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FOREWORD 

The Davis-Dolwig Act (Sections 11900-11925 of the California Water Code) 
declares that recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement costs of state 
water projects benefit all of the people of California and are to be borne 
by them. The Act also provides a procedure through which the Department 
of Water Resources will be reimbursed for those recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement expenditures that are financed by project funds. The 
Department is to annually report such expenditures to the Legislature. If 
the Legislature approves the reported costs, a like amount of the State's 
tideland gas and oil revenues will be released to the Department from a 
continuing $5,000,000 annual appropriation of tideland revenues which has 
been authorized specificially for that purpose (California Statutes of 1964, 
First Extraordinary Session, Chapter 138, as amended by California Statutes 
of 1966, First Extraordinary Session, Chapter 27). 

This constitutes the .Department's report to the 1973 Legislature in com­
pliance with the above requirement. An additional $16,725,981 for recre­
ation and fish and wildlife enhancement is reported herein; most of which 
is due to the initial reporting of the allocated costs of Lake Del Valle. 
The Department requests that the additional amount be approved. 

W~r.f.~~1 
William R. Gianelli, Director 

'Department of Water Resources 
The Resources Agency 
State of California 
March 28, 1973 
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and on the basis of records 
compiled under the direction of 

Thomas H .. T. Morro.", Chief 
Division of Land and Right of Way 
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ABSTRACT 

Thia appendix complies with California Water 
Code Section 11912 Which requires an annual 
Report to the .Legislature by the Department 
of Water Resources. The Departmen t reports 
that multiple-purpose capital coats of the 
State Water Project that have been alloc~ted 
ta recreation and fish and wildlife enh~lce­
ment through December 31,1972 total$48,521A86 
Expenditures for acquiring rights-af-way, 
easements, and property for recreation devel­
opment associated with project facilitie~ 
through December 31, 1972, total $8,303,576. 
The total of these costs and expenditures 
($56,905,162) includes those costs and .. ,,­
pendi tures previously reported to and approved 
by the Legislature (HO,179,181). 



REPORTING OF RECREATION AND FISH AND 
WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT COSTS 

.Section 11912 of the California Water Code assigns to the Department of 
Water Resources the following responsibilities: 

It shall be the· duty of the department to report annually to 
the Legislature the costs 3 if any> which the department has 
allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enha~cement for 
each facility of any state water project. The department shall 
also report. to the Legislature any revisions which the depart­
ment makes in such allocations. 

The department shall submit each such cost allocation to the 
bepartment of Navigation and Ocean Developmen~ to the Department 
of Parks and Recreation 3 and to the Department of Fish and Game. 
Phe Department of Navigation and Ocean Development> the Depart­
ment of Parks and Recreation> and the Dep~rtment of Fisha~d 
Game shall file with the Department of Water Resources their 
written comments with respect to each such cost allocation~ 
which written comments shall be included in the report required 
by this section. 

It shall also be the duty of the department to report to the 
Legislature on any expenditure of funds for acqui~ing.rights­
of-way> easements and property pursuant to Section 346 for 
recreation development associated with such facilities .... 

This appendix constitutes the Department's 1973 report as required by Sec­
tion 11912. 

For brevity, "fish and wildlife enhancement" is hereafter referred to as 
"enhancement". The Department's cost allocations treat recreation and 
enhancement as one combined purpose of the State Water Project. 

Organization of Report 

The costs of State Water Project 
facilities which the Department has 
allocated to recreation and enhance­
ment through December 31, 1972, are 
shown in Table 1, pages 6 and 7.to­
gether with expenditures for ac­
quiring rights-of-way,easements r 

and property for recreation de velop­
ment associated with such facili ties. 

The notes which immediately follow 
Table 1 contain an explanation of 
the Department's procedures for re­
porting recreation and enhancement 
costs, a description of how the 
amounts shown in the Table are cal­
culated, and ~a reconciliation of 
significant changes from costs shown 
in previous reports. 

For the first time, the reported costs 
include joint capital costs of Del 
Valle Dam and Lake Del Valle that are 
allocated to recreation and enhance-' 
ment. The derivation of allocation 
percentages for Del Valle is described 
in this report, as well as a revised 
derivation of percentages previously 
reported for Frenchman Dam and Lake. 
The derivation of percentages for the 
remaining facili.ties listed in the 
upper portion of Table 1 have been 
described in previous reports. 

Included at the end of this report 
are comments by the DeparLment of 
Navigation and Ocean Development, the 
Department of Parks and Recreation, 
ruld the Department of Fish and Game. 
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TABLE 
(Reported to 

1: RECREATION AND ENHANCEl'-1ENT 
the California Legislature in 

Type of Costs, project Facility, 

and Source of Funds 

I 
(in 

Disbursernen ts, 

1952- .I 
1959 . 1960 .\1%1 .\ 1962 \ 

1963 
\ 

196,4 J 1965 

JOINT CAPITAL COS~'<; ALLOCA1'ED TO RECIU:A~'ION 
AND ENIlA.NCE~IENT: (b 

Frenchman Dam and Lake (78.5%) 
Cal~fornla \~ater Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other fur.ds I 

Ante::::

o

::: and Lake (100.0t) I 
California Water Resources Developnlent Bond Fund I 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

GrizZl¥ Valley Dam 
Call ornla Water 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

and Lake Davis (94.9%) 
Resources Development Bond Fund 

California Aqueduct, Delta to Dos Amiqos P.P. (3.5%) 
Californ1a Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Oroville Division (2.9\) 
Cal1torn1a Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Del Valle Dam and Lake Del Valle (48.0%) 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal. 

561,021 
561,021 

35,900 
35,900 

73,639 
~ 

637,998 
637,998 

115,111 
rrs-;rrr 

780,902 
780,902 

-203 
35,039 

3T;836 

13 ,071 
-rr;orr 

-32 
292, B89 
292;B5i 

89,362 
~ 

643,617 
643,617 

-300 
197,926 
197,626 

1,992 
--r;192 

-1,483 
56,211 
~ 

-103 
381,606 
381,503 

110,584 
~ 

1,117 
99,718 

IOo,if35 

-300 25,829 
781,788 2,634,759 
7~1,488 2,660,588 

19,730 
107,617 
ITr;3TI 

4,833 
-198 
~ 

490,509 
18',847 

509,356 

489,287 
-3,337 

m-;95O 

4,652 
6 

4,658 

259,679 
158 

i59;li37 

934,274 
3,987 

ns;zn 

814 139,934 703,817 1,237,621 
146,439 1,026,843 536,654 327,625 
I47T!>3 ~~ 1,240,471 1,565,246 

181 28,994 1,152,459 965,009 
437,567 1,029,970 -6,341 36,213 
~ 1,058,964 1,146,118 1,~ 

15 
51,950 

--rr;9b5 

24,215 
222,880 
"ITT;09"5" 

394,608 
-2,135 

392,4TI 

720,708 
53 

'T2O;IbT 

TOTAL 1,440,247 1,280,625 1,390,050 1,835,530 5,361,606 3,779,003 4,489,985 

SPECIFIC COSTS OF ACQUIRING LAND FOR IU:CREATION 
DEVELOPMENT: (c 

Frenchman Dam and Lake 
Callfornla Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Gri zzly Valley Darn and Lake Davis 
Cai1torn1a Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Oroville Division 
California Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All othe r funds 

Subtotal 

Del Valle Dam and Lake Del Valle 
Ca11forn18 \-later Resources Development· bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

San Luis Dam and Reservoir and OtNeill Forebay 
Cal~forn1a Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

California Aqueduct 
Cal1forn~a ~,-later P.esources Development Bona Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Castaic Darn and Lake 
Cal1forn~a Water Resources Development Dond Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

Cedar Springs Dam and Silverv/ood Lake 
California Water Resources Development Bona Fund 
All other funds 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

I 

45,962 
45,962 

976 
---g'}6 

2,334 
~ 

592 
-----m-

102 
--roI 

441 
--.rrr 

2,907 
--r,9O'7. 

55,330 

TO'l'AL RECREATION AND ENHANCEMENT COSTS 
California h"ater Resources Development Bond 
All other funds 

Fund I 
11 ,495,577 

GRAND TOTAL 11 ,495,577 

I 

Footnotes a - g are present!:lc on pagos e through 11. 

1,936 
~ 

985 
~ 

18,271 
-rr;TII 

4,983 
---r,gn 

2,930 
~ 

441 
--.rrr 

2,907 
-y;9O'T 

38,731 

605 
--gas 

334 
-n4 

32,233 
--rr;2TI 

8,422 
---a,m 

28,406 
-rr;4Ob 

552 
---s-57 

27,700 
2'/,"iOO 

105, U~3 

-154 
2,622 
~ 

1,169 
--r;T69. 

-32,691 
95,711 
~ 

-33,577 
57,366 

--rr;m-

-310 
.496 

-------rB6 

918 
5,058 
~ 

68,307 
82,953 

ITI;m" 

900 
10,909 

-rr;-m-

-42,491 
43,809 

~ 

-33,821. -51,047 
62,362 75,272 

28,54T 2T,IT> 

2,705 
~ 

5,216 
25,255 

3O;4IT 

156,375 

603 
5,278 
~ 

141,609 

342,264 

715 
2 

--m 

23,135 
5 

--n;rn 

226,476 
-22,130 
~ 

24,094 
95 

--rr;rn-

-25,104 
-4,271 
~ 

47,815 

-~~:m 

12,209 
831 

-r:r:mo 

661 

--m 

695 

546,325 

s-H:§ 4 , 

72 ,024 
-81, 

--rr;TI: 

89,261 
-5,"11. 
~ 

678,62 
-2,05 

7l'IbY51 

150,57 

~ 

263,096 1,539,0· 

-288 -1,886 -94,317 358,308 3,544,853 5,672.9 
1,319,644 1,496,949 2,086,222 5,345,562 497,246 356,0 

1,319,356 1,495,063 1,991,905 5,703,870 4,042,099 6,029,0 



COSTS OF' THE STF.TE \<YATER PROJECT \ a 
response to Water 'Code Section 11912) 

dollars) 

By Calendar Year 
i Total .Z\dd: Total 

Costs 
Con~arison with Costs 

Previously Repor~ed I, Disburse-
1 ments -----------,-----------,--------,---------,-------,------,--------4, Thru 

II 1968 I 1969 1970 \ 1971 i 1972 i 1972 I 

Interest 
Accruals 

Thru 

J 
Reported 

Thru 
1972 

I r-------.--------1 
Thru I Increase I 196& 

16,805 
8 

J:b,STI 

36,861 
13 
~ 

1,595,321 
35,551 

1. 730,872 

1,808,139 
249,229 

2,057,368 

2,250,292 
18.794 
~ 

2,889,534 
2,065 

2,891,599 

195/ 

57,161 

153,624 
2' 

153,626 

471,46& 
12,395 
~ 

1,487,460 
126,834 

1,614,294 

1,338,830 
45,257 

1,384,087 

2,317 
553 

-r,m-

18,498 
21,540 
~ 

173,989 
13,102 

IJr'J.09T 

266,762 
265,462 
~ 

88,815 

m'm 
5,472,530 821,958 

382,949 1,036,721 
D5~,479 ~-'9 

9,002,612 9,548,508 3,033,879 

1,544 

16,198 

~ 

1,034,241 
- 3,431 

1,030,810 

9,453 

36,620 
75,598 

I'!T;TI'8 

9,537 
-790 

---a;7Ti 

3US,776 

66,502 

6b,;02 

1,o31,2-!8 

536 167 
228 

~~, 

170,026 

T'JQ,lm 

28,896 
-34. ,023 
~ 

491,130 

~ 

7,496 

-gr~~~ 
,2 I 

10,955 
10,299 
~ 

873,196 

3:!,261 

1,590,503 

-14,<18 

~ 

-4 t 346 

~~r~~3 
" " 

-75,145 
-81,598 

-Irr;"rn 

2,889 
3,178 
~ 

8,275 

~~!;~E 
,~~ 

-6,629 
-25,708 
~ 

1,350 
-138,061 
-rrc;-m 
-238,071 

151 1,369 7,230 1,248 
1,221 279 240 1,614 

--r;-:3'TI ----r:oTI ~ --z;8b7 

9,862 19,612 25,049 1,631 
207.446 5,027 3,087 2,113 
~ '2T;'639 28;TI6 --r;744 

23,614 6,054 9,674 1,686 
157,266 62,253 772 2,646 
I'8O';B8O 68;"307 J:O;446 ~ 

80,728 90,497 24,812 16,116 
214,391 54,657 11,863 12,713 
~m-;TI'4~~ 

27,202 8,296 8,219 4,642 
90,011 16.235 5,656 11,277 

IIT;TI3 ~ -rr;8i5 ~ 

I 
96,8831 

2,430,023
1 2,526,906 
I , 

1,040,351 1 

3,943, 645 1 
4,983,996 

, 
3,825,095[ 

499,927 
4,325,022 

1972 

2,110 

98,30 ° 

400,125 

! 
5,855,164

1

' 709,251 
3,172,210 
9,027,314 ~ 

I 
5'872' 804 11 '717'886 
3,323,294 
9,196,098 1,717,886 

I 

146 21,268 23,959 40,310 10,409,251 2,984,739 
73,903 47,406 2,881 6,798 ~2~,1~4~O~,5~2~8~1,,,n>.r-~ 
~ b'B,b')4 ~ 4T;T08 '12,549,7792,984,739 

I 
98,993 

2,430,023 
2,529,016 

1,138,651 
3,943,645 
5",0 82,! 2% 

,~,n~.,po, 
499,927 

4,725,147 

6,:5.6"4,415 
3,172~.210 
9, 736,625 

7,590,·690 
I 3,323,294 

10,913,984 

13,393,,990 
2,140,528 

"15.'534,518. 

