduced by edict 
from Lhe State Water Quality Control Board and lbis will 
continue to pose a problem of treatment Costs continually. 

Water is an absolute necessity; we will pay ::.nyth.tngit 
takes to have it! We need to strive to obtairl the best 
"qnality" water rot' the least cost in order to insure our 
valley'S future as on~ ortlle finc"t places to 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 Dept. in about 10 ~ 12 years. 
Besides, costing $500 ~ $600/ac foot, none of the old prob­
lems will be resolved. 
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INTRODUCTION 
1. Overdrafting will continue and increase 
2. Pumping COSts wilt continue to increase 
3. Urban users will pressmc agriculture 
4. The treated walCI' will still be poor (500 ~ 700 'IDS) 
5. Continued salt softening cycle aM increases in im­

porting of salt 
6. Degradation ofnndcrground watetSupply will acccl­

"",Ie 
7. Sea water intrusion may occur. 

!ill LETS DO SQM!i1llINGI WE ARE FM 
!lEITER OFF TOlMPORI STATEWATBR THAN TO 
CONTINUE THBEYBR INCREASING IMPORTATION 

OFSALIi 

WATER FACT 

100 YARDS ----->1-, 
One acre-foot equab 3:pproximately 
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. 

6 .JO/NTWATERCOMMITTEE 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



ALTERNATIVES 

WATER 
CONSERVATION 

Conservation basically means reducing the amount of 
water used in agricultural, industrial and urhan areas. While 
we will not discuss the industrial area, we wilt consider two 
major areas: agricultural and urban demands. 

First, agricultural uscg of available water has been placed 
at80% as reported by the Department of Water Resources in 
1983. The Rocky Mount.'lin Institute places agricultural 
usage at 85% in their studies. Eitherway,itcan be seen that 
agricullural uses of water to support. the ever gwwing popu" 
lation arc sllbsmntial. With continued growth and crop 
development figured until the year 2010. the Santa Barbara 
County Cooperative Extension estimates of 1985 indicate 
I,hat we can expect a demand on the water supply that will 
create a deficit of approximately 8% annually during that 
time period. 

In order to offset that 8% deficit, the traditional practices 
of crop rolation and drainage for soH conservation me not 
enough. Generally, they willpTOvideatbcst2% return. What 
is needed is an increased emphasis on the use of existing 
conservation techniques that are based in the following 
general areas: 

1. Irrigation Methods -Basedon individualcropnnd soil 
conditions. 

2. Irrigation Scheduling ~ Established according to cli­
mate, time of year and current evapotfansporation rates. 

3'. Rainfall n Taking advantage of Mother Nature's peri­
odic contribution to crop inigation nceds. 

When utilization of thc above procedures occurs, a..~ 

reponed by the Dr;pm:tment of Water Resources, an 8% 
annual sa.vings in watcrusagecannormallyOOexpected. The 
Department ofWat.cr Resources. however, went on to say in 
their 1987 report, that through the use of system automation 
for irrigation, along with weather information provided by 
eIMIS, the CaJifomia Irrigation Management InfonnaLion 
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 two major areas: (l) landscape usage outside the 
home and (2) personal usage inside the home. 

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

the estimated savings generated by conservation practices 
can beashigh as 50% However, lhcdailyusageissmall when 
compared to agricultural usage. Whell'.ID; agricultural uses 80 
~ 85% of the daily water, urbm nse in the home is only about 
3%. 

Landscape rcqui(ements for the st.a.ndan:I 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 generate savings in water usage. First, increased 
utili:!:ation 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 automatic under· 
ground irrigation systems for turf areas can reduce outdoor 
llse by up to 50% Once again, by- utilizing the information 
available from CIMTS. proper scheduling of when and how 
much to water can reduce usage by 20 • 25 % on existing home 
irrigation systems. With conservation. reduction to 230 ~ 280 
gallons per day is obtainable, as pcr Jon Klusmire of the 
Rocky Mountain Institute. 

Indoorusage can generally be reduced. by a common sense 
approach to conservation along with the installation of some 
of the high tech appliances [hat are available LOday. Today, 
the average home uses 195 - 210 gallons internally per day. 
Typical usage is as follows: 

On a daily basis; 
loilers use 30%, 
laundry uses 25%, 
showers 20%, 
drinking, cooking and hygiene at 15%, 
washing dishes 3%. 
However, leaks alone account for 7% of tile daily use. 

According to the Dcpanment of Water and Power in Los 
Angeles, in their forecast for 1988, with awareness and a 
common sense approach it can be seen that addressing the 
leaks alone can save 7% daily. Tim Skrove,oftheMcrropoli­
tan Water District of Southern CaJifornia ropons that addi­
tionally, each one of the areas of usage can individually 
obtain as high as a 50% reduction through the utilization of 
today's high tech appliances: low-flush toilets. front end load 
washers and low flow shower nozzles to name just a few. 
When considering urban water usage, conSCfVation through 
the methods noted above can generate overall annual reducn 
tions of 8 • 12%, as reported in April 1985 Department of 
Water Resources Study of Santa Barbara County. 

Those savings, coupled with the reductions possible from 
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ALTERNATIVES 
agricultnrnl usage could playa. major :role in better utHi7.;ing 
the rapidly diminshing fresh water resources available to us 
today, Oncofthc contributingfaqorstotheproblem itwould 
seem, however, is one of education. Only through the effort!, 
of educational programs sponsored by organized governing 
bodies such as cities, Chambers of Commerce, ctc. can we 
hope to make the public awatc of the magnitude of the 
problem and the importance of the steps that they can indi­
vidual1y and collecti vc1y take to address thatproblem. WalCr 
conservation is everyone's responsibililY . We must all do our 
share to better share what we bave, 

A leaky 
tiolet 
wasted six 
gallons of 
water 
daily. 

8 JOlNTWATERCOMMlTTEE 

WATER SAVING GUIDE 
I 

CONSERVATIVE USE 
WILL SAVE WATER 

NORMAL USE 
WILL WASTE WATER 

SHOWER Wet down, soap~up. 
rinse off 
4 gallons 

TUB BATH May we suggest 
a shower? 

TOlLET Minimize flushing. 
Each usc consumes 
5 n 7 gallons 

SUA VING Fill basin 
1 gallon 

JlllUSHTNG W.thru,h. 
TEETH Rinse briefly 

1/2 gallon 

ICE Take only as much 
as you require 

LEAKS Plcasereport 
immediately 

ENERGY Tum off light, TV 
heaters and air 
conditioning when 
not in room 

Regular shower 
25 gallons 

Full tub 
36 gallons 

Frequent flushing 
is very wasteful 

Tap running 
20 gallons 

Tapmnning 
10 gallons 

Unused ice goes 
down the drain 

A sm~lI drip 
wastes 25 gallons 
a day 

Wasting energy 
also wastes water 
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ALTERNATIVES 

GROUNDWATER 
RECHARGING 

VIA RECHARGE 
BASINS 

The waters used in northern Santa Barbara County are 
pumped outo! underlying ground wal or basins, These basins 
are ptesent.ly ovcrdraftcd i.e. [he average annual amount 
mined from the basins is gre., .. Ucr than the amount which is 
naturally recharged by rain fait percolating downward into 
the basins. 

been determined that there is very little recharge of the 
ground water basin in undeveloped areas even jf there are 
pcnneablc soils below until total rainfall in a given yettr 
reaches 14 to 15 inches. 

