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ABSTRACT

The Department's 1967 report to the Legislature
on the subject, ''Allocations of Costs Among Fur-
poses of the California State Water Project"

,

requests approval of the joint capital costs
allocated to the purposes of recreation and fish
and wildlife enhancement for completed Frenchman
and Antelope Dams and Lakes ($6,047,340), and of
expenditures made through June 30, 1966, for
acquiring rights-of-way , easements and property
for recreation development associated with all
project facilities ($2,213,501). The total amount
covered by the request ($8,260,841) includes
interest charges through June 30, 1967 -- the
date when appropriations from tideland oil and
gas moneys deposited in the Central Valley Water
Project Construction Fund are assumed to be
effective . Written comments by the Departments
of Parks and Recreation and Fish and Game, giv-
ing their approval of these expenditures , are
included at the end of the report. The request
for legislative approval is made pursuant to the
provisions of the California Statutes of 1966,
(First Extraordinary Session) , Chapter 27. This
important new law is described in detail in the
report. Bulletin 153-67 includes maps showing
the lands already purchased for recreation de-
velopment associated with each project facility,
a simplified pictorial portrayal of the Depart-
ment's cost allocation procedures , and a general
progress report on the development of allocation
percentages for all facilities of the California
State Water Project

.



CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

The California State Water Project, being financed and

constructed as a part of the State Water Resources Development

System under the Burns-Porter and Central Valley Project Acts,

will accomplish a number of purposes. Chief among these are

water supply, hydroelectric power generation, agricultural waste

water disposal, flood control, recreation, and fish and wildlife

enhancement

.

Project costs allocable to water supply, hydroelectric

power generation, and agricultural waste water disposal are con-

sidered reimbursable, and determine the charges paid by project

customers. Project costs allocable to flood control, recreation,

and fish and wildlife enhancement are considered nonreimbursable,

and generally are covered by appropriations from general tax

funds as being in the interest of public health and welfare.

The Federal Government has assumed the responsibility for flood

control expenditures made for the State Water Project. The

California Legislature has declared it to be the policy of this

State to assume responsibility for the costs of state water

projects allocable to the purposes of recreation and fish and

wildlife enhancement.

The State's policy concerning recreation and fish and

wildlife enhancement is set forth in the Davis-Dolwig Act, Sec-

tions II9OO-II925 of the Water Code. The Act was significantly

amended by the California Statutes of I966 (First Extraordinary

Session), Chapter 27, to provide a procedure and source of

-1-
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financing for the reimbursement of expenditures made by the

Department of Water Resources from project funds for these

purposes. Chapter II describes these important amendments ti

the Act and presents the Department's request for legislative

approval of certain expenditures made to date for the State

Water Project — amounting to $8,260,84l.

The emphasis on recreation and fish and wildlife

enhancement purposes should not, however, detract from the

long-range objective of the Department's Bulletin No. 153

series:to ultimately develop allocation percentages, for all

project purposes, applicable to the actual joint costs of each

respective facility of the State Water Project. Allocation

percentages for only two facilities. Frenchman and Antelope

Dams and Lakes, are involved in the Department's request noted

above

.

Chapter III of this bulletin describes the projected

financial effect of all cost allocation percentages herein

developed for State Water Project facilities. Chapter IV re-

views the contractual obligations and other general criteria

concerning the derivation of allocation percentages. Chapter V

summarizes the calculation of allocation percentages previously

made. Chapter VI develops revised allocation percentages for

certain of the project facilities. Chapter VII presents the

derivation of new allocation percentages — for project facili-

ties with construction scheduled to commence in fiscal year

1967-68.

-2-



CHAPTER II. COSTS ALLOCATED TO RECREATION
AND FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT

The costs of project features allocated to the pur-

poses of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement include:

Joint costs - the costs of those physical
features of a multiple-purpose facility which can
be readily identified as serving more than one
project purpose, such as dams and reservoirs.

Specific costs - the costs of physical fea-
tures of a multiple-purpose facility which can be
readily identified as serving one project purpose
exclusively, such as picnic areas and boat ramps
(which serve only the purpose of recreation).

The items of project costs allocated to the purposes

of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement include:

Capital costs - the investment costs for
planning, land acquisition, and the design and
construction of betterments.

Operating costs - the recurring costs for
operation, maintenance, pumping power, and re-
placement (O.M.P.&R.). Under the Project's water
supply contracts, operating costs are classified
as

:

a. Minimum O.M.P.&R. costs , which are
incurred in magnitudes that do not depend upon
the amounts of water delivered.

b. Variable O.M.P.&R. costs , which are
incurred in magnitudes that depend upon, and vary
with, the amounts of water delivered.

The determination and funding of recreation and fish

and wildlife enhancement costs, for the various features and

cost Items, are summarized in the following tabulation:

-3-



Features
and cost items

Procedure
for allocating costs

among purposes

Source
of

financinf

Features jointly used
by project purposes
( joint costs )

:

1. Capital costs

2 . Minimum
O.M.P.&R, costs

Percentages shown in Initially from project
Bulletin No. 153
applied to actual
capital costs
incurred

.

Percentages shown in
Bulletin No. 153
applied to actual
minimum operating
costs Incurred.

funds 5 reimbursed by
tideland oil and gas
revenues .?:/

Annual appropriations
from the General
Fund.^/

3. Variable
O.M.P.&P, costs

Features used solely
for the purposes of
recreation and fish
and wildlife enhance-
ment (specific costs )

1. Land acquisition
costs for recre-
ation develop-
ment (capital
costs )

.