1971 1 t 

61,714 
1,527,91( 
1,5 89 ,6" 8 

1,134,005 
3,94l,686 
5,075,691 

4,295;455 
586,048 

4,881,503 

6,559,397 
3,165;183 
9,n~,~8C 

7,430,495 
3,304,080 

10,734,570 

37,279 
902.109 
939,388 

4,646 
1,959 

6";605 

-70,235 
-86,121 

-156,356 

5,018 
7,027 
~ 

160,195 
19,214 

I/9,40'9 

13:393,990 
2,140,528 

15,534,,18 

885,941 334,953123,442 102,794 42,609,1755,912,411 '48;521,586 32,005,977 116,515,609 

29 533 759 11 
75 51 

----rD'4 ---s33 ---no --rr 

333 ,972 993 11 
44 

---rrr '---rr1 --r;lfr1 --rr 

-5,027 3,256 8,697 -704 
30,861 4,244 3,819 1,873 
~ ~ -rr;-m- ---r;T69 

-1,809 920 339 22 
543 108 90 240 
~ J:";'01S --m --rr2 

1,600 80,920 2,356 
1,324 -327 547 
--r,IT.{~~ 

797 
2 

---m 

14,048 475,087 8<18-159,312 
19,877 1,498 1,698 78,882 
33,925 476,585 ~ -80;00 

-31,092 9,144 13,679 24,890 
5,507 804 5,659 t5r23~ 
~~~ O,l~c 

38,289 12,028 -28,635 3,763 
~~2r~;~ 23,253 -41,755 ~ 

0,_ 35";7iIT ~ 8,251 

696,848 612,440 -30,811 -29,801 

4,491 
51,977 
56,468 

198,863 
8,571 

2O'I;'TIT 

1,873,430 
288,532 

2,161,962 

521 / 928 
-~9r~97 
412,431 

120,766 
163,182 
303,948 

1,001,006 
271, 655 1 

1,272 ,661! 

1,430,355 'II 

11,746 
1,4";2,1.01 

i 
I 

286 230 i 
528;979' 
815,2091 

13,769 

660,732 

660,732 

155,624 

155,624 

-1,438 

-=r;T3B 

293,454 

<113,992 

4,647 
, 51)977-

56,624 

21':2,632 
.'8,:571 

TIT:'203 

2~53~;162 
':28B,532 

.2,,822,,694 

677,552 1 
-49',.49,7 'I 
628,055 I 

119,328 
183,182 
30.2,510 

1,294,460 
271,655 

1,566,115 

1,344,347 
'11,746 

1, eS6, G93 

1 

i 
I 

I 
4.01,303 i 
528,979 : 
930,282 i 

.4 , 727 
51,923 
56,650 

218,89{ 
8,590 

rrJ;4S4 

2,429,959 
339,310 

2,'169,269-

639,903 
-46,972 
592,931 

-18,731 
63,103 
44,372 

1,439,555 
144,363 

1,583,918 

2,037,346 
-85,438 

1,9:>1.,902 

418,678 
527,794 
946,612 i 

6,732,214 1,651,362 I 8,383,575 i 8,173,204 ~ 

-80 
54 

-=26 

-6,262 
-19 

-=r,Tfl 

104,203 
-50'n 

53, 2 

37,649 
-2,525 

35,ffi 

138,059 
120,079 
258,138 

-145,095 
127,2S2 
-17,803 

-192,999 
97,184 
~ 

-17,575 
1,185 

-16,390 

2:i.O,372 

10,256,323 10,596,567 1,232,482 158,07~ 729,956 97,979 -64/8a~ 132,536,617 7,563,773 
-5,348 137,877 116,804,772 377,037 542 1 444 1,5131326 1:424,715 217,~37 

10,633,860 11,139,Oll 547,393 92,631 72,993 !49,34.l~389 
I , 

, I I 
7 .. 56:;, 773(C!j56,905,l6Ze:!40 t17~ #181 {fl16, 725,,9&1(.9 

! t ; 

i 



Notes to Table 1 

a) Recreation and enhancement costs 
herein refer only t6 those capital 
costs of mul tiple-purpose facilities 
of the State Water project that are 
allocated to recreation and enhance­
ment and/or of lands that are ac­
quired fur associated recreation de­
velopmen~ These costs are budgeted 
by the Department of Water Resources 
from funds that are available to the 

Department for financing the capital 
costs of the Project. 

The remaining recreation and enhance­
ment costs of types not reported 
herein are budgeted by several state 
departments and are financed by ap­
propriations from a variety of funGls. 
These costs and appropriations are 
summarized below: 

General Fund Appropriations, 
unless otherwise noted 

Type of Recreation and Enhancement: 
Costs Not Reported in Table 1 1973-74(a 

Total, 
1972-73 : 1962-63thru 

1973-74 

Allocated operation, maintenance and 
replacement costs of mul tiple-purpose 
facilities $ 1,522,000 $ o $ 3,795,000 

Capi tal costs of recreation developments 
other than for land acquisition 13,572,000(b 14,060,OOO(b 57,134,OOO(C 

Operation, maintenance, and replacement 
costs of recreation developments 1,368,000 1,020,000 3,985,000 

a) proposed amounts shown in the Governor's Budget. 
b) Total amounts from the Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 

Fund. 
c) Includes $1,236,000 from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund, and 

$200,000 directly from the Highway Users Tax Fund and an additional 
$11,470,000 from the Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund. 

Allocated operation, maintenance, 
and replacement costs of multiple­
purpose facilities' are budgeted by 
the Department of Water Resources 
and financed by annual appropria­
tions from the General Fund. Capital 
costs (other than land acquisition 
costs) and operation, maintenance, 
and replacemen~ costs of recreation 
developments are budgeted by the De­
partmen t of Parks and Recreation -­
except that the costs of boating 
facilities are budgeted by the De~ 

. partment of Navigation andOcean De­
velopment. Costs of enhancement 
developments are budgeted by the 
Department of Fish and Game. 
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b) Joint capital costs allocated to 
recreation and enhancement are based 
on the Department's derlvation, for 

each multiple-purpose facility, of 
the percentages of the totai joint 
costs that are attributable to each 
included purpose. These derivations 
are based on the application of 
conventional cost allocation methods 
which weight the estimated costs to 
be incurred and benefits to be re-" 
alized during a 50-year period of 
analysis. Allocated costs reflect 
the a~plication of these percentages 
to the actual capital costs incurred 
for the facility as accounted b.y the 
Department. 

Co~t6 allocated to recreation and 
enhancement generally are first re­
ported in the year following the 
year construction of a facility is 
complete. However, these allocated 
costs may be subsequently "changed 



due to either the adjustment of ac­
cqunted capital costs or the revi­
sion of allocation percentages. 

The allocation percentages of a fa­
cility may be revised if it can be 
formally demonstrated that such re­
vision is warranted due to substan­
tial changes in the supporting fac­
tors to the previous . derivation. 
Such demonstration could include the 
finding that (1) funds are not forth­
coming for financing the costs of 
planned recreation developments, 

with resultant decreases i~ projec­
ted recreation benefits and costs, 
or (2) a c.hange in cost allocation 
method would produce more equitable 
results. 

The tentative schedule shown in 
Table 2 indicates the times when 
allocated costs of each State Water 
project facility will be first re­
ported and when the factors which 
support the derivation of allocation 
percentages will be periodically re­
viewed for substantial changes. 

TABLE 2: TENTATIVE SCHEDULE FOR REPORTING AND REVIEW 
OF COST ALLOCATIONS 

Year 
:Allocation: 

Project Facility 

Year Supporting Factors 
to be Reviewed 

for Substantial Changes 
to be 

: Initially 
Reported :73:74:75:76:77:78:79:80:81:82:83:84:85\a 

Frenchman Lake 
Antelope Lake 
Lake Davis 
Abbey Bridge Reservoir 
Dixie Refuge Reservoir 
Oroville Division 
Delta Facilities 
North Bay Aqueduct 
South Bay Aqueduct (Lake 

Del Valle) 
California Aqueduct, 

Project Conservation 
Facilities: 

Bethany Reservoir 
San Luis Reservoir 
O'Neill Forebay 
Los Banos Reservoir 
Aqueduct Developments 

California Aqueduct, 
Project Transportation 
Faci1i ties: 

Pyramid Lake 
Castaic Lake 
Silverwood Lake 
Lake Perris 
Aqueduct Developments 

1965 x 
1966 x 
1968 x 
1979 (b 
1981(b 
1971 
1980(b 
1980 

1973 

1970 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

1974 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

X 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
X· 

x 
x 

a) Reviews would continue in the time-sequence indicated. 
b) Construction schedule tentative and subject to revision. 

In accordance with the above, the al­
location for Del Valle of the South Bay 
Aqueduct is ini tially reported herein. 
Based on the scheduled review of fac­
tors supporting previous allocations 
for the three Upper Feather reser­
voirs (Frenchman and ~ntelope Lakes 

and Lake Davis), a revised French­
man Lake allocation is warranted and 
reported herein. Review of the Lake 
Davis allocation indicates that fac­
tors have not substantiallv changed. 
Antelope Lake is still used solely 
for recreation and enhancement. 
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TABLE 3: SUlYlMARY OF RECREATION LAND ACQUISITIONS (a 

(in acres) 

Project Facility 
:Acqulred: To be :Federal: 

(b :Acquired:Lartds (c: Total 

Frenchman Lake 719 0 0 719 
Ahtelope Lake 1,342 0 0 1,342 
Lake Davis 733 0 0 733 
Abbey Bridge 0 2,663 0 2,663 
Oroville Division 2,538 1 212 2,751 
Lake Del Valle 1,206 0 0 1,206 
San Luis Reservoir and O'Neill Forebay 748 0 0 748 
California Aqueduct (excluding reservoirs) 982 161(d 0 1,143 
Castaic Lake 1,403 2 146 1,551 
Silverwood Lake 505 0 2,919 3,424 

a) Includes recreation lands for only those project facilities with an 
established recreation land use and acquisition plan. 

b) Costs of acquiring these lands are shown in Table 1. 
e) These lands are presently being leased. from the Federal Government 

at a nominal cost to the State. 
d) Additional land needs are to be identified by future studies. 

c) Specific costs of acquiring land 
for recreation developments are in­
curred by the Department under the 
authority of California Water Code 
Section 346. The Department pur­
chases recreation Ian ds concurrently 
with lands needed for multiple­
purpose facilities in order to de­
crease the total land costs of the 
Project and to acquire property in 
an orderly manner. Recreation lands 
acquired for each project facility 
through December 31, 1972 are sum­
marized in Table 3. 

10 

The Department reports the annual 
expenditure of project funds for ac­
quiring all recreation land in the 
year following the expenditure. The 
costs of such lands generally are 
established when acquired and are 
not affected by allocation percent­
ages for the associated multiple­
purpose project facility. However, 
the reported costs of certain lands 
may be sUbsequently revised due to 
receipt of certain revenues (such 
as federal grants and miscellaneous 
income from right-of-way sales) or 
due to modification of the recrea­
tion land use plan. 

The amounts to be, reported in future 
years will include credits for any 

reduction in previously reported 
costs, together with appropriate 
interest income thereon. If :recre­
ation land is sold or if grants are 
receiveq the amount of the receipt 
will be reported as a negative cost 
of the facility the year received. 
If recreation land is recla~sifie~ 
as multiple~purpose project land, 
the orig.inal purchase price, toge­
ther with appropriate interest in­
come thereon, will be reported as , 
negative expenditure for speoifi( 
land costs in the year the modifi­
cation occurs, and an appropriatE 
amount will be added to the join­
capital costs allocated to recrea­
tion and enhancement for the associ· 
ated facility. 

The costs of acquiring recreatia 
land include the salaries of depar 
ment personnel who are engaged .i 
recreation land acquisition activ 
ties, together with indirect cost 
that are distributed on the basi 
of direct salaries. 

d) Interest accruals are calculate 