In the case of developed land, a reasonable percentage of 
the area is covered wit.h impermeable surface materials 
(buildings, concrete, asphalt ctc.). Tn general, water falling 
on these surfaces runs into surface or undcrgrotmd StotnJ. 

drainage .'))'stem~ which tran.S"port tlle water in impervious 
conduits downstream to sornenatllrnl drainage system which 
ultimately carries the water to the ocean. It is obvious that 
collection of storm water runoff from developed areas and the 
ttansportation of it t.o a bal::in located in an area with highly 
permeable soils aU of the way down to the ground water level 

facilitates grollnd water 
There arc only two ways 

to reach a balanced StatG. 
One is torcducc thcamount 
used and 'he other is to in­
crease the supply. One 
method used lOincrea.'~e the 
ground watersupply in the 
Santa Maria Valley is in­
creasing the percolation of 
rainfall inlo the ground via 
ground water recharge in 
b~"insorin the Santa Marla 
River bed. In order to bet­
ter underSL.1nd I'he concept 
of recharge basins it is nec­
essary to discuss the fun~ 
damental concepts which 
explain it. 

Area ground water basins 
recharge from early sea­
son rains and, in general, 
result<; in recharge of the 
ground water basin far 
grcaterthan occurs when 
rain falls on undevelOped 
areas. In this system, re­
chatge occurs from all 
rainfall sufficient to cre­
ate mnoff and docs not 
require replenishing the 
moisture in the topsoil 
over the c.nlirc drainage 
basin. It should also be 
noted that runoff from 
impervious smfacos in 
developed areas is gen­
erally of very good qualn 
ity. It does not COf)tajn 
the high dissolved solids 
content of OIIT natural 
rivers. 

Cuyama 
Valley" 

Santa Barl;lIl:ra 

Carpinmria 

Supply 
Pump.g.: 

On undeveloped land 
early season rainfall soak!:': 
inlo the ground replenish­
ing the moisture in the top 
few feet of soil. After the 
top soil layers become Satu­
rated a.dditional rainfall 
will run off and pond in 
low points orreach adrain­
age channel where it trav· 

o 10,000 20,000 
(acr",.feet) 

30,600 
In tho Santa Maria 

Valley much has already 
been done to increase 
ground water fE'.charge. 

'" Figures for these 
areas RfCo estimated 
for ~he portion of 
the basin witllin 
SRnta Barbam Coun!y 

els downstream IOward the ocean m generally saturating any 
previous soils underlying the channel. However, until the 
upper soils are totally saturated, 1he water will not continue 
downward into the ground water basin even if there is no im­
permeahle layer preveming the downward migration. It has 

Numbers. in bold 
indicate: the lI1Ulual 
overdraft in acre"fccl. 

Twitchell Dam is used to 
collect and hold runoff 

from the Cuyama River. This water would normally run 
down the Santa Marta River and discharge into the ocean. 
Now itisroleasedslowly after the rainy season where itsoak.<i 
into the riverbed and recharges the ground water basiri. It is 
estimated that the operation of Twitchell Dam in this manner 
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ALTERNATIVES 
results in a recharge of approx.imately 20,000 acre feet pel' 
year. Runoff in the southerly portions of Santa Maria are 
collected into Simas and Adams Parks and transported to the 
LaRrea recharge basin. Runoff f(om the northerly portions of 
the Orcutt area are collected and ttansported into the new 
recharge basin located westerly of Stowell Road and south· 
erly of Btosse.r Road Much of the runoff from the easterly 
and northerly portions of Santa Mariaruong with agricultural 
tail waters arc coll",,ctcd into recharge basins near the River 
just easterly offfighway 101 and in the basin near the north 
end of Blosser Road, UnfortUnately I nmoffwatcrscarry fine 
soil particles. These particles settle out when the waterstops 
moving and clog up the surface of the underlying soils. In 
order to continue recharging it is necessary to remove or 
break up this impervious layer with regular scheduled main­
tenance. 

Retarding basins, which are basically used to reduce penk 
runoff flows, are I:equired to be b\lilt into every new develOp­
ment in the Valley. These basins help in the recha(ge effort 
with incidental recharge (which occurs in the limited reten­
tion time in those a(cas underlaid with pervious soils) and by 
collecting and holding peak flows which might otberwise 
escape frorn the stonn water collection and recharge system, 

As is noted above, much is being done 10 recharge the 
ground watetbasin in the SantaMaria Valley, The system of 
collecting and trnIlsporting runoff to recharge basins and 
maximizing recharge by proper msintenance must be enCOllr­
aged and enlarged in order to minimize the present overdraft 
of our ground water basins and allow time to bring supple­
mental wate.I' inK> the area. 

WASTEWATER 
RECLAMATION 

Wastewater reclamation is the planned reuse of waste­
watel: for a beneficial use. 'the primary beneficial use in 
Sanm Barbara County is the augmentation of water supplies 
by !:mbstitution ofrectaimed water for potable water supplies. 

'rhe basic types of waste water which are available for 
reclamation are: 

1. Municipal waste watcr, 
2. Agricullural tailwater. 
3. Oilfield brinc. 

Reclamation of municipal wa.<:te water is currently prac­
ticed in the North County, where 9 of the 10 treatment plants 

10 JOINT WATlCR COMMITTEE 

discharge their efflucnt either into 13lld areas or pondll and 
strefl1l1s, from: where it is recharged into ground water and 
reused. However. 5 of the 6 plant\! in the SO~lth county 
discharge into the oceo.n. 3Ild the ability to reclaim. the 
wastewater is therefore lost, 

Agricultural tailwatcr is the portion of irrigation runoff 
and drainage th:u does not -pcrcolate 0( evaporate. After 
successive usc, thecontentof salinity, herbicides, pesticides 
and fertilizers becomes substantial. and would reqllire desali­
nation as part of it's reclamation procedure. 

Oilfield brine iq presently disposed of through all ocean 
outfall in the Lompoc and Santa Maria areas. The salinity of 
the brine is within the brackish range, and would also require 
desalination of adequate treatment for reuse. 

The Ilse ofrcclaimed wastewater is dependent upon the 
quality of the product, and each step up in quality requires 
additional expense. Themajorusesin Santa BarbaraCounty, 
in order of increasing quality requirements/cost arc: 

1. Agricultural Irrigation 
2. Landscape Irrigation 
3, GroundwaterJ:techarge 
4. lndustrial Reuse 
5. Direct Domestic Reuse 

Agricultural irrigation accounts for over 80 percent of 
planned reuse in California. Historically, much use of 
reclaimed waste water for corp irrigation has been practiced 
in the Santa Maria VSlley, upper Santa Yncz River Valley 
and the Lompoc area, 

Landscape irrigation is the second largest category of 
teuse, and generally a secondary treatment and chlorination 
are required. Golf courses, cemeterie,<:, pm.'ks and highway 
greenbelts are primary users. 

Gr01mdwatcr recharge with wastewater can be accom­
plished by two methods: surface spreading and pcrc:ol~tion 
or di(cct injection, which is more expensive. 

Industrial reuse potential is determined by water quan­
tity and quality requirements which vary consid~I'ably with 
industry types. Practically all induslrial users desirewatcrof 
unifonn quality and low chemical content, which is expen­
sive to obtain. 

Direct dmncstic reuse of wastewater i'l the mOst difficult 
to achieve tet;.hnically, and is prohibited al present by the 
State DcparttnentofHealth Services (SDHS). The first usc 
of reclairned wastewater would be to substitute it for the 
potable supplies now used for agricultural, industrial, recrea­
tional and landscape irrigation pnrposc."", Only then would 
consideration be given to reclamation of wastewater fot 
domestic usc, 
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ALTERNATIVES 
SDBS requirements for reuse of wastewater include vari­

ous lovels of Il'canncnt and specific bacteriological criteria 
for various types of reuse. These include primary sedimen­
tation, biooxidation, coagulation / clarification, filtraLion, 
disinfection. Even with proper treatment, reclaimed water is 
SLiIl high in total dissolved solids (TDS), mostly salts, and 
does not therefore aid in water ql.iality. 

