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&5 groundwater; & Nacimiento Lake; & Santa Margarita
Lake; &5 Whale Rock Reservoir; and € recycled water

San Luis Obispo e

Avila Beach .......... & Lopez Lake and &5 State Water Pipeline.
Pismo Beach ......... & groundwater; & Lopez Lake; and &3 State Water Pipeline.
GroverBeach........ & groundwater and &5 Lopez Lake.

Arroyo Grande ...... ¥ groundwater and €} Lopez Lake.

Oceano............... & groundwater; & Lopez Lake; and & State Water Pipeline.
Guadalupe........... @?'groundwater and & State Water Pipeline.
Santa Maria.......... & groundwater; & Twitchell Reservoir; and &} State

Water Pipeline.

Vandenberg AFB..... & groundwater and & State Water Pipeline.

Lompoc .............. & groundwater; & recycled water; and & surface water
from Frick Springs.

Buellton.............. & groundwater and &} State Water Pipeline.

Goleta................ € groundwater and 3 State Water Pipeline.

Santa Barbara ....... €§ groundwater; € Lake Cachuma; and &} State Water Pipeline.
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: : 2002, CA Dept, of 2008, Preliminary
1991 & 1992, NCSD Water Resources finds design memorandum
Customers decline demands significantly

opporturity 1o exceeding safe yield

and project costs
estimate in excess of

participate in State on Nipomo Mesa s20M

Water Project.

January 1965, Nipomo CSD

formed by community action 1997, Santa Maria
to provide safe reliable Il ow ; dju&icaiion
drinking water. begins.
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1980 1992

1570 - ’*991& 1994 11997 |2001

2010, District enters
wholesale water
agreement with City of
Santa Maria

2004; County commissioned Water Resources 2007 — current, District works
Report finds “overdraft conditions™ on Nipme o complete project design and
Mesa. District enters Memorandum of cost estimates and develop

Understanding with City of Santa Maria to
purchase water.

2004 l 2005

e

1994, District
completes first study
of water supply.
alternatives..

1970’ and 80°s, Various .
development projects on
Nipomo Mesa, including

Blacklake Golf Resort, raise

2005, Groundwater Settlement

Stipulation includes project to “intertie’

Nipomo CSD and City of Santa Maria
waler systemns to facililate sale of water
from Santa Maria to Nipomo.

2009, Project EIR certified

District concerns over long-
range reliability of water
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Outside the Nipomo Mesa Management
Area — NEW WATER

2,500 acre-feet per year minimum,

>SAP

Cost

|Lowest

Reliability

Uninterrupted year around

“Quality

| Little or no purification required
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Construction Costs

Design, EIR, Right of Way,
Construction Management,
Mitigation Monltorlng

Assessment District Planning & - $16M
Formation

Financing Costs & Reserves

Contrlbutlons DWR Grant
NCSD Reserves

Total -Funds ReqUired




. If 50% of tt e_'_' Value'"o returne | baIIIots' are YES,
the Assessment District will be formed
* Only ballots returned will be counted
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Chart ES-1
Selected Local Waer Agencies
Comparison of Single-family Residential Bi-monthly Water Bills I']
at 40 Cef-Bi-monthly

Pumo
Beach

1R | WLB | $10241 $133.92 | $147.60 | $1505¢ | $17038 | $171.40 | $20771 [ $200.45 | $206.57 | $206.02 | $311.50

{1} Forrases in priect July 2011,
{2] Total te-maTtidy bl 15 $105.92
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EXHIBIT E

Good Evening. My name is Pat Eby and I am a member of the Mesa Community
Alliance, a Public Benefit Corporation.

Lucia Mar Unified School District has received ballots for the NCSD Supplemental
Water Project Assessment District that will impose tax obligations on Mesa schools for
more than $177,000. MCA respectfully asks the District to vote NO on their ballets
for the following reasons:

1. MCA is outraged that NCSD has assessed a property tax on our schools that currently
do not pay property taxes. This assessment further impacts the quality of education that
our schools can provide at a critical time when school budgets are being hammered year
after year with cuts to their funding streams. This truly is a shameful abuse of power.

2. In its final mailing prior to the balloting period, NCSD stated that the assessment
district only determines the funding mechanism for the pipeline. Therefore, this is nota
vote for or against the pipeline or the need for supplemental water. Growth on the Mesa
is currently constrained by our water supply. Gradual growth provides time to ensure we
have adequate water. 4 YES vote opens the door to unconstrained growth on the Mesa --
as noted in the project’s Final EIR — with accompanying impact on District schools.

3. MCA believes this project is primarily about grewth as shown by NCSD’s taxing
. methods. NCSD has stacked the deck so that the developed properties pay for most
of the capital costs, while the undeveloped properties get the future benefit. So
LMUSD’s should vote NO because they would be paying for future growth under
the guise of a current water shortage, NCSD’s ballots are heavily weighted in favor of
the undeveloped properties that are assessed at a higher rate. Developed properties --
including the schools in NCSD’s territory -- are losing $6,000,000 in voting power
because of this method of assigning costs.

4, After poring through hundreds of documents, MCA is convinced that this pipeline is a
very bad plan that will not cure any water problems. It will also drain more than $300
million from the Mesa that will affect our economy for the next 30 years.

*5. Any claim that the pipeline is “mandatory” is misleading. The Stipulation is an
agreement among settling parties that was accepted by the Court and the Court ordered
the Stipulation to be part of the Final Judgment. The Court did not have any finding that
required the pipeline to solve any water problem so the District does not violate any court
order by voting NO — a NO vote only refuses to aliow this unfair tax.

6. MCA does not agree that the Mesa has a critical water shortage. NCSD’s own
Groundwater Level reports contradict their claims. We agree that the Mesa aquifer has a
decades-old pumping depression int the area near the intersection of Willow Rd. and Hwy
1. We suspect the primary cause is due to NCSD pumping ~1,875 AF and Conoco
Phillips pumping ~1,200 AF annually from this vicinity — this equates to 26% of the total
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Mesa annual water use. Redistribution of well pumping and use of reclaimed wastewater
can alleviate the strain on this portion of our aquifer.

MCA supports solutions that produce new water and make proven fiscal sense. As a
short-term solution we advocate reclaiming the 3,000 AF of wastewater that the South
SLO County Sanitation District dumps into the ocean every year near Oceano, Cleaning
that water to a tertiary level will enable its use on golf courses and irrigation to reduce
groundwater pumping.

We also advocate brackish water desalination that uses a mixture of fresh and ocean
water and have located two successful brackish water operations in Morro Bay and
Monterey County that were completed within the last five years. Desalination isnota
pipe dream. With excellent planning, it can produce reasonable new water supplies.

Current NCSD and future anticipated water rate comparison:

Water rate math: 1 unit of water = 100 cubic feet (ccf) =748 gallons
1 acre foot = 435 units = water for about 2 families for one year

May 2012 NCSD cost for 36 units of water = $70 x 6 = $420/year .
July 2014 with pipeline water flow: 36 units of water = $148 x 6 = $888/year
Santa Maria has increased water rates 5% per year for the past 28 years.

Thank you for the opportunity to present MCA’s views this evening.