as shown in Table 4. Interest charge 
are accrued only on the portion 0 

annual disbursements financed t 
the California Water Resources De 
velopment Bond'Pund (proceeds fre 



the sale of Burns-Porter Bonds) and 
cease when such disbursements; to­
gether with cumulative interest 
accruals thereon, have been reim­
bursed. Calculations are based on 
me weighted average interest costs 
of Burns-Porter Bonds sold to date 
(4. 371 percent for the $1,540 f 000 f 000 
in bonds outstanding as of Decem­
ber 31, 1972). 

As of· December 31, 1972, a total 
of $35,000,000 had been reimbursed 
to the Department under the con­
tinuing annual $5,000,000 appro­
priation (through fiscal year 1972-
73) of state tideland oil and gas 
revenues, authorized by California 
Statutes of 1966, First Extraordi­
nary Session, Chapter 27. Reim­
bursement of the increased amount 
of costs reported herein would 
cover annual appropriations in the 
full amounts for 1973-74, 1974-75, 
1975-76, and1976-77, together with 
$1,905,162 of the appropriation for 
1977-78. 

e) The Department requests that 
this to~al increased amount of re­
ported costs be approved by the 
Legislature. 

f) Costs previousl~ reported are 
as shown in Table 1 ,pages 8 and 9) 
of Appendix D to Bulletin 132-72. 
Such costs were approved by Cali­
fornia Statutes of 1972, Chapter 
1197, and were based on the Depart­
ment's accounting records as of 
December 31, 1971. The average 
interest cost on Burns-Porter Bond 
sales was then 4.342 percent. 

g) Reasons for cost increases, out­
lined to the right, reflect not 
only the additional amounts dis­
bursed during 1972 but also retro­
active cost adjustments for the 
entire 1952 through 1971 'period 
(all increases shown in thousands 
of dollars): 

o Total joint capital costs 
of Del Valle Dam and Lake 
Del Valle allocated to 
recreation and enhancement, 
reported £or the first 
time ...................... $12,550 

o Additional acrued interest 
charges due to an addition-
al year of accrual (1972) 
and to an increase of aver-
age interest cost for 
Burns-Porter Bonds sold ... $ 3,377 

o Increase in joint capital 
costs of Frenchman Lake 
allocated to recreation 
and enhancement due to the 
revision of the cost allo­
cation percentage from 
50.0% to 78.5% ...... , ..... $ 905 

o Costs for certain recrea­
tion land parcels reported 
for the first time for San 
Luis Reservoir ($201,000) 
California Aqueduct 
($114,000) and Castaic 
Lake ~$137,OOO) ........... $ 452 

o Correct reported land costs 
at San Luis Reservoir and 
O'Neill Forebay to reflect 
the fact that these costs 
are borne solely by the 
State and not share with 
the united States ......... $ 46 

o Additional disbursements 
during 1972 for recreation 
land and for joint capital 
costs allocated to recrea-
tion and enhancement ...... $ 26 

o Reimbursement by Department 
of Parks and Recreation for 
Loafer Creek Sewer Line at 
Lake Oroville ............. $ -57 

o Share of costs allocated to 
joint project purposes for 
four parcels at Castaic Lake 
which were previously charged 
solely to recreation (see 
page 15, Appendix D, 
Bulletin 132-72) .......... $ -118 

o Retroactive accounting ad­
justments for disbusements 
previously reported through 
1971 (primarily changes in 
distribution of general 
project costs and additional 
credits derived from rights­
of-way rentals and sales).$ -455 

TOT~~ INCREASE $16,726 
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TABLE 4: CALCULATION OF INTEREST ACCRUALS ON CALIFORl'lIA 

(in dollars 

I JOINT CAPl'f!\l. <:051'5 ALLOCATED TO RECREATION i''-D ENHANCJ::M£NT 

Y'EhR i 

1952-68 

! 
I 

ITJ::M 

a. Disbursements: 
1. Calif. \·~at.er Resources Development Bone Fund 
2. h1l ocher funds 

b. Reili1.bursements during 1967 and 1968 appllec to: 
l. Calif. \iater Hesources Pev~lopn,ent Bond Fund 
2. All other funds 

Frenchman! 1<.n telope 
Dam and I Darn and 

Lake I Lake 

i 

Grizzly 
Valley 
DaIT! and 

Lake 
Davis 

Ii 86,985 984,197 3,784,067 
12,426,669 3,725,972 276,990 

I 88,919 l,OB1,186 4,096,203 
2,426,669 3,725,972 276,990 

2,048 97,414 397,856 

California 
Aqueduct 
Delta to 

Des Amigos 
P.P. 

5,643,011 
2,878,586 

3,035,029 

629,706 

Oroville 
Division 

Del Valle 
Dam and 

Lah.e 
Del Valle 

5,824,445 10,323,568 
3,198,115 '2,009,540 

754,414 915,ij39 c. Interest accrued to end of 196B I 
I--:-:-:-~~-:--:-·-·---·-·--·-----,--,~--f------------

1969 d. Beginning-of-year balanCe to ··oe reimbursed: 
1. Calif. \,.jater Resources Development Bonc Fund I 
2. All other funds I 

E. DisbursEments during year: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bono Fund 
2. All" otner funds 

f. Reimhursements during year applied to: I' 

1. Calif. "later Resourcr=s Development Bond Fund 
2. All' other funds ' I 

g. I:.nd-ai-year balanct!, without interest for: 
1. Cali f. Water Resourcl:s Development Bond Fund 
2. All other 'f\mds 

h. lnterest accrual on average balance of dn) & g(1) 

151 
1,221 

165 
1,221 

425 

9,862 
207,446 

10,287 
207,446 

85,720 

23,614 
157,266 

109,334 
157,266 

1,873 

3,237.688 
2,878,586 

BO,728 
214,391 

3,318,416 
1,190,624 

1,902,353 

70,760 

6,578,859 11,239,407 
3,198: 115 2,009,540 

27,202 
90,011 

146 
73,903 

6,606,061 11,239,5~3 
3,288,126 2,OB3,443 

288,156 491,278 

~---------------.--------.----------------------r-----------------------------------------------
1970 i. Beginning-at-year balance to be reimbursed: 

1. Calif. \'later Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All oth~r funds 

j. Disbursements during year: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development ~ond Fund 
2. All other funds 

k. Reimbursements during year applied to: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bonc Fund 
2. All other funds 

l~ End-of-year balance, without interest for: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bone Fund 
2. All other funds 

m. Interest accrual on average ,balance of i (1) & 1,(1) 

1971 n. Beginning-of-year balance to be reimbursed: 
1. Calif. vlater Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All other funds 

o. Disbursements during year: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. ,Jdl other funds 

p. Reimbursement during year applied to: 
1. Calif. Water Resourc~s Development Bond Fund 
2. P.ll other funds 

q. End-of-year balance, wi thout interest for: 
1. Ca1if~' Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All other funds 

r. Interest accrual on average balanc'e of n(l) & q (1) 

1972 s ~ Beginning-o'f-year balance to be reimbursed: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. Ali other funds 

t. Disbursements during year: 
1. Cal~ f. Water Resource's Development Bond Fund 
2. All other funds 

u. Reimbursements during year applied to: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All other ·funds 

v. Bnd-of-vear balance, without interest for: 
1. Calif. \~ater Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All other funds 

w. Interest accrual on average balances s(l) & v(1) 

SUMMARY: x. Beljinning of 1973, balance to be reimbursed: 
1952 thru .L. Calif. "later Resources Development Bona Fund 
1972 2. All other funds 

Totaj 

y. Disbursements, 1952 thru 1972: 
1. Calif. Water Resources Development Bond Fund 
2. All otlier funds 

Total 

z. Reimbursements applied thru 1~12 to: 
1. Calif. ~~ter Resources Development Benc F~o 
2. All other funds 

Total 

TOT.u.L !!~TEREST l\CCRUp.,LS, 11)52 THRL' 19;2 

1,369 
279 

1. 369 
279 

30 

1,399 
279 

7,230 
240 

8,629 
519 

31 

31 

1,248 
1,614 

1,279 
1,614 

I , %,883 
\ 2,430,023 
,2,"26,906 

! 

1,873 70,760 

19,612 
5,027 

6, ° 54 
62,253 

1,902,353 

90,497 
54,657 

19,621 
5,027 

7,927 161,257 
62,253 1,957,010 

429 214 5,071 

20,050 
5,027 

8,141 166,328 
62,253 1,957,010 

25,049 
3,087 

45,099 
B,1l4 

438 

438 

1,631 
2,113 

2,069 
2,113 

9,674 
772 

17,815 
63,025 

178 

178 

1,686 
2,646 

1,864 
2,646 

10 4 

10 4 

1,040,351 3,625,095 
3,943,645 499,927 
4,ge~,996 4,325,022 

24,B12 
11,663 

191,140 
l,96B,B73 

3,635 

16,116 
12,713 

19,751 
12,713 

79 

79 

5,655,1&4 
3,172,210 
9,01',374 

: 98,992 1,138,641 4,225,216 
i 2,430,023 J,9~3,64S 499,927 
12,529,ois 5,082,286 4,7,,5,143 

6,564,336 
3,172,210 
9,~36,546 

2,110 98,300 400,125 709,251 

6,894,217 li,730,831 
3,288,126 2,083,443 

8,296 
16, '235 

21,268 
47,406 

6,902,513 11,752,099 
3,306,361 2,130,849 

301,528 513,219 

7,204,041 12,265,311 
3,306,361 2,130,84~ 

8,219 
5,656 

2,394,118 

23,95~ 
2,88 

4,B18,142 12,289,27 
3,312,017 2,133,73 

262,745 536,64 

5,080, B8'7 12,825,9: 
3,312,017 2,133,7: 

4.,642 
11,217 

40,3 
6,7 

5,085,529 1,543,7 
3,323,294 

111,043 

il,322,4 
2,140, : 

527, : 

111,043 11,850,: 
2:140,~ 

rrr;o:n 13,990, 

5,872,804 10,409, 
3,323,294 2,140, 
9,196,OSS ~ 

7,479,647 1,543, 
3,323,294 

10, B02. 9'11 -r;-5T3. 

1,717,886 2,984, 



@ 4.371 per annum) 

COSTS OF '"CQUl RING LAND FUR R:t;CREAHON D<:VELOPMENTS 
Gr i zzley , San Luis -,----~edar GRAN~ 

Frenchman Valley Il)el Valle Dam and Castaic J Springs T01'AI 
Total Oam and Darn and (Iroville Dam and Rt:se.rvoir California Dam a.nd I Dam and 'I'otal 

Lake Lake Oivision Lake and O'l'eill Aqueduct Lake I Silverwood 
I Davis O~l valle Forebay Lake 

1 
26,646, 173 1 3,159 196,554 1,867,208 522,456 35,093 670,335 1,413,734 260,780 4,969,319 I 31,615,492 
14,515,872 51,851 8,527 L47,735 -50,478 181. 6 36 169,700 -15,460 -79,292 514,219 I 15,030,091 

I I I 
8,301,337 3,290 205,364 20B,654 I 8,509,991 
6,429,631 51, B51 B,527 60,378 i 6,490,009 

2,797,277 132 13,613 263,025 49, III -8,249 97,540 128,660 51,126 594,958 I 3,392,235 

21,142,113 1 4,803 2,130,233 571,567 26,844 767,875 1,542,394 311,996 5,355,623 26,497,736 
8,086,241 247,735 -50,478 181. 636 109,700 -15,460 -79,292 453,841 8,540,0.82 

I ! 
141,703 29 333 -5,027 -1,809 1,600 14,048 -31,092 38,289 16,371 I 158,074 
744,238 75 30, B61 543 1,324 19,877 5,507 622,290 680,477 1,424,715 

I 
3,438,202 30 5,136 5,166 3,443,368 
1,556,557 

I 
75 75 1,556,632 

17,845,614 2,125,206 569,758 28,444 781,923 1,511,302 350,195 5,366,828 23,212 r 442 
7,273,922 278,596 -49,935 182,960 189,577 -9,953 542,998 1,134,243 8,408,165 

852,076 105 93,00.3 24,944 1.208 33,871 66,739 14,470 234,340 1,0.86,416 

18,697,690 IDS 2,218,209 594,702 29,652 815,794 1,578,041 364,665 5;601,168 24,298,858 
7,273,922 278,596 -49,935 182,960. 189,577 -9,953 542,998 1,134,243 8,408,165 

147,096 533 972 3,256 920 80,92 ° 475,087 9,144 12,028 582,860 729,956 
187,857 4,244 108 -327 1,498 804 23,253 29,580 217,437 

! 

i! , 
, 

18,844,786 533 1,077 2,221,465 595,622 110,572 1,290,881 1,587,185 376,693 6,184,028 25,028,H4 
7,461,779 282,840 -49,827 182,633 191,075 -9,149 566,251 1,163,823 8,625,602 

820,491 12 26 97,029 26,015 3,065 46,041 69,176 16,202 257,566 1,078,057 

i 
545 1,103 2,318,494 621. 637 113,637 1,336,922 1,656,361 392,895 6,441,594 26,10.6,871 19,66-5,277 