Since most wastewater is already being reclaimed and 
reused via ttc.atment plants and agricultural irrigation in the 
North County, the only increase in qnantity would come from 
reclamation and reuse of the South Coast effluent. The entire 
sewe.red wastewater flow presently being discharged via 
ocean outflow in 18,900 acre-feet per year. However, esti­
mated demands for reclaimed wastcwaror 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 forthe Santa Maria 

Valley is through desatinarion. Desalination is/are the proc­
esses used to remove salt and other dissolved minemls from 
water. Other contaminants in water (c.g. dissolved metah, 
bacteria, and organics) may also be removed by some desali~ 
nation processes. 

Although California's Water Resources Director, David 
Kennedy, assnred that sufficient water will be available in the 
state through the year 2Ol0, two things are quite apparent, a) 
the water is nOlavailabletoall locations, and, b) considerable 
money is now needed to expand existing systems not con­
struct new ones. 

Earlier in Illis report the OVCT:-draft condition and water 
quality in the Santa Maria Valley were discussed. It is 
obvious that additional water both in quantity and quality is 
needed. Dcsalination is an altematjve, butan expensive onc. 
The ocean is only about nine miles from Santa Maria and as 
a resource is unlimited in quantity, Building a desalination 
plant near the coast would not be ov~rly expensive, but the 
cost per gallon for desalinating the watcrpc.rhaps is, It could 
cost as much as $2000 per acre foot (versus $35 to $200 per 
I\Ci:(l foO[ from wells, canals, etc.). Many cities in Florida usc 
the des.alination process. The following was received from 
Peter R. Comean, Water Production Superintendent, city of 
Cape Coral, Florida. 

"The City of Cape Coral has chosen a path utilizing only 

desalination. The technology of Reverse OSMosis (RO.) is 
such tl1at with deteriorating water quality your system (with 
J:lO jmprovements) will be able to handle it. If there is severe 
dcrorioration, with minor improvements, the system wUl 
adapt. The original costs projections of R,O" were over­
stated, with the new advanc~s in the teChnology, R.O., is 
becoming very feasible, as compared \.0 conventional treat­
ment. The quality of water is eKcellent. Although our State 
is tightening the resuiclions placed on public water snpplies, 
with R.O. you have no worries. The system can. be set up, 
according 1'0 your food water, to take out as much or as little 
as you require. Moreover, our product walcris of such quality 
that we actually are able to "blend" taw water back in the 
product thl:"J"eby increasing total flow of the plant yet not 
using the c1cctricily orprctrcatmcntnecdcd to go through tl'le 
membranes. 

To recapituL."\te. we believe R.O. is tbe wave of tIle future.. 
The quality, quantity and versatility of the treatment has no 
match. If you require any additional infonnation, please 
cOntact me!' 

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

A consideration must be costs of a. desalination plant and 
tranmission of the water to Santa Maria versus the costs of 
installing and operating a coastal aqueducT. from Kings County 
tic-in attheCaliforoia Aquedl1ctsome87 miles away. Ocean 
water will always be available. Will water from the Califor­
nia Aqueduct alwa.ys he available? 

Cancensus of water expcm: indicate iliat of all water 
purification systems, desalination is the most e:x:pensivl,';. 

IN-LIEU PROJECTS 

SCOPE: This report will look at potentia.! local wa.ter 
projcct.q for Santa Baroara Connty which would provide 
additional water to the five subareas of the CouOly. These 
subareas are: 

1. Cuyama 
2. Santa Maria 
3, San Antonio 
4. Santa. Ynez 

a. Upper - Santa yne7. Valley 
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ALTERNATIVES 
b, Lower - Lompoc Valley 

5. South Counry 
The data for this repon is based on a study by Dep~rlment 

ofWatcrResources, datcdApril1985, titled "Santa Barbara 
Count.y State Water Alternatives." 

PROJECTS BY SUBAREA; 
The following local projccts l1avc been selected as the. 

most practical potential water options within Sanm Barbara 
COl,lnty. Each project is sized to provide an equal amount of 
water to the subarea as the State Water ProjeCt (SWP) 
entitlement would provide. Some of these local projects may 
not be economically feasible or desirable from a water quality 
or other standpoint. 

I. CUYAMA SUBAREA: (1,600 AF/Y*) 
Santa Barbara Canyon Reservoir - twO possible sites. in 

this area wouldprovidc 1,500 AF/y at a local costof$3,083 
/ AF. Cuyamasubarca would still have an overdraft of nearly 
20,000 AF/y with this project. Construction cost: $36 
million. 

II. S"NTA MARIA S!!BAREA: (16,850 AF/Y) 
A. Round Corral ~ this option proposes to build a dam on 

the Sisquoc River to develop areservoiI' which would provide 
a maximum of 6, 700 /'\FlY for ground water bfiSin rcchntgc 
(similar to existing function of 'l'witchell Reservoir). Con­
struction COSl of 83.3 million with a water cost of$902/AF. 

B. DESALlNATION - could provide fro11110,000 AF/'l 
to full cntitlcment of 16,850 /'\FlY at a'construction COSt of 
$46 to $74 million and watcrcost of $1143/AF. 

III. SAN ANTONIO SUBAReA, (23 AF/Y) 
While the town of Casmalia has a SWP entitlement of 23 

AFY, there. are no viable local project alternatives for this 
subarca. 

IV. SANTAYNEZ' I!I'PER SUBAREA' (2,580 AF/Y) 
This area includes the communities of Santa Ynez, Los 

Olivos, Ballard, Solvang and Buellton. 

A. Cachuma Reservoir plus conjunctive use r to provide 
3,500 AF/y, this project woliid entail the drilling of22 new 
wells and the modification of existing reservoir operations to 
provide a more efficient delivery of surface. water during 
drought years. Construction cost - $6.9 million and water 
cost. of $76/AF. 
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B. Cachuma Reservoir enlargement - (maximum poten­
tial of 17,490 AF/y) - the raising ofCachllma's existing dam 
by either 27 , 33 Of 4 2 fect would provide sUbstantial increases 
in availability of surface water and therefore the Depanment 
of Water ResourceS is conducting a feasibility study on this 
project. Increasing the dam by 42 feet and incorporating 
conjunctivtl tiS£o involving 32 new well~ would provide the 
maximum of 17,490 AF/Y. Consrruct.ion cost- $90 million 
and water cost of$171 A:F. 

The added yield of any Cachlima enlargement would be 
shared by the South Coast, Upper Santa Yncz and possibly 
the Lower Santa Ynez subarea. 

V. SANTAYNEZ-IOWERSUBAREA; (12,OOOAF/Y) 
Also known as the Lompoc Valley, this subarea includes 

the communWe$ of: Lompoc, Vandenberg Village. Mi~sion 
Hills and VAFB. 

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

B Salsipuedes Reservoir - (2,850 AF{Y) - this project 
consists of building a 170 fool" hlgh oarthen dam at Sal· 
siplIcdes Crcck(S miIc.. .. eastofLompOc). Projectcost- $33.5 
million and water cost of $922 AF. 

C. Desalination· (6,400 to 12,000 AFfY) ~ despi[C its high 
co~t, this option is considcroo a potential source because of ll. 
limited nllmber of water supply options for this subarea. 
Project cost - $54 million and water cost of $1 ,054 M'. 

VI . .mlJTHCOASTSUBAREA: (12,435 AF/y) 
Includes the cities of Goleta, Santa Barbara and their 

surrounding communities to be served. 

A, Cachumaen1at:gementofBradbUl:)' Dam - 1027, 33 or 
42 fcot as previously discussed. 