7,461,779 282,~40 -49,827 182,633 191,075 -9,149 566,251 1,163,823 8,625,602 

98,943 759 993 8,697, 339 2,356 848 13,679 -28,635 -964 97,979 
24,499 51 44 3,819 90 547 1,698 5,659 -41,755 -29,847 -5,348 

2,656,801 1,304 2,096 115,993 119,393 2,776,194 
2,04,0,531 51 44 183,180 183,275 2,223;806 

17,107,419 2,327',191 621. 976 1,337,770 1,670,040 364,266 6,321,237 23,428,656 
5,445,747 286,659 -49,737 192,773 -3,490 524,496 950,701 6,396,448 

803,668 12 24 101,531 27,179 2,484 58,455 72,698 16,548 278,931 1,082,599 

17,911,087 12 24 2,428,722 649,155 2,484 1,396,225 1,742,738 380,808 6,600,168 24,511,255 

: 5,445,747 286,659 -49,737 192,773 -3,490 524,496 950,701 6,396,448 

65,633 11 11 -704 22 797 -159,312 24,890 3,768 -130,517 -64,884 
37,161 1,873 240 2 78,882 15,236 4,483 10.0,716 137,877 

6,654,279' 23 35 3,281 3,339 6,657,618 
3,342,380 2 2 3,342,382 

11,322,441 2,428,018 649,177 1,236,913 1,767,628 384,576 6,466,312 17,788,753 
2,14G,528 288,532 -49,497 271,655 11,746 528,979 1,051,415 3,191,943 

638,899 1 106,144 28,375 54 57,547 76,719 16,727 285,567 924,466 

, 
11,961. 340 1 2,534,162 677,552 54 1,294,460. 1,844,347 40.1,303 6,751. 879 lB,713,219 
2,140,528 288,532 -49,497 271 ,655 11,746 528,979 1,051.415 3,191,943 

14, 101. He -r 2,822,694 628,055 54 1,566,115 1,856,093 930,L82 7,803,294 21,905,16;1 

, 
27,0.99,548 4,491 198,863 1,873,00 521.928 120,76& 1,001,006 1,430,355 286,230 5,07,069 32,536,617 
15,509,627 51,977 8,571 288,532 -49,497 183,182 271,655 11,746 528,979 1,295,145 16,804,772 
42, 609 ,175 5b,4b8 ~ <,161,962 ~ 1OT,948 1.111,661 1,442,101 ~ 6, 732,214 49,341,389 

21,050,619 4,647 , 212,631 119,274 336,552 21.387,171 
13,369,099 51,977 8,571 183,182 243,730 13,612,1';29 
34,419, 718 ~ TIT;202 302,456 580,282 35,000,000 

5,912,411 156 13,769 660,732 155,624 -1,438 293,454 413 ,992 115,073 1,651,362 7,563,773 
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DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES 
FOR DEL VALLE AND FRENCHMAN 

STATE WATER PROJECT purposes include water supply, power generation, fl06d 
control, and recreation and enhancement. All costs of project facilities 
must be allocated among purposes for administration of: 

o 

o 

The payment provisions of contracts, executed by 31 public 
agencies for .a long-term project water supply, whereby the 
Department shall determine these costs of facilities which 
are reimbursable by the contractors (i.e., costs allocated 
to water supply and power generation). 

The provisions of the Davis-Dolwig Act whereby the Department 
shall report to the Legislature the costs of facilities that 
are allocated to recreation an,d enhancement. 

The allocation method to be used by the Department is not specified by 
either the above provisions other than the water supply con tract require-
ment that the "Separable Cost-Remaining Benefits" method shall be used 
for "project conservation facilities". Project conservation facilities 
include the Oroville Division, San Luis Reservoir, the Delta Facilities, 
and the Upper Feather reservoirs (i.e., includes Frenchman Lake). For 
such facilities, contract provisions also require .that -- II allocations to 
purposes the costs of which are paid by the United States (namely, flood 
control) shall be as determined by the United States". 

As differentiated from project conservation facilities, which develop a 
project water supply in and above the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, "proj­
ect transportation facilities" convey the supply to areas of use. Project 
transportation facilities include the aqueduct system leading from the 

. Delta, together with associated reservoirs (such as the South Bay Aqueduct 
. and Lake Del Valle) but excluding San Luis Reservoi.r. 

While not covered by contract proviSions, the costs of Lake Del Valle also 
will 'be allocated among project purposes by the "Separable Cost-Remaining 
Benefits" method under the Department's administrative policies. General­
ly, this method is preferred over all others 0 However, as a project trans­
portation facility, the Del Valle allocation is not bound by the contract 
requirement that " .•. allocations to purposes the costs of which are paid 
by the United States shall be as determined by the United States." 

Definition of Items Basic to Cost Allocations 

Total project costs of a multiple­
purpose facility ar.e estimated and 
accounted as the sum of: 

.' 0 Specific costs~ those costs of 
physical features of a facility 
which can be readily identified 
as serving one project purpose 
exclusively -- such as onshore 
recreation developments or power­
plants, and 

o Joint costs f those costs of phys-

ical features which generally serve 
more than one purpose such as 
mul tiple-purpose dams and reservoirs. 

Total project costs also may be esti­
mated (but cannot be accounted) as 
the sum of: 

o Separable costs> and 

o Remaining joint costs. 

15 
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Separable costs are estimated for 
each purpose of a mUltiple-purpose 
facility as the remainder of: 

o Total project costs o'f t,he faciJ:­
i ty, less 

o Estimated costs of a similar fa­
cility designed so as to exclude 
the particular purpose. 

1'0 ta l separab le cos ts of a facili ty 
are the total of the separable 
costs of each respective purpose 
of the facility. Remaining joint 
costs are the remainder of total 
project costs of the facility less 
estimated total separable costs of 
the facility. 

Justifiable costs of a facility are 

the maximum expenditures which theo­
retically would be justified to re­
alize the total benefits of the fa­
cility. Remaining justifiable costs 
are those justifiable costs in ex­
cess of the total separable costs of 
the facility. 

Benefits are the net values of goods 
and services estimated to be real­
ized directly from operation of the 
facility, after deducting all non­
project costs involved. Alternative 
cos ts are the least-expensive single­
purpose means of providing the same 
worth of 'benefits for a given purpose 
as those to be realized from the fa~ 
cility. Justifiable costs of a fa­
cility are the total justifiable costs 
of all purposes of the facility. 

Separable Cost-Remaining Benefits Method 
as. Applied to Del Valle .and Frenchman 

Tables 5 and 6 show the derivation 
of allocation percentages for Del 
Val'le and Frenchman, respectively r 

by the Separable Cost-Remaining 
Benefits method. The step-by-step 
computational procedure for ~~ble 
5 is outlined in auxiliary Table Sa. 

Under the 
Benefits 
costs of 
to each 
sum of: 

Separable Cost-Remaining 
method, total p:roject 
a facility are allocated 
included purpose by the 

o The estimated separable costs of 
each purpose (Item 4 of Tables 5 
and 6), and 

o A proportionate share of the es­
timated remaining joint costs 
(Item 7) on the basis of remain­
ing iustifiable costs of each 
purpose (Items 5 and 6) . 

Conventionally, the total project 
costs allocated to each purpose 
(Item 8), expressed as a percentage 
(Item 9), are the final results of 
the allocation. However, specific 
costs of recreation developments 
(except for associated land,costs) 
are accounted by agencies other 

than the Department of Water Resources 
and are financed by funds other than 
project funds. For this reason, the 
percentages of each purpose's allo­
cation of the estimated total project 
costs must be adjusted, by deducting 
the estimated specific costs (Item 
10), to be applicable to only the es­
timated joint costs (Item 11) . The 
resulting percentages (Item 12) can 
then be applied to the actual joint 
costs of project facilities as ac­
counted by the Department. 

All items shown in the derivation of 
allocation percentages are expressed 
in terms of equal annual equivalent 
amoun ts applicable during the firs t 
50 years of full operation of the 
respective facilities. Such amounts· 
are calculated at the prevailing 
project interest rate--approximately 
4.5 percent. Through use of such 
amounts, items which actually vary 
in annual magnitude with time can be 
properly weighted so that they can 
be merged and/or compared with other 
items of the derivation. 

Considerations unique to the Del 
Valle and Frenchman Derivations are 
described in the following sections. 



TABLE 5: DERIV.i4_TION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES FOR DEL VALLE 
Applicable to the Costs of Features Jointly Used by Project Purposes 

(thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted) 

: : : Recreatlon 
Item: Item of Benefit or Cost(a :Water : Flood: and : Total 

:Supply:Control:Enhancement: 

1. Benefits 479 

2. Alternative Costs 479 

3. Justifiable Costs 47~ 

4. Separable Costs: 
Total 204 
Capital 191 
OMP&R 13 

5. Remaining Justifiable Costs 275 

6. Percent Distribution of Remaining 
Justifiable Costs l6.4% 

7. Remaining Joint Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

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

9. Percent Distribution of Total 
Project Costs to be Allocated: 

185 
172 

13 

389 
363 

26 

Total 18.2% 
Capital 22.1% 
OMP&R 5.2% 

10. Specific Costs: 
Total 0 
Capital 0 
OMP&R 0 

11. Total Allocated Costs of Features 
Jointly Used: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

12. Percent Distribution Costs of 
Features Jointly Used: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

389 
363 

26 

24.9% 
25.2% 
22.0% 

528 

1,266 

528 

211 
188 

23 

317 

B.O% 

214 
198 

16 

425 
386 

39 

19.9.% 
23.5% 

7.9% 

o 
o 
o 

425 
386 

39 

27.3% 
26.8% 
33.1% 

1,675 

1,779 

1,675 

596 
218 
378 

1,079 

64.6% 

729 
676 

53 

1,325 
894 
431 

61. 9% 
54.4% 
86.9% 

580 
202 
378 

745 
692 

53 

47.8% 
48.0% 
44.9% 

2,682 

3,524 

2/682 

1,011 
597 
414 

1,671 

100.0% 

1,128 
1,046 

82 

2,139 
1,643 

496 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

580 
202 
378 

1,559 
1,441 

118 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

a) Annual benefits and costs through the year 2019, converted to equal 
annual equi va1en t at 4.5 percent interest, for the 50-year period 
1970-2019. 
For computational procedure, see Table 5a~ 
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110. 

TABLE Sa: OUTLINE OF CALCULATIONS FOR DERIVING ALLOCATION PERCENTA 

ea.lculatloD 

($479,000) ($1179,000) 
Illteru.a:t1 VG. iSt.e!' aupply coate (henan 'to) ... J\12tlt1a.ble. vater #tlpply cODta {b 

($528,000) (;520,000) 
2 flood. control DaIl0!'l til :>I Justifiable flood control conte (b 

(~1,675,OOO) ($1,675,000) 
l'Ilcr~tloD benef1ts- .. justif1e-bIt: recre.ifatioD coste (b 

(~,139,OOO) ($1,935,000) ($2Ol<,ooo) 
totnl project coatD-hypothet.ical flood. control nnd recrea.tion project e:OlltG '" 8e~rable lnlter supply c:oata 

($2,139,000) (';1,928,000) ($211,000) 
tot&l project. cOlSt!l-bypotbet.1cI11 vater oupply a.nd. rcc:rca.tlon project coatI! - separable t'lood control coats 

($2,139,000) ($1,543,000) ($596,000) 