B. New Gibrallcr Dam ~ As previously discussed. 

C. Goleta water re-use (phase I & II) L up to 2,800 AF{y 
of potable water would be available thru upgrading of the 
Goleta Sewage Treatment Plant. Under phase I, secondary 
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treatment facilities would be added to the existing plam to 
provide an cfflllcnt suitable for irrigating landscapes and golf 
courses. Under phase II improvements, further desalting 
capacity would provide a blended effluent suitablefodrrigat­
ingorchard crops such as avocados and lemons. ProjectcOS[ 
- $12.& million and water costof$1,737 AF. 

D. Desalination - (12,435 AFfY) - cnn:cntly under study 
by the City of Santa B,ll'bara, this options could provide the 
full amount of SWP entitlement; but at a high cost. Project 
cost - $56 million and water cost 0[$1,100 AF. 

*State Water Projcct Entitlement 

STATE WATER 
Santa Marla Valley bas an ao.111lal water deficit of ap­

proximately 20,000 acre feet. 
Along with better water utilization, recharge basins, 

conservation and better control of agriculture drainage. lhis 
valley has an opportunity to import water under the STATE 
WATER PROJECT (SWP). 

Since 1963 Santa Mariaand the County of Santa Barbara 
has paid the Stal:e of California for entitlement to about 
50,000 acre feet of imported water. SanLa Maria's share is 
11,200 acre feet annually, which would take care of our 
C\JITe.nt domestic demand .... 

State Water win provide a very clean. "soft" water 
supply for home use (approximately 250 ~ 300 parts per 
million of total dissolved solids). This would virr.ually do 
away with water softeners, extend the life of water heaters, 
dish washers and all domestic plumbing. Additionally, the 
discharged snIt from the water softening process that goes 
back into the waste water process, and ultimatcly into the 
water basin, would be eliminated. 

While walerquaHtyin the groundwater basin will proba~ 
bIy continue to decline due to agricultural irrigation, impor­
tation ofS\YP Water with its lower total dissolved solids level 
would help offset this decline to some extent. Blending of 
high quality SWP water into Jocal supplies will improve 
water quality to local residents. Seventy~thousand ;;\t;re feet 
of imported water from the SWP will be supplied to San Luis 
Obispo and Sanm Barbara Countic.,<: through an eighty mile 
-pipeline ending at the Santa Maria River. 

The cost of this project is Sl,IbslantiaI and will result in 
higher water bills for all Sanm Maria Valley TCsidcnts. The 
delivered cost will be approximately $600 per acre foot l and 
would more than double our current water cost. In spite of the 

high cost, State Water has been judged [0 be the lowest cost 
of all pos~ible alternatives programs. Pan of me cost will be 
recovered in savings on waler softeners and jncreased life of 
appliances and plumbing ... also, detergents and other 
washing additives. Under normal rainfall and snow paek 
conditions, the Sts.\:e wilt be able to meet all water delivery 
commitments throughout Southern and Central California. 

HowevCT1 there would be times, when several consCC11-
tive yem's of substandard precipitalion would cause reduced 
deliveries to water users. Iftbathappens,SantaMaria Valley 
households would draw their walcr from the water basin that 
bas sCJ:Vcd the community over 100 years. Even under these 
adverse conditions, it has been projected that approximately 
75% of the contracted water amount", would be delivered to 
our Valley. 

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

NO ALTERNATIVE 
SCENARIO 

Areview of projected consequences afno supplemental 
water supply being taken advanmge of, for (he Sanm ~ 
Valley. wilt reveal several serious areas of concern. Theyare: 

1. Conttnued de.gradation of curre.nt water supply. 
2. Long tenn effect on agricultural policies. 
3. The real possibility of severo water raLioning. 
4. Long term water rate escalation. 
Regarding continued degradation of current water sup" 

ply, a previous section Qf lhis publication outlines thc gcncra1 
problems of high TDS (800 -850ppm), saltrcgeneration and 
rechargeefficie.ncyproblems. Furthercommentisnecessmy 
to insure the reaoo(s understanding of the serious problems 
and costs involved with continuing with the absence of ~w 
IDS supplemenml water. As Qutlined previously, the State 
of California mandares that as the TDS of a (;ommunitie.<; 
water supply reaches a continuing level of 1000 IDS, the 
community muSt, at their own expense, in~tall and operate a 
filtration J treatment facility. The least expensive facility to 
produce a IDS output of 500 IDS is on the order of 
$40,00010001 ini tiaI cost of construction. Ongoing operating 
costs per acre foot would be $500 J $600, all of which would 
have to be passed on lO the user. A conservative estimate 
would show these capital and operaling costs would add 
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somCl:hing on the order of $35/$40 to the average users 
monthly cost for water. 

The second mea of concern thar. would he exacerbated by 
not taking advantage of supplemental water, is the long Lerm 
effect of agricultural policies in the county. 'fhis is a complex 
and nIl to real problem for which we have. present day 
examples to draw conclusions from. 

Historically agricullurl,': has been a major economic con­
tributorin the Valley. More subjectively many residenL<r.,old 
and new, see the agrarian aspect of out' valley 8.,<; important 
features of the environment and ambiance of the area, in 
othenvords, a major positive contributor to the quality oflifc. 

According to studies in recent yeatS (1984), it can be 
shown that approximately 85,000 acres of land were under 
irrigation in 1975. By 1980, irrigation acreage had increased 
to 94,000 acres. Much of the increase is in the orchnrds 
(avocados in the south county HI1d vineyards in the north 
county (Santa Yncz, San Antonio and Santa Maria). These 
studies indicate that projected irrigated agriculture will in~ 
crease thru the year 2OID, 10 approximately lOO,OOO acres. 
Continued peessure forwatcrusage in agriculture, whicb uses 
80% of our valley's walee supply, with no supplemental 
water source, could very probably lead in time to a change in 
historical policy regarding agriculturallaod usc. Continued 
overdrafting and ever rising costs to apply water to the crops. 
could result in· a-trend to ~s:crve land use to w-ban usage, An 
example of thL .. trend is already apparent in the Goleta Valley, 
where a moratorium on new water usage has forced signifi­
cant shrinkage of agriculrnrnl usage. In addition our county 
government is pushing focmctering of all agricultltral pump­
ing. Remember 80% usage by agriculture and 20% usage by 
urban acrc&. 

Our concernS arc highlighted from what hLqtory "as 
demonstrated in the Goleta Valley. Specifically, Goleta 
through !\ "no state water" alternative has seen i tsagricl1ll~lral 
landsconvcrtedtoresidcntial/comlTlcrcialdevelopmentsfor 
purpose of providing additional water sources to the Wafer 
District. Additionally, as theconversion of agriculturallands 
did not provide "adequate" water supplics, the Goleta Water 
Board implemented a policy of mandatory water ear.iolling 
andcuI1'ently it has been proving an increase in watcrrates of 
over 300%. Notwithstanding the foregoing water policies 
being implemented in the Goleta Valley, is still in a state of 
drought and unable to make full deliveries of water. 

A thorough study of this area of the water usage problem, 
fully supports energetic activity to quickly take advantage of 
the most cost effcctive supplemental water supply currently 
avai1!\hle to us. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
The spectra ofwatcrrationing is a very :real and possible 

condition. Our neighbors to the north, in San Luis Obispo 
County l are already experiencing the early :requirements of 
such a conservation measure. This problem will only become 

watet:" bill of $15 /month. 
To factprin the additional cos~ (A-U above) of high IDS 

(hard water) adds another $251$26, now the mal water costs 
becom~ $15.00 of. $25.50 "" $46.50 / month. 

more severe with continued 
low rates of natural replen­
ishment, and abandonment 
of viable alternative sources. 

Santa Barbara County 
water demand 

When we then consider the 
ultimate cost of a fIltration I 
treatment plant we can expect 
in the near future to see an 
aclditionaIchargcofsornething Several other factors can 

exasperate the rationing 

284,200 acre-feet per year 

problem, ego the ever increas~ 
i-ng rise in IDS. which will 
in itselffotce uS by state man­
date, into very expensive 
wa.ter treatment require­
ments. This is the same cost 
that could bedircctcd algood 
clean supplemental sources 
ofwster. 

Even if there was zero 
growth in population and 
?oem growth in agricultural 
usage in the ne;\tdecade, willl 
nO supplemental water 
sources, tbecumulativc over~ 
drafting of approximately 
20,000 acre feet pet' year of aur undergrotlnd aquifer, will 
guarantee severe water rationing, plus expansive pre-treat­
ment and effiuentt:'reatment costs, all ofwhieh will have to be 
home by the urban water user. 

The fourth 8I'ea of concern is what can be projected in 
regards to waterrntes in general in the no ahcmruivc scenario. 
The elemenTS that go to make tIp the monthly costs arc g~nw 
orally as follows: 

1. Per acre foot cost of the available water. 
(Well head costs) 

2. Distribution costs. 
3. Reserve allocation costs. 
4. Administrative costs. 

Additional "hidden" costs as they relate to our specific 
Valley conditiQfl~ Me: 

Hard water costs 
H, Water softening 
b. Bottle water 
c. Plumbing life span and 

= Sl7.(IO 
= $5.00 

d. Water usage appliance life span, ~ $3.50 
the four basic costs of walcr as outlined in 1 ~ 4 above 

equate at present in the City Of Santa Maria to an averaged!}' 

on the order of $40 / month 
added to current costs, for a 
total average monthly bill of 
$80.50. 

With the completion of the 
DWR study and EIR report 
cl,lrrently scheduled ror COin­

pletion in draft form in Oct / 
Nov of this year, we will have 
a current. accurate estimate of 
SWPCosts. In the meantime a 
reasonable per acre foot cost 
for SWP has been cRtablished 
at $500 / acre ft this would 
equate to approximately $25 
for an average monthly city 
water bilI, much lower than 

the cost of a:no alw-native cost as outlined above. 
In addition to the lower monthly cost, imported water 

provides the opponunity for an immediate solution to the 
overdraftingproblem. In good rainfall years, the aquifcrwill 
have the opporlllnity to replenish itself thm good groundwa­
ter: management, and a natural purifying effcct would be 
ongoing. In addition the 'rend wilt be toward reducing the 
hidden costs due to high IDS and effluent salting. 

It takes 4,500 
gallons of water to 
produce one day's 
meals for one 
person. 
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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 water development program had 
been formulated in tbe 1950's in recognition ofthc inability 
oflnesl water sources to satisfy the wowing demand across 
rn nch of the state. 

1959 saw tho fonnailzatioJ:1 of the State Water Project 
under the leadership of then Governor Edmund O. "Pat" 
Brown. The plan and the bonds which provided funding for 
itwere approved by the voters of Cali fomi a with the passage 
of the California Water Resources Development Bond Act in 
November of 1960. The vorers 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 authorit-cd the construction of vanous 
dams, reservoirs, hydroelectric power plants, pumping stan 
tions, canals, and so forth, including the construction of the 
Coastal AqlJeducl. Construction of the major facilities started 
in the early 1960's and initial structures were completed in 
the late 1970's, except for the North Bay Aqueduct which 
wascompJetedin 1988,and the Coastal Aql,lcduc.t, which witt 
bring water to us. 

Many of the waLerpurveyors which were involved in the 
Projcct started to receive water from the facilities soon afrer 
completion. OtherS, such as Santa BaTbara and San Luis 
Obispo Counties, chose to delay water delivery until the need 
for i5llpplemental .'=lupplies was greater. In 1986, the City of 
Santa Maria, ill concert with other North County entities and 
the County of San Luis Obispo, asked the State of California 
to begin the preliminary engineering study and the environ­
mental review process. 

This request was the r('.Sult of several hearings held by the 
Santa Maria City CouncH, which explored the water supply 
problems of the cil.Y and the options which were available to 
the CilY to solve these problems. The com:ensuS of the City 
Couocil was that the Slate Wat.er Project offered the most 
cost-effective dependable source of high qua.lity water for 
Sant.1 Maria. 

The environmenwt review process for the Coastal Bn'lnch 
was begun toward the end of 1986 and is scheduled for 
completion toward the end of 1989. The State ofCaJifomia 
is the lead agenCy condUcting the review. At the completion 
of the preparation ofthcdrafLdocument, it witt bediSI.ributcd 
1.0 interested p.;,n:ties and the general public forcomment. This 
review process will t.1.teseveral months, after which the final 
Environmental ImpactReport will be available forcertifica~ 
II 

-tion. The Enviromnental ImpactRcport, along with the infar-
mation available from the Engineering De.. .. ign Study (being 
done concurtentty by the State), will provide Santa Maria and 
other water purveyors with the bcstpossible infonnation with 
which to makcafinal decision about Lhe State WatcrPtoject. 
If the City Council (or ilny other water purveyor signatory to 
the Water Retention Contract) decides that the Slate Water 
Project is the most cost·effective solution to our water prob_ 
lems, tbey may direct the State Department of WateJ: :Re­
sources to procood with the construction process, Jt js 

imponam to note that any water purveyor may initiate the 
conStruction. of the Coast.al Aqueduct by notifying the State 
that they Wish to do so. That right is reserved for the 
individl1al purveyors in the Retention Contracts between the 
Santa Barbara Flood ContrOl and Water Conservation Ois­
trict and the purveyors. Once a purveyor asks the Flood 
Control District to direct the State to begin the construction 
proces$, each otherconttactor bas six months to either partici­
pate in the project, or to lose the opportunity forever. 

Each purveyor has the right and th~ responsibility to 
detenninc how they will conduct the process of choosing 
whether o(Oot to participate in the State Water Project. Tn the 
case of private water companies, each will ask the County to 
conduct an advisory election before making the final deci­
sion. It.is nOLclcarwhetherthe election can be binding no the 
private company. Public entities, sllch as cities and water 
districts, must hold elections if they plan to issue bonds to 
fund local improvements necessary to complete rhe projcct. 
They do not have to hold elections if ~hey have funds 
available for the construction of the local jmprovement ... For 
example, the City of Santa Maria, through the course of 
public hearings, detennined that some type of facilities 
would be necessary in the future to remedy the deteriorating 
condition of OUi water supply. The Public Works Department 
and I,he Finance Department projected the future COSIS of snch 
facilil,ies and calculated the amount of money we would need 
10 set aside each year to fund the improvCfTlents. The City 
Council approved a 5.5% surcharge on water bills in order to 
pay for the facilities. As a result, the City will nOl have to 
borrow money to pay for them. Even if the City Council 
chose Dot 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. 
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DEPENDABILITY 
OF "STATEWATER 
PROJECT" WATER 

DELIVERY 
The water which is delivered by the State Water Pmject 

originates in the SierrarNevada Monntains of North em Cali­
fornia. Large rivers, such as the Featber River. produce the 
watcrwhich is captured by dams and held forre1case xnto the 
Sacramento River, Thls water flows into the Sacramento 
River. This water flows into the SacrarnenlQ Delta, Down r 

stream, a portion of the Delta wateris pumped out and jnto the 
CaliforniaAqueducl, which parallels Highway 5 south all the 
way to Lake Penis east of Riverside. 