6 total Jlrojoct couto-hypothetic"'l 'W.ter DUpply IUld flood control project costa ... Beparable recreation cOIlt.a 

($479,000) (;2Oli,000) ($275,000) 
justltlQ.ble VB-tar Dupply coato-ocptlTAble vater supply cozsts D re;:nining justlt'lo.ble vater 8UpPly cost!! 

($528,000) ($211,000) ($317,000) 
8 just1tln.ble :flood control coata-zscJHlrnble :flood control 'conto '" remain1ng juot1t1ablr: flood control cost!S 

($1,675,000). (t·596,000) ($1,079,000) 
just1t1c.blr: recreat10n cOEto-oepllrable recrea.tloD coate "" re:ma.1n1ns jUBt1t'iable recreation COot6 

($275,000) ($317,000) ($1,079,000) ($1,671,000) 
10 rc~lnln.g Justlf1l:lble ,,'at.er supply COllto + rCi:2il.lnin.u juct1!'1able :flood control costs + Te1l),t.1ning jUB't1fiablc recrel!ltion coats • total rcn:ainiD8 Juot1tiCl.~le costo 

($275,000) 
11 remalniDS Justifiable 'Water cupply cost8 x 

total rem.lnln.g; just~r1able coste 
($1,671,000) 

(16.4~) 
100 .. percent d1otrlbutloD of reae.lning juatifis.ble \JQ.ter supply costs 

($317,000) (19.o;i) 
12 re=lnlns justlf'1able flood control coate x 100 .. percent distribution of remaining juot.1fiable flood control COotlS 

taul remaining Justif'1able coots 
($1,671,000) 

($1,079,000) (64·610) 
13 rems.lning .lust1t1able recreation contli x :1.00 .. percent distribut10n 0(' reeaining jUDtitiable recreCltlon coct.o 

total rem.ining justifiable costa 
($1,671,000) 

($2,139,000) ($1,011,000) ($1,128,000) 
14 total alloCAtetl projoct. coato-ae:pElrable project costs ... :remaiDitl6 joint project costa 

($2,128,000) (16.4~) ($185,000) 
15 rellia1niD.8 Joint project COCIts x :percent d1Dtr1but10n or roz=inina jus'tlr1o.ble water lSUpply costa • rellle.ining JOint \li\ter supply coata 

(~1,128,000) (19.~) ($214,000) 
16 l"elD2..inl~ joint project costa. x percent d1otr1bution o~ rozza.in1nc j\uJt1~1ablC' t'lood control costs • relZll.lnin.s; jOint. rlOOCl control coata 

(~1,12B,000) (64.610) ($729,000) 
11 rmtaining Joint project COf;lta ;:It percent'distribution or rmsinins justifiable recreAt10n coati! .. remaining joint recreAtion coata 

($185,000) ($204,000) ($389,000) 
18 retltl.in1o.g Joint 'Io-;:.t.er !Supply co.ts .. nept.:rable Yater supply coots '" t.ot.c.1 co.ts alloco.ted to Vllt.er aupply 

($214,000) ($211,000) ($425,000) 
19 nlliOlil.lning Joint flood control coat!! .. oepa..rable flood control costa • tot&l COBta allocated to tlood control 

($729,000) ($596,000) ($1,325,000) 
20 reJltil1niD.{J Joint recreation costa '+ oeparable recrca.tlon costs .. total coots allocated to recreation 

($0) ($0) ($580,000) ($580,000) 
21 specific vater supply co"t. + specific tlood. control coat: + a~clt~ recreation coate • "total Apee1tle: project COJltD 

<*389,000) ($0) ($389,000) 
22 total a.llocated v&ter supply costa ~ speclf1c vilter supplY coats • jolnt coat. a.llocClted 'to vatar oupply 

($425,000) (.$0) (*425,000) 
23 t.otCll II.lloca.tod flood control coab - opecit'ic tlood control coste • Joint coets Illloeo.t.ed to flood control 

($1,325,000) ($580,000) ($745,000) 
24 t.ota.l allocated recrec.tion cootG - apecil'ic recreation coatA .. JOin.t CODU allocated to recre~t1on 

(~389,000) ($425,000) ($7~5,OOO) (.$1,559,000) 
25 joint CO.otD allocated to vater supply -+ Joint costa alloca.~d to 1'1000 control .. jOint C015t15 allocatod to recreation '" total joint project coats 

($389,000) (24.~) 
26 )010t coot,; allocated to '\,later 

total joiot projact coats 
($1,559,000) 

DUPPly :x: 100 .. percent of JOint. COIOU alloca.ted to 'Iro-ter Dupply 

(,425,000) (27-3~) 
'27 jOint cooto Ql1o~ted to flood control x 100 ... percent of JOint costs e.11oC4'ted to flood control 

total joint project costa 
($1,559,000) 

($745;000) 
'28 )oint costs a.11oce.ted to recrention :x 

total joint yroject COBta 

($1,559,.000) 

(2 •. 9';&) 

(47·~) 
100 ... percent ot joint CODtll e.llo~tcd to recrefl.tion 

(27.31') 
29 pcrct;nt of joint costE e.l1oc9.ted to vater !lupply + percent ot Joint costa tl,llocated to 1'lood control + percent at Join~ costs allocated to recreation .. l~ 

a) Applicable to the total contt! (Ce.plw.l and CMP&P.) at teaturell jointly uaed by proJe':t pw-po!les 
'b) .JuBtif1e.ble co[lt.c tor each purpoec: LLTe the tota.l bene!1tD of tbat purpose or the coote oJf the leact expensive c1ngle~pur:POae 

",lterne-tive providing the 8~ benef1ts, \/hlcbevcr nrc leu. 
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Tp..BLE 6: DERIVATION OF REVISED ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES FOR FRENCHl>LZlN 
Applicable to the Costs of Features Jointly Used by Project Purposes 

(in dollars unless otherwise noted) 

Item: 

Il. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Item or Benefit or Cost(a 

Benefits 

Alternative Costs 

Justifiable Costs 

Separable Costs: 
Total 
Capi tal 
m..w&R 

Remaining Justifiable Costs 

Percentage Distribution of Remaining 
Justifiable. Costs 

Remaining Joint costs: 
Total 

Total Allocated Project Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

Percent Distribution of Total 
Project Costs to be Allocated: . 

Total 
Capi tal 
OMP&R 

Specific Costs: 
Total 
Capital 
OIv1P&R 

Total Allocated Costs of Features 
Jointly Used: 

Total 
Capital 
OIvlP&R 

12. Percent Distribution Costs of 
of Features Jointly Used: 

Total 
Capital 
OMP&R 

~'?ater 

Supply 

35,800 

150,600 

35 ,800 

35,800 
35,800 

o 

o 

0.0% 

o 
o 
o 

35,800 
35,800 

o 

9.2% 
16.4% 

0.0% 

o 
o 
o 

35 f 800 
35,800 

o 

17.2% 
21. 5% 

0.0% 

: Recreation 
and 

: Enhancemen t: 

555,100 

351,700 

351,700 

236,900 
109,600 
127,300 

114,800 

100.0% 

114,800 
73,100 
41,700 

351 .. 700 
182,700 
169,000 

90.8% 
83.6% 

100.0% 

179 f 400 
52,100 

127,300 

172,300 
130,600 

41,700 

82.8% 
78.5% 

100.0% 

a) F...t ... lUual benefits and costs through t..l1e year 2011 converted to 
equivalent equal annual amounts for 50-year period 1962-2011, 
4.5 percent interest. 

Total 

690,900 

502,.300 

387,500 

272,700 
145,400 
127,300 II 

114,800 I 

100.0% I 
I 

114,800 I 
73,100 
41,700 

387,500 I 
218,500 I 
169,000 

I 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

179,400 
52,100 

127,300 

208,100 
166,400 

41,700 

I 

I 
100.0% I 
100.0% 
100.0% ! 

at I 
I 
! 
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Del Valle Derivation 

LAKE DEL VALLE is being operated for 
flood control, water supply, and 
recreation and enhancement. 

Lake Del Valle, with a capacity of 
77,000 acre-feet, is formed by Del 
Valle Dam on Arroyo Del Valle, 
about five miles south of Livermore 
in Alameda County. Construction of 
the Dam began in 1966. Water stor­
age in the Lake began November 15, 
1968. 

Lake Del Valle s~rves three water 
supply functions: 

(1) It regulates project water im­
ports to demand schedules. Project 
water is diverted from the Delta 
through the initial reaches of the 
South Bay Aqueduct at essentially 
~~iform flow rates. These uniform 
flows are regulated in Del Valle 
storaqe to match the varied monthly 
demands for state project water 
by the three South San Francisco 
Bay Area water supply contractors-­
Alameda County Flood Control "and 
Water Conservation District, Zone 
7; Alameda County Water District; 
and Santa Clara County Flood Con­
trol and Water District. 

(2) It provides an emergency source 
of project water for the above con­
tractors in the event of operation­
al cpntingencies up-aqueduct from 
Lake Del Valle. 

(3) To the extent that regulatory 
storage capacity is available after 
satisfying the requirements of (1) 
and (2) above, it conserves the 
flood runoff originating in Arroyo 
Del Valle for delivery to Alameda 
County Water District andPleasan­
ton Township County Water District, 
under a November 13, 1969 contract. 
(Pleasanton's interests under this 
contract were assigned to the Ala­
meda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, Zone 7 ,May 1, 
1971. ) 

Lake Del Valle is the only facility 
of the South Bay Aqueduct which 
accommodates purposes other than 

water supply. While recreation 
features have been considered akmg 
the conveyance route of the Aque­
duct, none have been proposed. 

The Department of Parks and Recre­
ation officially opened Lake Del 
Valle for recreation on April 1, 
1970 --the East Bay Regional Park 
District ass~~ed operational re­
sponsibtlity for recreational fea­
tures on July 1, 1970. 

During the flood season, the top 
35,000 acre-feet of storage spar.;: 
is reserved for flood control. In 
compensation for the flood control 
operation, the Federal Government 
is contributing a share of the 
costs of Del Valle under a May 31, 
1966 contract. The federal contri­
bution is· set at 30.7 percent (not 
to exceed $4,080,000) of the actual 
construction costs of the Dam and 
Lake, plus $776,000 for the federal 
share of costs of maintenance and 
operation (on a capi tali zed basis) . 
The Department has received the 
maximum contribution under the con­
tract ($4,856,000) s" 

The above federal share was based 
on an allocation prepared by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, published in Senate DOCll­
ment No. 128, 87th Congress" 2nd 
Session. That allocation was de­
rived from preliminary- 196.0 data. 
The actual costs of constructing 
Del Valle Dam were more than twice 
original 1960 estimates. By reso­
lution of the Committee on Public 
Works of the United States Senate, 
adopted January 26,1967, the Board 
of Engineers for Ri versand Harbors 
was directed to review Senate Docu­
ment No. 128 to determine if the 
federal contribution should be mod­
ified. 

The South Pacific Division, Corps 
of Engineers, released a public no­
tice, February 9, 1973, on its re­
view. The District Engineer found 
that modification of the contribu­
tion was Justified because of a 
substantial increase of costs and 
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because the economic patterns of 
development in the flood plain had 
changed from the projection shovm 
in Senate Document No. 128. As. a 
result, the District Engineer rec­
ommended that the federal contribu­
tion of $4,856,000 be increased by 
$570,000. As of March l~~ 1973, 
this matter ",as under reviE::\"," by the 
Board of Engineers· for Rivers. and 
Harbors. 

Previous Department Derivation 

The allocation contained in Senate 
Document No. 128 was not considered 
by the Department to be adequate 
for aili~inistering the water supply 
contracts since project costs and 
recreation benefits were signifi­
cantly underestimated therein. The 
Department~ preliminary derivation 
of allocation percentages was pre­
pared in 1966 and described in 
Bulletin 153-67, HAllocations of 
Costs Among Purposes of the Calif­
ornia State Water Project~, Decem­
ber 1966. However, this derivation 
was not reported to the Legislature 
under Davis-Dolwig Act procedures 
since construction was then under 
way. 
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The Department's preliminary 1966 