The State Water Project was designed to catch. hold, and 
deliver just over four million acre-feet of water anonally. 
Because sllch facilities arc expensive to build and becallse the 
capacity of the project was calculated to meet water needs 
into the fu lure, nOlan the faeili (iea were huiltduring the initial 
construction. Presently,theprojectcandeliveraoollttwoand 
one·hlllfmillion acre feet annually. In ordcr to meet contrac· 
mal commitments, additional facilities will be necessary as 
those conn-actors demand water. S 1.lch facilities are prescntl y 
nnder study, 

Of t.he active coIlti'acrors, the Meuopolitan Water District 
in Sout.hcrn California and agriculwral u,)crs in the San 
Joaquin Valley are the two biggest customers, AppfOXi~ 
matcly forty percent of the walCr delivered annually by the 
State Water Project is used. by agriculture. This uSC by 
agricultural interests was anticipated, and welcomed by those 
who designed the State Water Project, and, in fact, has been 
a boon to the San Joaquin Valley where hundreds of thou· 
sands of acres of previously unusable land have been con· 
vertcd to productive fannland. The farming inlcrests are able 
1.0 buy water as conlraCtors, as well as surplus water from the 
project less expensively than they can pump water from 
groundwater baSins. 

This Windfall for agriculturists is not absolutely secure, 
however. The State Water Project was intended primarily for 
urban/industrial users, with agriculturists being secondary 
beneficiaries. The State Water Contract distinguishes be" 
tween the two types of tisers as follOWS: 

"'tiele 18. SHORTAGE IN WATER SUf'?L Y 
(a~ Tempo:rory ShClt]i8es; Delivery Priorities 

18 .IOINT WATER COMMrrTEE 

"In any year which t,here may occur a shortage due to 
drought or other temporary cause in the supply of project 
water av.kitable for delivery to the contractors, with the result 
that such supply is less than the total of the annual emilIe" 
monts of all contractors for t.hat year, the State shall, before 
reducing deliveries of prnjeet water to all contractors, reduce 
the delivery of projcct water to each contractor using such 
water for agricultural purposes by a percentage, not to exceed 
fifty percent (50%) in any oOC year or a total of one hundred 
percent (100%) in any series of seven consecutive years, of 
that portion of the contractor's annual entitlement for the 
receptive year which is to be put to agrjcultural usc as 
det.crminedhy the State: Pl.'Ovided, that~uch percentageshall 
be the same for all such contractors. The maximum total 
reduction in deliveries allowable under the above provision 
shall he made hefore any reduction is made in projcct water 
deliveries for other uses. Any necessary reduction in delivn 
eries of project. water beyond said maximum 10tal reduction 
allowable under the foregoing provision shall be apportioned 
among all contractors irrespcctive of the tIses to which such 
water is to be PUL 1n stIch event, the State shall reduce 
deliveries to each contractor in an amount which beats !he 
same proportion to the total amoum of such nccessary funher 
reduction that the contractor's annual eI1titlement bears to the 
to~l oCthe annual entitlements of all contractors forthat year, 
all as detcnnined by the State: ... " 

The essence of this section ofthc State Water Contract is 
that agricultural users must bear the first fifty percent (50%) 
reduction in water delivery before urbanjindlL'!trial uscrs 
experience any C11t back at all, and then each would suffer 
equal reductions. The \Irban/indusrnalusers enjoy subs tan· 
tiat protect.ion from interruption as a result of this provision. 
In fact, in the more than two decades since State Water 
Project water was firsl delivered, no substantial interruption 
has been experienced by any urban/industrial contractor. In 
the course of our present dl.'Ought, no I,1rhan/indl1strial user of 
Stare Water Projcctwa:erhas suffered any reduction in water 
delivery ,although customers using CachumaLnke watcrare 
being CUt back 20%. During the severe drought of 1976·77, 
areduction of only 10% was necessary in State WaterPl:oject 
water deliveries. In addition to the excellent historical 
reliability of the State Water Projcct, the introduction of 
"new" water into the Santa Maria groundwater basin will 
tend to reverSC the degradation of water quality and will 
reduce the overdraft presently occurring in the basin. How r 

ever, oncof the most important advantages the importation of 
State Water Project water will provide is the new source it 
'Will afford. 
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STATE WATER PROJECT 
Presently, We. have only a single source of water, and that 

is onr gronndw;tter basin. When we introduce State Water 
Project water into the. valley, we wi1lllse it as OUl." primary 
source of water. If delivery of State water is ever curtailed, 
we will still have our groundwawrbasin to draw from, and the 
basin will be. in better condition that it is now because of our 
use of State Project water in the imcrim as ourprimary source. 
We will have two SOutCes ofwatcr instead of only ono. 'rbis 
dual source advantage is very important, not only in case of 
drought, but also in case of further contamination of tbe 
groundwater basin we presently rely on as our sole source of 
water. 

"Quality of State Project Water" 
Monthly Maximum 
A\'ernge 

Average 
for any lOyr 

"STATE WATER 
PROJECT" WATER 

QUALITY 

Total Dissolved Solids 
Total Hardness 
Chlorides 
Sulfates 
Boron 
Sodium Percentage 
Fluoride 
Lead 
Selenium 
Hexavalent Chromium 
Arsenic 
Iron & Manganes~ 
Magnesium 
Coppe' 
Zinc 
Phenol 

ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 

% 
ppm 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 
ppm. 

Periond 
440 220 
180 110 
110 55 
no 20 
0.6 
50 40 

1.5 
0.1 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.3 
J25 
3.0 
15 

0.001 
The subject ofSrate Water ProjCC[ water quality has been 

discussed at length in many forums. Many missratcmcnts 
have been made, and much misinformation disseminated. 
The best source of accurate information about the quality of 
the water is the State Water Supply Contract itself: 

The frrst two constituents are the most important for Out 
consideration. The Total Dissolved Solids cannot exceed 
440 ppm in anyone month arid cannot exceed. 220 ppm as nn 

Article 19. Water 
Q\lality 

(a) Table of Water 
Quality Objectivies 

"It shall be the objective 
of the State and the State 
shall take all reasonable 
measures to make available., I 
at all delivery slructures for 
delivery of project water to 
the Agency, project water of I 
such quality that the follow­
ing constituents do not ex­
ceed the concenu·ations I 
stated as follows:" 

I 

I 

Water Qua1ity (TDS parts pe~ million) 

BETTER 

State project Water 

Desalted Seawater 

New Gibr.altar 

Enlarged Cachuma 

Salsipuede:J 

Round Corral 

Santa Barbara Cyn. 

WORSE 

Santa Barbara Wastewater 

I 
Goleta wast~water 
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STATE WATER PROJECT 
average for any ten (10) yem-period. The Total Hardness is 
limilcd in a like manner, affording the user a continuing 
source of very high quality water. In the years the pI'Oject has 
been delivering water, no signi(icanl violation ofthc,,<:c limi­
tations ha<: taken place. 

Since the aqueduct which presently transports State Water 
Project water to the end of the Coast.1l Stub is open to the 
element~ (lhe Coa<:!tai Aqueduct will be a closed pipe.), the 
water requjres local treatment before it can be served to the 
public. This treannent consists offHttarlon and chlorination 
and will be accomplished at a regional treatment plant in 
northern San Lois Obispo County. This treatment plant will 
be built and operated as a cooperative effort amongst all the 
participating purveyors in San Luis Obispo and Sant Barbara 
COllnties. The treatment will be tailored to provide the 
highest quality water possible. 