derivation must be updated for ~he 
following considerations: 

o Annual flood control benefits as 
reevaluated in the Corps of Engi­
neers' recent reviev.T are over 
twice the $240, COO originally es­
timated. 

o Recreation ahd enhancement bene­
fits recently have been reevalu­
ated by the Department of Parks 
and Recreation and are about one­
half those used in the Department's 
preliminary allo~~tio~ Estimates 
of recreation 'wise were reduced 
quite significantly (maximum an­
nual recreation use was reduced 
from 3,370,000 recreat~on days 
to 1,475,000 recreation days). 
However, unit benefits were in­
creased from $ L 70 per recreation 
day to $1. 97 per recreation day. 

o Since Del Valle Dam is complete, 

join t capital cos ts are nOtel kno-wn 
and estimates. of other CO$:1:i$. now 
can be made on a more accurate 
basis. 

o The interest rate used in the 
preliminary allocation was 3.7 
percent. The project interest 
rate r which. is determined by the 
average int.erest costs of bonds 
sold to finance project construc­
tion, is presently 4.457 percent 
and will probably stabilize at 
about 4.5 percent in the future. 

Del Valle Benefits 

Total direct benefits of Del Valle 
are estimated to be. equivalent to 
$2,682,000 annually. 

Water Supply Benefits. Del Valle 
water supply benefits are herein 
measured by L~e estimated costs of 
the least expensive single""purpose 
means of accomplishing the scune 
water supply results as obtained 
fTom operat.l.on of Lake Del Valle 
storage. Such means would be a 
combination of th.e folldwing, with 
estimated costs as shown in Table 7. 

(1) Enlargement Of South Bay Aque­
duct to convey project water from 
the Delta to Arroyo D~Z Valle on 
demand-- thus eliminating the n~ed 
for. Lake Del Vane regulatory stor­
age aapacity~ as well as the Del 
Valle Pumping Plant and Branch 
Pipeline. The Project is Obliga­
ted to deliver to the South Bay 
contractors a maximum. monthly de­
mand of 11 percent of the annual 
demand. The origina.l design capac­
i ty of aqueduct reaches to Arroyo 
Del Val.le is 300 cubic:: feet p~r 
E?econd, based on continuous flo\"," 
(8.33 percent of the annual demand 
per month). The required increase 
of design capacity would amOUt.,t to 
about 90 cubic feet per second for 
reaches from the Delta through the 
South Bay Pumping Plan~ decreasing 
to about 62 cubic feet per second 
immediately up-aqueduct from Arroyo 
pel Valle, 

(2) Provision for a substitute 
source of emergency supply in the 



vicinity of Del Valle. There has 
,been insufficient operating expe­
iience to evaluate the frequency 
of need for this aspect of Del 
Valle storage -- current estimates 
include an allowance of $150,000 
annually. Del Valle storage was 
used in the summer of 1972 to im­
prove water. quality in the SOUG~ 
Bay Aqueduct when salt water 'in­
vaded the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta with failure of the Andrus 
Island Levee., possible sources 
of emergency supply could include 
short-term purchases from the City 
of San Francisco's Hetch-Hetchy 
Aqueduct which passes under Lake 
,Del Valle. 

(3) Develop additional yield in 
ppoject consepvation facilities to 
ppovide an additional supply of 
about 6~OOO acpe-feet annually to 
peplaee local ApPoyo Del Valle pun­
off which is consepved in Lake Del 
Valle. Conserved local runoff is 
used primarily to recharge down­
stream ground water basins. Under 
the alternative means, the addi­
tional supply would be developed 
in project conservation facilities 
at an overall cost of about $11.30 
per acre-foot and would be conveyed 
from t.h.e Delta to Arroyo Del Valle 
during offpeak periods at a cost 
of about $7.60 per acre-foot. 

TABLE 7: DEL VALLE ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY COSTS 

Item' :Equal J...nnual Equl.va.lent Costs (a 

Increase aqueduct capacity to convey 
peak deliveries from the Delta:-

Delta thru Bethany Forebay 
(90 cubic feet per second) 

South Bay Pumping Plant 
(90 cubic feet per second) 

South Bay Pumping Plant thru 
Patterson Reservoir (86 cubic 
feet per second) 

Patterson Reservo~r to Arroyo Del 
Valle (62 cubic feet per seond) 

Provide for substitute means of obraining 
an emergency supply in lieu of Del ' 
Valle storage ' 

Develop additional project yield l.n lieu 
of local yield from Arroyo Del Valle 

Convey additional project yield- in off­
peak aqueduct capacity from Delta to 
Arroyo Del Valle 

SUBTOTAL 

Delete Del Valle Pumping Plant and 
Branch Pipeline 

TOTAL 

Capital OMP&R Totals 

$ 5,100 $ 49,500 $ 54,600 

55,100 207,000 262;100 

102,900 20,000 122,900 

31,000 18,300 49,300 

150,000 150,000 

55,000 12,800 67,800 

45,600 45,600 

$50,3,200 $752,300 

$239,000 $ 34,200 $273,200 

$ 10,100 $469,000 $479,100 

a) At 4.5 percent interest, for the 50-year period 1970-2019. 
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Pl.ood Control. Benefits. Flood con­
trol benefits due to operation of 
Lake Del Valle a:re estimated as the 
average annual decrease of flood 
damages and increase of land values 
in downstream areas. Annual flood 
control benefits are based on the 
Corps of Engineers' "Review Report 
on Cost Allocation for Del Valle 
Reservoir, Alameda Creek Project, 
California". However, those bene­
fits were calculated on a federal 

interest rate of 2-5/8 percent an 
are adjusted herein to reflect 
project interest rate of 4. 5 per 
cent. 

Recreation and Enhancement Be'nefit 
Recreation areas fO!;" Lake Del Vall 
are depicted on Figure 1. Ohshor 
recreation developments areliste 
in Table 8, together with thetyp 
and number of units, year of com 
pletion, and estimated costs.' 

24 

TABLE 8: DEL VALLE RECREATION AND ENHANCE~iliNT DEVELOP~lliNTS 
AND SPECIFIC COSTs(a 

Year Completed and: 
Recreation Area 

Number 
of Units 

Camp Picnic 

NUlTlber of 
Parking Stalls 

Day :Car and 
Use :Trailer 

: Specific Co~ 
:Boat ($1,000) (b 
:Ramp .--~~--~-----­
:Lanes: First EAE(C 

1970 : 
Arroyo Mocho 
Rocky Ridge 

1973: 
Arroyo Mocho 
Rocky Ridge 

1974: 
Rocky Ridge . 
Cedar Mountain(e 

1975 : 
'Rocky Ridge ~ 
Cedar Mountain(I 

1980(9 

50(d 

65 

SUBTOTAL ~ 

10 
50 

140 

120 

600 
100 

300 

1,000 

. . 

170 4 

-4 

190 

1,700 

1,217 

283 

910 
4,300 

9 

72 

50 

11 

28 
170 

Costs of acquiring associated recreation lands ............. 550 32 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS ............•...................... 4,850' 202 
TOTAL OMP&R COSTS. . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 378 

TOTAL COSTS .........•........•.. " .......... : ...•.. 4,850 580 

a) Costs through 1975 to be funded by the Department of Navigation and 
Ocean Development from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund and 
by the Department of Parks and Recreation from the State Recreation 
and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund. 1980 costs will be financed 
by East Bay Regional Park District. 

b) These costs include those for access roads, water and sanitary 
systems, other utilities, and riding and hiking trails. 

c) At 4.5 percent interest for the 50-year period 1970-2019. 
d) Temporary camp units are included in 1973 figure. 
e) Administrative facility. 
f) Equestrian center. 
g) Continuing development at the above areas, together 

of Ardilla Boat-in Day Use Area and primitive camps 
denhall, Conejo, and Punta Vaca Recreation Areas. 

~---=-----------------------------------------=------Q. 

vIi th development , 
at Venados, Men-.J 



Projected recreation use and associ.­
ated benefits of Del Valle Dam and 
Lake Del Valle are based on 1972 
studies by the Department of Parks 
and Recreation. These studies re­
flect current projections of on­
shore expenditures and an updated 
recreation plan and supersede in­
formation shown in the Depart..ment· s 
Bulletin 117-2, "Del Valle Re~er­
voir Recreation Development Plan", 
December 1966. 

unit recreation values determined 
by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation vary from $0.50 to $2.50 
per recreation day. (A recreation 
day is the visit of one person to 
a recreation area for any part of 
one day.) Two factors are rated 
in the determination: (1) variety 
and quality of recreation (type of 
recreation acti vi ty i quality of ex­
perience; and quality of develop­
men t, operation! and maintenance 
of the facilities and area), and 
(2) esthetic quality of the site. 
Types of recreation activity eval­
uated include boatin.g, bathing, 
camping, fishing, pi cni ckin g I en j oy­
ment and/or harvesting of wildlife, 
water sJ<:.ii,.'lg, riding-hiking-cycling, 
and scientific-historic apprecia­
tion. Esthetic qualities evaluated 
incl ude water surface f:J:mctilations, 
geologic-topographic factors,vege­
tative cover, climate, and other 
environmental influences. 

The Department of Parks and Recre­
ation's rating procedure assigns 
up to 100 points each for (1) . the 
variety and recreation quality 
factor and (2) the esthetic qual­
ity factor -- for a maximum of 
200 points. The points ass~gned 

are directly convertible to cents. 
The value of a recreation day is 
obtain8n by adding the r.ated value 
for the two factors to the $0.50 
minimum. Thus, the maximum possi­
ble value resulting from tpis pro­
cedure is $2.50 per recreation da~ 

The unit value for Del Valle Lake 
is determined to be $1.97 per re­
creation day. 

Projected recreation use attribu­
table to Del Valle and estimated 
recreation and enhancement benefits 
are summarized in Table 9. 

Del Valle Costs 

The total project costs of Del 
Valle features are summarized in 
Table 10 in terms of both first 
costs (capital costs, exclusive of 
interest during construction) and 
equal annual equivalent. costs. 
Equivalent costs total $2,139,000 
annually. Also shown in Table 10 
are corresponding estimate of 
single-purpose and separable costs 
for the respective purposes. 

TABLE 9: DEL VALLE RECREATION AND ENHANCEMENT BENEFITS 
(all units in thousands) 

Decade 

1970-79 
1980-89 
1990-99 
2000-09 
2010-19 

TOTAL 

Increase Due to Del Valle Dam 
Use (Recreation Days) and Lake Del Valle 

Without With Use Benefits 
:Lake Del Valle:Lake Del Valle: (Recreation Days): (Dollars) (a 

93 
106 
119 
132 
145 
595 

5,599 
9,408 

10,909 
12,475 
14,060 
52,451 

5,506 
9,302 

10,790 
12,343 
13,915 
51, 856 

10,847 
18,325 
21,256 
24,316 
27,413 

102,157 
Equal Annual Equivalent Benefits ....•........... , ............. . 1,675(b 

a) Based on a unit value of $1.97 per recreation day. 
b) At 4.5 percent interest for the 50-year period 1970-2019. 
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Type of Costs and Project Features 

FIRST COSTS: 

Multiple-purpose Features 
Del Valle Dam & Lake Del Valle 
Reservoir Clearing 
County Road Relocation 
Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct 
Lands and Easements 
General Project ~ccess Road 
General 

Subtotal 

Specific Recreation Features 
Onshore Facilities 
Recreation Lands 

Subtotal 

TOTAL, FIRST COSTS 

Present Worth of Total First 
Costs to 1969 at 4.5% 

EQUAL ANNUAL EQUIVALENT COSTS: (e 

Capital costs 
OMP&R Costs: 

Multiple-purpose Features 
Specific Recreation Features 

Subtotal, OMP&R Costs 

TOTAL EQUAL ANNUAL 
EQUIVALENT COSTS 

Multiple­
purpose 
(77 , OOOAF 
Capacity) 

(1) 

$15,730,000 
500,000 

1,290,000 
880,000 
720,000 
530,000 

6,490,000 
$26,140,000 

(f 

TABLE 10: DEL VALLE 

Single-Purpose (a 

Flood 
: Recreation 

and 
: Control :Enhancement 
: (4 8 1 ° ° ° AF): (:? 4 , ° ° OAF) 

(2) (3) 

$12,620,000 
450,000 

1,070,000 
880,DClO 
540,000 
530,000 

5,420,000 
$21,510,000 

$11,570,000 
430,000 

1,290,000 
880,000 

.430,000 
530,000 

5,13.0,000 
$20,260,000 

$ 4,300,000 $ 0 $ 4,300,000 
550,000 ________ -nO 550,000 

$ 4,850,000 $ 0 $ 4,850,000 

$30,990,000 $21,510,000 $25,110,000 

$32,474,000 $23,442,000 $26,06jtOOO 

$ 1,643,000 $ 1,186,000 $ 1,319,00.0 

$ 118,000 $ 80,000 $ 82,000 
378,000 0 378,000 

$ 496,000 $ 80,000 $ 460,000 

$ 2,139,000 $ 1,266,000 $ 1,779,000 

a) Costs of single-purpose alternative water supply project are not 
applicable to this table. Costs are detailed in Table 7. 

b) Column I less Column 4. 
c) Column I less Column 5. 

Wate~ Supply AZtepnative Costs. 
The least expensive alternative 
means of providing the same water 
supply benefits was previously 
discussed in regard to water sup­
ply benefits. 

Flood 
The 

ContpoZ AZtepnative Costs. 
least expensive alternative 

means of providing the same flood 
control benefits are estimated to 
be a single-purpose dam and reser­
voir at the Del Valle site, with a 
gross storage capacity of 48,000 
acre-feet. The single-purpose fa~ 
cility would not include recrea­
tion features. 



COSTS, BY FEATQRE 

Mu t~ple-purpose, but w~thout: 
:Recreation 

Flood Water and 
Control. Supply : Enhancement: 

( 4 ° , ° ° ° AF); ( 6 3 , ° ° ° AF) : (7 7 , ° ° ° AF): 

(4) (5) (6) 

$13,450,000 $13,150,000 $15,730,000 
440,000 480,000 500,000 

1,290,000 1,290,000 1,070,000 
880,000 880,000 880,000 
480,000 640,000 720,000 
530,000 530,000 530,000 

5,670,000 5,710,000 6,410,000 
$22,7210,000 $22,680,000 $25,840,000 

$ 4,300,000 $ 4,300,000 $ ° 550,000 550,000 0 
$ 4,850,000 $ 4,850,000 $ ° 
$27,590,000 $27,530,000 $25,840,000 

$28,762,000 $28,695,000 $28,157,000 

$ 1,455,000 $ 1,452,000 $ 1,425,000 

$ 95,000 $ 105,000 $ 118,000 
378,000 378,000 0 

$ 473,000 $ 483,000 $ 118,000 

$ 1,928,000 $ 1,935,000 $ 1,543,000 

d) Column 1 less Column 6. 

Separable Costs 

Flood 
Control 

(b 

( 7) 

$2,280,000 
60,000 

° ° 240,000 

° 820,000 
$3,400,000 

$ 0 

° $ ° 
$3,400,000 

$3,712,000 

t-

$ 188,000 

$ 23,000 

° $ 23,000 

$ 211,000 

Water 
Supply 

(c 

( 8) 

$2,580,000 
20,000 

° 0 
80,000 

° 780,000 
$3,460,000 

$ ° 0 
$ ° 
$3,460,000 

$3,779,000 

$ 191,000 

$ 13,000 
0 

$ 13,000 

$ 204,000 

Recreation 
. and 
:Enhancement(d 

(9) 

$ ° 0 
220,000 

° ° 0 
80,000 

$ 300,000 

$4,300,000 
550,000 

$4,850,000 

$5,150,000 

$4,317,000 

$ 218,000 

$ ° 378,000 
$ 378,000 

$ 596,000 

e) At 4.5% interest for the 50-year period of analysis 1970 'chru 2019. 
f) The $12,550,000 allocation to recreation and enhancement, as shown 

in Table 1, is equal to 48 percent of these costs~ 

Recreation Alternative Costs. The 
least expensive means of providing 
the same recreation and enhancement 
benefi ts are estimated to be a 
single-purpose reservoir at the 
Del Valle site, with a gross stor­
age capacity of 34,000 acre-feet, 
together with essentially the same 
recreatiun features as for the cour 
plete facility. 

Water Supply Separable Costs. Del 
. Valle costs which can be directly 

associated with water supply are 
estimated as the differences be­
tween the total project costs of 
.the complete facility and the es­
timated costs of a hypothetical fa­
cility sized so as to provide the 
same flood control and recreation 
benefits as the complete facility. 
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FIGURE 2: FRENCHMAN LAKE LAND USE AND 
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

NIGHT CRAWLER BA Y 

lUNKER POINT 
FISHING ACCESS 

COTTONWOOD SPRINGS 

GROUP CAMP 

I ---I 
I 
I 

I 

~ 
NORTH 

seAL E 

o 1/2 I Mile 
fI'!'Ift£IllKE AefP'WP'§??trjt' 1C¥i¥S1f'.!!§ 2,a 

CRYSTAL FISHING ACCESS 

\ 

\ ~ I 

\ r----\J \ 
.~-- \ FReNCHMAN \. CAMPGROUND 

\ ; '\ SPRING CREEK \ 

____ ~ :,'~:~:~~OU~ID ,. " •• "'" • 
,~ 'ICNIC Vo.lll~ 

I )\10 .... • IJ~I ' .... UlHG 
~ I,.Nl 10 .... 1 .... Io'~ 



The hypothetical facility would in­
clude a 63 j QOQ-acre-foot reservoir 
with essentially the same recrea­
tion facilities as the complete 
facility. 

FZood Control Separable Costs. Del 
Valle costs which can be directly 
associated with flood control are 
estimated as differences between 
the total project costs of the com­
plete facility and the estimated 
costs of a hypotehtical facility 
sized so as to provide the same 
water supply and recreation bene­
fi ts as 'che complete facility. The 
hypothetical facility would include 
a 40,OOO-acre-foot reservoir and 

essentially the same recreation 
features as the complete facility. 

Recreation Separable Costs. Del 
Valle costs which can be directly 
associated with recreation and en­
hancement are estimated to be the 
differences between the total es­
timated- costs of the complete fa­
cility and the estimated costs o£ 
3 hypothetical facility which would 
exclude the recreation and enhance­
features of the complete facility 
summa.rized in Table 80 Lake Del 
Valle, sized only for water supply 
and flood control, would be o£ the 
same capacity as the complete fa­
cility. 

Revised FrenduLlan Der;[vation 

FRENCHMAN LAKE is being operated 
for water supply and recreation and 
enhancement. The 55,500-acre-foot 
reservoir is formed by Frenchman 
Dam on the Little Last Chance Creek, 
about 30 miles northeast of 'Portola 
in Plumas County. 

Construction of the Dam began in 
August 1959, and ended in October 
1961 -- the first completed facil-
ity of the State Water Project. 

Water operations began with reser­
voir releases late March 1962. Re­
creation use also begal'J. during 1962. 
To date, water for agricultural 
uses has been provided from the 
Lake to the Little Last Chance Creek 
Water District under a series of 
annual contracts. 

Previous Department Derivation 

The derivation of allocation per­
centages for Frenchman was -first 
reported to the Legislature, under 
Davis-Dolwig Act procedures, in Bul­
letin 153-67, "Allocations of Costs 
F~ong Purposes of the California 
Sta.te Water Project", December 1966, 
and was approved by California 
Statutes of 1968, Chapter 897. 
That derivation was originally 
prepared in 1963 and indicated a 
50-50 allocation of both joint 
capital costs and joint annual 

operating costs between (1) water 
supply and (2) recreation and en­
hancement. 

The above deri vation has grown 
obsolete and is in 'need of revi­
sion for the following factors: 

o Since 1963, projections of water 
supply benefits that will be re­
alized from the operation of 
Frenchman Lake have continued to 
decrease with the prevailing 
"cost-price" s.queeze on the agri­
cultural economy. The 1963 pro­
jection was based on economic 
conditions prevailing during 1956. 
Since that time, land values, pri­
ces received, crop yields, and 
interest rates on farm invest­
men ts have changed significantly. 

o Recreation use, as indicated by 
actual recreation days recorded 
during the first 11 years of oper­
tion, is significantly greater 
than 1963 projections. However, 
the estimated unit value had de­
creased from $2 . .40 per recrea­
tion day, used in the i963 deri­
vation, to $2.06 per recreation 
day due to revised procedures. 

o r\ . • , 1°56 . 
vr~?lna~ ~J cost estlmates, 
WhlCh were used in the 1963. de­
rivation, were significantly 
lower 'than the actual costs in­
curred to date. Also,better cost 
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estimates of the recreation fa­
cilities are now available. 

o In the 1963 derivation, the in­
terest rates used were 3.5 per~ 
cent for costs and 4.0 percent 
for benefits. The project inter­
est rate is presently 4.457 per­
cent and will probably stabilize 
at about 4.5 percent in the 
future. 

Frenchman Benefits 

Total direct benefits _of Frenchman 
are estimated to be equivalent to 
$690,900 annually. 

Water SuppZy Benefits. These bene­
fits are estimated as the increase 
in net returns from farming expec­
ted to result from operation of 
Frenchman Lake. In calculating 
net returns, all farm production 
costs are deducted from gross farm 
income including the costs of farm 
management but excluding costs of 
the new water supply and return on 
the farmers'land investment. 

The estimate of net returns from 
farming with operation of French­
man Lak~ is based on the total water 
supply that the facili ty would have 
developed if it had been in opera­
tion during the historical 50-year 
period 1912 through 1961. Studies 

indicate that the Lake would sup­
port an average annual supply over 
the 50-year period of about io,ooo 
acre-feet -- approximately 3,000 
acre-feet above the presently ad­
judicated supply. The results of 
these water operation studies are 
u"sed to project annual irrigated 
acreages and,in turn, net agricul­
tural income. Full use of" the to­
tal supply to be provided by oper­
ation of the Lake is projected to 
occur by the end of "the second dec­
ade after initial operation. 

The estimate of net returns from 
farming without operation of the 
facility is based on estimates of 
acreCig"es that would have been bene­
ficially irrigated by natural flows 
of Little Last Chance Creek during 
the period 1912 through 1961. "The 
farming practices assumed are those 
currently used in Sierra Valley. 

The benefits due to the planned 
operation of Frenchman Lake must be 
measured at the Dam -- not at the 
farmers' headgates -- to place all 
factors influencing the derivation 
of allocation percentages on a com­
mon basis. Thus, the "nonproject" 
costs of conveyance, distribution, 
and drainage systems necessary for 
the service of water from the Dam 
to the farmers' headgates are de­
ducted from the value of benefits 
at the farm, as shown in Table 11. 

TI~LE 11: FRENCHMP~ WATER SUPPLY BENEFITS 

Decade 

1962-71 
1972- 81 
1982-91 
1992-01 
2002-11 
TOTALS 

(in thousands of dollars) 

Beneilts measured at 
farmers' headgates 

:With Operation:Without Operatio~: 
of of 

:Frenchman Lake: Frenchman Lake 

( 1) (2) 

828 298 
884 350 
912 385 
912 385 
912 385 

4, 44 8" 1,803 

:Beneflts Due 
Conveyance, :to Operation 
Distribution':of Frenchman 
and Drainage :Lake Measured 
~ ..... C" , 
bys~em "osts at the Dam 

(3) (1) -(2)-(3) 

165 365 
175 359 
185 342 
210 317 
205 322 
940 1,705 

Equal annual equivalent benefits • .. • ~ .. .. " ...... "' ...... t' ...... " II> ... '" .. " • • I; .. G 35.8 



Recreation and Enhancemen t Benefits. 