THE COST OF 
"STATEWATER 

PROJECT" WATER 
In 1985, the Department ofWarer Resources publh:hed 

the results of a study called '·SANT A BARBARA COUNTY 
STATEWATERPROJECTALTERNATIVES". Thissh,dy 
was a cooperative effott between Santa B.arb31"3. County and 
the State of California. The study examined various supple­
mental water alternatives available to'each water purveyor in 
SantaBarbara County. One oflhe aspects of each alr.crnative 
studied was cost. Although actual numbers may change as 
years pass, tho costrelationships amongst water alternatives 
stays the same. (The onty urnes these relationships might 
change would be ifthero was a breal::through in desalination 
technolQgy, major changes in energy costs, or sirtJ. ilarevents). 
This study determined that the COSlS of the three most prac­
tical alternatives for the Santa Maria Valley were: 

1. StalC Water Project $430.00 ac / fL 
2, Round Corral ResCfVoir $1,467.00 ac / ft 
3. Desalination of Seawater $1,806.00 Be / ft 

(Assume!;': no "in lieu" funding for the local projects) 
Adding the cost of local treatmenl facilities const:rucl.ion, 
operation, and maintenance for the State Water Pwject water 
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would bring the cost up lO $600 - $650 ac / ft. 
To compare the cost of State Wal'er Project to no impor­

latian be addilional resources one only needs to make a few 
simple calculations. 

Since the typical valley single family residence uses less 
than 1/2 acre/feet per year (18l5 cubic feet per mo. 8.<; 

reported in Santa Maria Project Assessment Manual, Oct. 
1983), [he wal.er bill with 100% state water would be: 
($620.00/2) /12 ~ $25.83 per month. 

Currently the same City ofS~mta Maria bill for 1/2 acre 
foot per year is $15.50 per month. 

So whata bargain! An incTCa!;':e of70% (10. 78/mo.) wiJI 
provide a savings of$65.50/mo. in avoided Ircatmentplant, !, 

softeners, bottled water, and plumbing costs (see pages14/ 
15). Therefore with out state water the monthly bill is on the 
order of $80.S0/mo. (1985 $) and with state water only $25/ 
$26 (1985 $). 

Although it is !lIe least expensive, the transition from our 
present groundwater usage to State Water Project water 
would increase the cu!;':tomer'!;': water bill substantially. There 
are several offsetting factors which effectively negate the 
change. First, home softening will no longer be necessary 
except for the most particular water user. Second, most 
people who are presently using bottled water for various 
reasons will no longer find that expense and inconvenience 
necessary. Thirdly, the shortened life expectancy of plumb -
iog fixtures which results in premature replacement will be 
eliminated, thus saving substantial amounts of money. In 
addition to these direct savings to water users, the taxpayer 
wilt also save money! in that the dty will he able to avoid lhe 
cost of premalUre replacement of the water distribution 
sysrem. This cost flIns inlo the hundreds of thousands of 
dollars every yeaT. The cnd resull of lhese direct cost savings 
is that the watern!;,:cr will pay no net increase for much higher 
qllality water. 

SUPPLEMENTAL 
WATER AND 

GROWTH 

the essence; of the opposition to the imponation of State 
Water Project water is the fear by anti-growth advocates that 
any new source of water will permit and encourage the 
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STATE WATER PROJECT 
growth of business and population. The reciprocal of this 
argument is that jf you restrict a vital commodity such as 
water, you can restrictgtowth Q1Jcr the long term, The result 
of this theory put into pracf.ice can be seC',n in the Goleta 
Valley, where a water meter moratorium. has ,been in effect 
since-the early 1970's. During that timo, with a few jgolatcd 
exceptions, no new w<lte:r servlce na$ ~en offered by the 
Goleta Water Board. The Board of Supervisors, however, 
were permitting some development to take place. These 
developments, without water meters, built their own private 

Future required treatment 
plant cost 
$40.00 

Current Water Cost~ 
$15.00 

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

At the same Lime, no new SOllTCCS of water have been 
sought or secured, and in fact, every opportunity to gain new 
water soun:es has been resisted. In some cases. the Goleta 
Water Board bas filed $ult agai.nst various citizens, water 
agencies, cities. and even the County of Santa. Ba-r:-bara, in 
order to prevent others from securing new sources of water. 
This concerted effort has j at the same time, provided over· 
whelming evidence that thcrestriction ofwatcrdoes not pre­
vent population growl'h. In fact, it creates a tangled web of 
pmblcms for dlC very 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 
citi7,.em:. all in the name of preventing growth. 

Because the South coast Is a very desirable place to live 
and work, the population ha.'l increased dramatically in the 
years since the water meter moratorium was placed in effect. 
Although it seems that restricting the supply of water is not 
a very effective method for controlling population density, it 
is a more attractive method to ami-growth advQcates than the 
tegitimsl.c tools available to elected and appointed officials: 
theGeneralPtanandZoningOrdinances. Althonghtheseare 
the recognized, lawful land-usc planning tools, decision~ 
about land use are not. necessarily permanenL 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 

$80.50 
Cost pl;'r Month 

without State VVatt'r 

$25.83 
Costwhlt 100% 

State Water Project 

discomforting to anti-growlh 
people. However, the orderly 
growth of acommunity's popula­
tion and business activity is right­
fully comrollcd by the use of these 
land-useplar:ningtools. Towith­
hold a vital resource to further a 
specific political philosophy and 
thereby injure tho whole of the 
community is not only wrong, it is 
immoral. Elected and appointed 
officials, by virtue of their 
offices, areohUged to provide ade· 
quatc resources 10 their constitun 
encies, and to then use them 
wisely. WATER COST COMPARISON 
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AGRICULTURAL OVERVIEW 

AGRICULTURAL 
WATER OVERVIEW 
AND ITS RELATION 

TO THE STATE 
WATER PROJECT 

1. InO'oduction 

Santa Maria VaHey residents share both land and water 
with agriculture. Local farmers grow fruiLs and vegelables on 
approximately 4 5 ,000 acre~ of farmland. Because of the lac:k 
of regular rainfall, the production of these "row" cmps IS 

dependent upon irrigation. 'the extraction of agricultural 
groundwater is achieved through a networkofsevernl hundred 
priv8rely owned wells used by [ile overlying landown~g ,for 
farm irrigation. Farmers obtain this water by first dt:11h~g 
wells on their land to tap in to the groundwater baslIl. 
Electrical pumps must then be installed to lift the water to the 
surface. Finally, various irrigation techniques are llsed to 
apply this water to the crops. Without this water the faoning 
of virtually all of the high income specialty crops charactel:'­
iSI.ic of Santa Maria Vallcy agriculture would become impos­
sible. . 

The production of Ihese "row" crops in the Santa Mana 
Valley ~h yem' generates approximately $350-million dollars 
inlQ the local economy. Much of this money is imported into 
the Santa Mariaarea from the salcoftbcsc products through~ 
out the United States and Canada. Moreover, agriculture 
provides employmont opportunities for over 12:0~O workers, 
representing an annual payroll of over $ 138-rmlhon dol1~. 
As the latgest single industry in Santa Barbara Count~, 
agriculture is the "engine" which propels the econom~c 
development of the Santa Maria Val.iO:;y, With~ut water, thiS 

engine will ron out of fuel. The traditiOn of agncll1turolla~d 
use and lhe economic wealth it creates for the Santa Marla 
al:ca would be lost. 

n. Agricultural and Urban Water Use Compared 

AgricullufC occupies the majority of the surface area 

within the Sanrn Maria Valley and likewise uses the majority 
of tbe groundwater under that land. Most estimates place 
current agricultural water usc at 80% of the total amount. 
MuniCipal and industrial use comprises the remaining 20%, 
This ralio is likely to change in the next 25 years. 

There arc two primary reasDn~ forthis antici~ted 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, thereby increasing the demand by municipal and 
industrial users for water. 

At the same tlme it appears that overall agricultnralusage 
may rem.aincOno;;tanlorcvcn deCrease. The developmemand 
introduction of new irrigation techniques will result in less 
water being used per crop acre by fanners. This water savings 
may be offset to some extent by increases in irrigated farm. 
land or multiple cropping of the same land. 

It is difficulL to forl;!S('.e all of the developments or aCCII­

rarelypredictfutnre agricultural usage. Howeverj in the next 
25 years it is most-likely that the urban demand foradditional 
waterwHl outpace agricllltllTC' s growth requirements regard­
ing water. This may mean that the 80,20 ratio of agricultuTaI 
to urban use may change to reflect a more evenly balanced 
ratio by the year 2015. 

III. The Economic Importance of Conserving Water to 
Agriculture 

The drillil'lg of agricultural water wells and the pumping 
of groundwater to the surface is a cost of productiOn ~hat 
farmers must absorb. The operation of these pnmps reqmres 
agrcat deal of costly electrical energy which the farmer must 
pay for. As water levels decline. more energy i~ needed to 
lift the water from deeper levels, thereby inc.reasing these 
costs, Furthennore, when the water table goes down too far, 
the wells themselves may not reach these 101lels and will 
pump air. These wells mllSllhcn bc deepened or redriUed 
altogether. Thisreptescntsa majorcxpcnsc to thefal11ler, As 
can be secn, it makes economic sense for farmers to COnserve 
their water and use as little as possible, The farmcr who 
minimizes his water usage in tum reduces his momhly energy 
bill. He also avoids the danger of drawing down the water 
table through heavy pumping. 

The research and development of new irrigation tech­
niques is changing agricultural water lise practices. In the 
past 10 years many farmers have been able to usc less water 
without cutting production through these new irrigation 
tcchnique.'l. Example..'l of Ihese are the use of sprinklcrpipes 
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AGRICULTURAL OVERVIEW 
and drip lines, both of which are replacing traditional furrow 
irrigation. Using these new mcthodswatcrii>: appHeddirectly 
1.0 the root zone of the plant thereby avoiding the loss ofWBrer 
through evaporation and run off. Due to the fact that the.~e 
new irrigation systems usc less water they become cost 
effective for the fanner who can pay for these systems 
through savings in pumping costs. It is amicipated that 
farmers will continue to adopt new irrigation techniques that 
will result in more efficient water use. 

IV. Agricultural Water Problems 

Agricultural water problems can be classified into two 
main areas; those deallng with quality and those pertaining 
to qllantity, 

1. Quality 

The quality OFlhc water wilhin the Sama Maria Valley 
groundwater basin is det.criomting. The salinity levels in the 
water arc increasing at an alarming rate. Water with high 
salinity contem becomes a problem for agriculture because it 
cannot be used for certain salt sensitive crops. An example 
of this problem is found in the Lompoc Vallcy where crops 
have been "burned" and yields reduced due to the high 
salinity of the groundwater within that basin. 

High salinity also increases the amount of water that 
rn!1st be used by agriculture. Farmers must periodically leach 
the soils of these accunndal.Cd salts. This is accomplished by 
flooding a field with Wa(Cr. 111is' necessary "leaching" 
practice in tum rcq(lircs morc water which aggravates the 
overdraft. 

2. Quanl.il,y 

The continued overdrafting of the basin will result in all 
users competing more intensely for the available water. This 
will create pressures on agriclltllltc to subordinate its use to 
1. he needi': of the urban population. If there is not enough watcl:" 
1,0 go around, priority will be given 10 human c.onsumplion 
over the growing of crops. Agricultural W""E1," use will be 
viewed as non-essential and lhus can be sacrificed to 
maintain the quality of human life. 

Any water short.1gc wiU thus affect agriculture first and 
the impact will be profound. Farmland located on lhe fringe 
of the groundwater basin will be lost as wells go dry. FaI1I1-
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land located close La urban areas will come under increasing 
ul:"ban development. pressnres. New projects wi" be forced to 
develOp independent water sources as a condition of ap­
proval. The only availablcindependem sources would be to 
obtain agricuhnral water right" located On agricultumlland. 
This would direct urban growth toward prime agricultural 
lands. Finally, the logical end of the overdrafting would 
probably be an attempt by the County to adjudicate the basin 
allocating water rights and imposing mandatory rationing. A 
regulatory scheme such as: this would place cnorm,Olls pres­
sures upon agriculmfC and it is not unforcscea ble that farming 
companies would leave Santa Maria and relocate to other 
areas where water SO\ll:"ces would be more available and the 
regulatory climate less intrusive, 

v. The State Water Project a.<: a Sohltion to Agricululf<11 
WaterProble.ms 

The development of addi tiona! water supplies will bene­
fit agriculture. The St.ate Wau:r Project i~ unique from other 
possible supplemental local sources in that the water is of a 
much higher quality than local water with it's high salt 
content. Agricullure does not have an entitlement right to 
State Water and thus will not have access to use State Water. 
Moreover, thjs water is far too costly far agriculture to usc. 
Farmers, however, would indirecllybenefit from its impor­
tation in the following ways: 

1. Quality 

State Water is very high quality water in 1ha.t it contains 
only about one quarter of the salt content of OUI:" local 
groundwater. This high quality "alpine" type water would 
probahly render unnecessary tim widespread use of water 
softeners by mban residents. These softeners use salt.~ to 
soften water which then flows as sewage to local waste water 
treatmenl plants. At these plants the effluent is allowed to 
percolate back down into lhe ground, recharging the basin. 
The percolation of this high &B.ltconlent effluent is one of the 
major causes of groundwater degradation within the basin. 
As this water is used and reused the salt concentration 
bccomes higher and higher. The lise of high quality StatC". 
Water by urban residents would all but eliminate the need for 
water softeners, This majOI:" source of water degradation 
could thus be substantially reduced. 
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Moreover, the effluent produced by State Water will be 
of higher quality than thewatercutrentIyin the basin. "Wbcn 
State Water percolates into the brulin at Ihe waste water 
treatmcntP'ants, it will recharge tIm basin and tend to dilute 
the salt. content cleansing the existing water supplies. This 
w.ill remrd the buildup of salts. Therefore the quality of the 
groundwate.f used by agriculture will be enhanCed. 

2. Quantity 

Under the proposed S tate Water Project water purveyors 
will deliver this water to residential and business users. For 
the first time urban users would have an independent wat.er 
source, Santa Maria Valley residents would not have to rely 
exclusively on the groundwaler basin for their water needs. 
This would considerable lessen the amount of water that 
would need to he pumped for municipal and industrial Ulles. 
MOre warer would then become available for agriculLure. 
State Water would eat up a large chunk of the CUITent 

overdraft and the life of [he basin would be extended. 

This would benefit agriculture because urban pumping 
pressures on the basin would be reduced thus easing the 
com]Jetition bet\vf'len agricullure and urban interests for the 
same water. 

VI. Conclusion 

In evaluatjng the State Water Project there appears to be 
an advantage for agriculture if the high quality impottcd 
walCr is delivered [0 urban areas. Agriculture would indi~ 
reetly benefit because; 1) the ci ties will reduce their pumpage 
fmrn the underground basin, leaving more water for agricul~ 
ture; and, 2) effltlenUl from sewage t .. eatmentplants will have 
much lOwer salt content, thus making thcm 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 Association through the Joint 
Water Committee. 

Santa Maria Vallcy Chamber of Commerce 

The Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce has anticipated 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 S. 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 attract 
diversified industry, maintain economic stability and create new jobs for the Santa 
Maria Valley. 

Founded in 1961 as the Santa Maria Valley Developers, the E.D,A, consists of over 
300 members and is considered one of the most influential business groups in the 
Santa Maria Valley. 

428·E Soutll llroadway 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 

(805) 922·7737 
Bob Royster~ Executive Director 
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