Recreation areas for Frenchman Lake 
are depicted on Figure 2. Onshore 
recreation developments are li.sted 
in Table 12, together with type and 
number of uni ts, year of completion, 
and esti~ated costs. 

Projec'ted recreation use and associ­
ated benefits of Frenchman Dam and 
Lake are based on studies conducted 
during 1972 and 1973 by the Depart­
ment of Parks and Recreation. These 
studies refle ct current projections 

of onshore expenditures and an 11-
year record of recreation use at 
the Lake ~nd supersede information 
showu in the Department's Bulletin 
153-67. 

Procedures used by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation for deter­
mining the unit value of recreation 
use were previously described for 
~~e Del Valle. Under these pro­
cedures,the unit value for French­
man Lake is determined to be $2.06 
per recreation day. 

TABLE 12: FRENCHMA.N RECREATION AND ENHANCEMENT DE\?ELOPMENTS 
AND SPECIFIC COSTS (a 

Number of 
Year Completed and: Units 

Number of 
Parking Stalls 

Day :Car and 
Use :Trailer 

Cost 
:Boat ($1,000) (b 

Recreation Area ---------------­
Camp : Picnic. 

;Ramp :----~~--~----~ 
:Lanes: First EAE(C 

1963: 
Spring Creek(d 
Frenchman(d 

1970-71: 
Cottonwood Spring 
Group(d 

1973: 

39 
62 

Big Cove(d 
Crystal(e 

57 

Salmon Egg Shoal(e 
Night Crawler Bay(e 
Snallygaster Pt. (e 
Lunker Point(e 

25 30 

26 
14 
36 
42 
24 

150 

3 

4 
3 
2 

3 

1981 
1991 
2001 

(Continuing development, as required) 
(Continuing development, as required) 
(Continuing development, as required) 

SUBTOTAL -3 

Costs of acquiring associated recreation lands ......... . 

294 

200 

602 

250 
250 
250 

1,846 

56 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS ................................ 1, 9 02 
TOTAL OMP&R COSTS ................................. . 

-::---::--::::-=-TOTAL COSTS .......•.......................... 1,902 

13.6 

6. 7 

18.0 

5.2 
3.4 
2.2 

3.0 

52~1 
12 7~ .. 3 
179.4 

a) Financing of costs incurred in 1963, from the General Fund; 1970-71, 
by the U. S. Forest Service; 1973, by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation from the State Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhance­
ment Fund; ruld 1981, 1991, and 2001, by the U. S. Forest Service. 

b) Includes the costs of access roads, water and sanitary systems, 
gravel walks, grading and planting, and vehicle control barriers. 

c) At 4.5 percent interest for the 50-year period 1962-2011 . 
. d) Campground. 
e) Fishing Access Site. 
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Projected recreation use attribu­
·table to Frenchman and estimated 
'recreation and enhancement benefits 
are summarized in Table 13. 

Frenchman Costs 

The estimated actual costs in French­
man features are summarized in Ta­
ble 14 in terms of both first costs 
and equal annual equivalent c9sts . 
Equivalent costs total $387,500 
annually. Also shown are the cor­
responding estimates of single­
purpose and separable costs for the 
respective purposes. 

Water Supply Alternative Costs. The 
least expensive alternative means 
of providing the same water supply 
benefits as the complete facility 
are estimated to be a single­
purpose reservoir at the Frenchman 
site, with a gross storage capacity 
of 30,000 acre-feet. 

Recreation Alternative Costs. The 
least expensive alternative means 

of providing the same recreation 
and enhancement benefits as the 
complete facility are estimated to 
be a single-purpose reservoir at the 
Frenchman site, with a gross'stor­
age capacity of 30,000 acre-feet, 
together with essentially the same 
recreation features as the complete 
facility. 

Yater Supply Separ'ab le Costs. French~ 
man costs which can be directly 
associated with water supply are 
estimated as the differences be­
tween the total project costs of 
the complete facility and the esti.­
mated cbsts of the alternative 
single-purpose recreation and en­
hancement fqcility. 

Re creation Separab le Cos ts. French­
man costs which can be directly 
associated with recreation are es­
timated as the differences betwe,en 
the total project costs of the COffi-' 

plete facility and the estimated 
costs of the alternative single­
purpose water supply facility. 

TABLE 13: FRENCHMAN RECREATION AND ENHANCEMENT BENEFITS 
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Decade 

1962-71 
1972- 81 
1982-91 
1992-01 
2002-11 
TOTAL 

(all units in thousands) 

Use (Recreation Days) 

without With 
Frenchman Lake Fre,nchman Lake 

17.4 
26.6 
42.9 
56.5 
66.5 

209,9 

3,043.6 
2,669.9 
3,486.3 
4,231.2 
4,860.5 

18,291;5 

:Increase Due to Frenchman Dam 
and Lake 

Use :Benefits 
(Recreation Days) : (Dollars) (a 

3,026.2 
2,643.3 
3,443.4 
4,174.7 
4,794.0 

18,081.6 

6,234.0 
5,445.2 
7.093.4 
8,599.9 
9,875.6 

37,248.1 

Equal A.l!nualEqui valent Benefits. ~ ......................... . 655.1(b 

a) Based on a unit value of $2.06 per recreation day 
b) At 4.5 percent interest for the 50-year period 1962-2011. 



Type of Costs 
and Project Features 

.LAb.L.c .l'f: .!:·.tlliNCHl'lAN COSTS, BY FEATURE 

. . Single-purpose Separable Costs 
; Multiple-;--~~-L~~-:~~~,e~c~r~e~a-t~~-o-n-- ---~~~=:R~e~c~r~e~a~t~i~o~n~l 
. purpose . v·later and lrJater and 
;(55,500 AF; Supply :Enhancement: Supply :Enhancement 

Capacity): (30,000 AF): (30,000 AF): (a (b 

I FIRST COSTS: (1) ( 2) ( 3) (4) (5) 

I 
• Joint Features 

I 
i 
I 

Dam and Appurtena~ces 
Lands f Eas emen ts., Re 10c a­

tions, and Rights-of-way 
Subtotal 

I Specific Recreation 
Onshore Facilities 

Features 

Recreation Lands 
Subtotal 

TOTAL, FIRST COSTS 

$2,523,000 $1,808,000 

696,000 304,000 
$3,219,000 $2,112,000 

(d 

$1,846,000 $ ° 56,000 ° $1,902,000 c:: ° ..-

$5,121,000 $2,112,000 

$1,847,000 

684,000 
$2,531,000 

$1,846,000 
56,000 

$1,902,000 

$4,433,000 

$676,000 $ 715,000 

12,000 392,000 
$688,000 $l,lOT;OOO 

$ 0 $1,846,000 
0 $ 56,000 

$ --0 $1,902,000 

$.688,000 $3,009,000 

I P·resent ,"lorth of Total First 
Costs to 1961 at 4.5% $4,318,000 $2,153,000 $3,611,000 $707,000 $2,165,000 

IEQUAL ANNUAL EQUIVALENT COSTS:(c 

Capital Costs 
OI'-1? &R Costs: 

! a) 
I b} 
i c) 

Joint Features 
Special Recreation Features 

Subtotal, OMP&R Costs 

TOTAL EQU.~ ?~JNUAL 
EQUIVALENT COSTS 

ColQ~~ 1 less Column 3. 
COlurr .. l"l 1 less Column 2. 

$ 218,500 <:-
." 

$ 41,700 $ 
127,300 

$ 169,000 $ 

$ 387,500 $ 

108,900 $ 182,700 $ 35,800 $ 109,600 

41,700 $ 41,700 $ 0 $ ° 0 127,300 0 127,300 
41,700 $ 169,000 $ 0 $ 127,300 

150,600 $ 351,700 $ 35,800 $ 236,900 

I dJ 
For the 50-year period of analysis 1962 thru 2011, at 4.5% interest. 
The $2,527,000 allocation to recreation and enhancement, as shown in Table 1, 
is equal to 78.5 percent of these costs. 

I 





COMMENTS 

BY 

THE DEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION, 

AND 

THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
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Stat@ of California NOTECl~; Resou~'ces Agen:::y of Ct!!Hfornia 

W. R. Gh r? i973 
Memorandum I MAR 6,.) 

To Honorable William R. Gianelli, Director 
Department o~ W~ter Reso~~r~~es 
Resources BUildIng /,' 

1/ 
I' 
It 
: l 
If 

Dote Ma r'Ch 19 ~ 1973 

Sub~ct: Bulletin 132-73. Appendix 
o - Cost Allocations to 
Recreation, Fish and 
Wildlife Enhancement, 
State Water Project 

From Director or N~vi9atkm and Ocean Developmenr 

36 

In accordance with the Water Code, Section 1191L~ as amended 
by California Statute of 1970, Chapter i428, you requested 
the Department of Navigation and Ocean Development to 
comment on the above report which presents State Water 
Project co~t allocations to recreation, fish and wildlife 
enhancement. 

The draft of Bulletin 132-73, Appendix D, was reviewed by 
this department. We have no comments except to note with 
pleasure that the tabulation of some of the cost allocations 
are in a much more comprehensive form. 



The Resources Agency of Ccdifon-nia 

Memorandum 

To Honorable William R~ Gianelli, Director 
Department of Water Resources 
Room 1115-1 
Resources Building 

Date, : April· ;1.2.r 1973 

Subject: Cost Allocation to 
Recreation and Fish 
and Wildlife Enhancement, 
State Water Project 

From Department of Porks (Bod Recreation 

Your memorandum of March 28, 1973 requests our department to review and comment 
on Appendix D, Bulletin l32~73u "The california State Water Project in 1971~o 

Fortunately, your personnel have been working with members of my staff as work on 
the Bulletin progresses throughout the y~aro Our people have been able to reach 
agreement on recreation-related items entered in this yearBs revision .. 

--;X7 / 4f;1- ~/-?~.~-{ '~' ':'~ LVL.-'r,.·K..e: -' 

~il iam Penn M 'tp Jr" 
/ Director 
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State of CCliiifornio; The ~e:;olJrces Agency 

Memorandum 

To Ronora-ble ~!ili jam R" Gia.ne-j 11 ~ Director 
Department of Water Resol.rrces 

Date: 
MAR 3 0 1973 

Subiect: WP=state of California 1 Deparlme.."lt of "\<[ater Resources = State Water Project 
1973 Cost A1l0cationsto Recreation €k"ld Fish ~~~ Wildlife Enhancement 

3-5 

Pursuant to \-la.ter Code Section 1.191211 as amended. by california Ststlltes 
of 1966, Chapter 27, j''Uu. requested our written COlI'lments on state \~ate!' 
Project joint costs allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhance­
ment; as reported on the. I'e'V"'iew draft of Appendix D to Bulletin No. 132-73. 

Appendix D presents new and revised allocations of joint project costs in 
the &mount or $16,725,901 for recreation and fish and wildlife ennancemento 
The new allocation is for Del Valle Dam and Lake Del Valle in tne amount of 
$l5,534~5l8. We concur with this new allocation. 

The major revision in costs is ~or a reallocation of Frenchman Dam and Lakeo 
Changes in water use and recreational use have shifted the joint allocation 
from a 50-50 split to a 7805 to 21$5 split; increasing the joint allocation 
to recreation and fish and. ~"ild.life enhancement by $939,388~ other minor 
revisions and interest charges in the varioLw State Water Project accounts 
result in the remaining $252;075 increase. 

We are pleased to see that a re-eveluatiol'l of Frencbms.n })am -was made in 
accordance ~th the schedule set forth in Bulletin Noo 132~72& Should water 
use increase in future years, a reduction in the costs allocated to recreation, 
fish and wildlife enhancement would be appropriate. 

~ne Department of Fish and Game finds no fault with the method or logic 
used in the cost allocation presented in the subject report for Del Valle 
Dam a.nd. Lake Del Valle or "Jith the reallocation .of Frenchman IP-lil and Lake .. 
The values used in calculz.ting the benefi t.s as ,~ell as the total recreational 
use are acceptable to Fish and Game for both allocations present.edo There­
fore, we concur with the 1973 cost allocation as submitted in Bulletin 
No o 132=73, Appendix DQ 
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