2. Other capital
costs and all
operating costs

An appropriate unit Annual appropriations
cost applied to from the General
actual annual Fund._/
quantities delivered
to each purpose.

Totally assigned to
recreation and
fish and wildlife
enhancement

.

Totally assigned to
recreation and
fish and wildlife
enhancement

.

Initially from project
funds, reimbursed by
tideland oil and gas

Annual appropriations
from the General
Fund . 2./

a/ Accounted and budgeted by the Department of Water Resources,
b/ Accounted and budgeted by the Department of Parks and Recreation

and/or the Department of Fish and Game.

-ij-



As noted above, the Department does not account and

budget for all recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

costs. Furthermore, two types of funding are involved — reim-

bursement of project fund -expenditures by tideland oil and gas

revenues; and, current appropriations from the General Fund.

Reimbursement by tideland oil and gas revenues is

dependent upon a reporting and approval procedure, pursuant to

amendments of the Davls-Dolwig Act by the California Statutes

of 1966, Chapter 27. These important amendments are described

in the following sections

:

Reported Costs of Recreation and Fish •

and Wildlife Enhancement

Water Code Section 11912 was amended to assign cer-

tain reporting responsibilities to the Department, whereby:

"It shall be the duty of the department to
report annually to the Legislature the costs, if
any, which the department has allocated to
recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement for
each facility of any state water project. The
department shall also report to the Legislature
any revisions which the department makes in such
allocations

.

"The department shall submit each such cost
allocation to the Department of Parks and Recrea-
tion and to the Department of Fish and Game. The
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game shall file with the Department
of Water Resources their written comments with re-
spect 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 acquiring rights-of-way, easements and
property pursuant to Section 3^6 for recreation
development associated with such facilities. .

."

-5-



The Department has allocated $6,0^17,340 of the joint

capital costs of Frenchman and Antelope Dams and Lakes to rec-

reation and fish and wildlife enhancement. The expenditure of

funds by the Department for acquiring rights-of-way, easements,

and property pursuant to Water Code Section 3^6 (for recreation

development associated with facilities of the State Water Project)

totals $2,213,501.

Both the above amounts are shown for the respective

facilities in Table 1, and include all Department expenditures

through June 30, 1966, together with appropriate interest charges

to the date of assumed reimbursement — June 30, 1967- These

costs are further described in the following sections:

Allocated Joint Capital Costs

The Department reports those joint capital costs of a

multiple-purpose facility which are allocated to the purposes

of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement after the con-

struction costs are known. The Department recognizes that review

of its derivation of allocation percentages for a multiple-purpose

facility may require a considerable period of time and study and

prepares such percentages in the year preceding the year con-

struction commences.

Construction has been completed for three facilities

of the State Water Project, all located in the Upper Feather

River Area — Frenchman Dam and Lake in October 196I, Antelope

Dam and Lake in July 1964, and Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis

in November 1966. Since the cutoff date for this series of

reports is the end of the preceding fiscal year (to allow for



TABLE 1

RBOIEATION AND
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JOB WHICH LBDISUnVE APPROVAL

{PuTBuant to Section U91£

; AHD WILDLIFE amANCIMBHT COSTS
STATE «ATEB PROJECT

RHttfESTED

Item



final cost accounting), joint costs allocated to recreation and

fish and wildlife enhancement are reported herein for only

Frenchman and Antelope Dams and Lakes.

Allocation Percentages . The Department has determined

that 50 percent of the joint capital costs of Frenchman Dam and

Lake and 100 percent of the joint capital costs of Antelope Dam

and Lake are allocable to recreation and fish and wildlife

enhancement

.

The Department's derivation of the above allocation

percentages is summarized In Chapter V. Specifics of Frenchman

Dam and Lake allocation are explained in some detail In

Appendix B.

Review by Concerned State Departments . Section 11912

of the California Water Code, as amended, provides that:

"The department shall submit each such cost
allocation to the Department of Parks and Recreation
and to the Department of Fish and Game. The Depart-
ment of Parks and Recreation and the Department of Fish
and 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."

The written comments by the Departments of Parks and

Recreation and Fish and Game, concerning the amounts shown in

Table 1, are included herein as Appendixes C and D, respectively,

Expenditures for Acquiring Recreation Land

Recreation lands acquired for each facility of the

State Water Project through June 30, 1966, are located on the

plates attached to the end of this report. These plates show

for each facility:



a. The outside boundary of land (shown by a
dashed line, in black) to be purchased for all proj-
ect purposes, including the purpose of recreation,
and the inner boundary (shown by a heavy solid line,
in black) identifying the area which would have been
purchased without respect to the purpose of recreation.

b. The current plan of recreation land use
(shown by coded symbols, in black).

c. The recreation land areas representing the
dollar amounts in Table 1 (shown by solid shades of
red), and United States Forest Service lands
(indicated by red cross-hatching) which will not
have to be specifically purchased by the State.

The Department reports the annual expenditure of proj-

ect funds for acquiring all lands associated v/ith recreation

development in the year following the fiscal year in which the

expenditure was made.

The specific costs of recreation lands generally are

established when the land is acquired, and will not be affected

by future allocations of joint costs. However, there are

possibilities whereby the State's cost for certain lands may be

subsequently reduced, due to the receipt of contributions from

outside funds (such as federal grants) or due to the modifica-

tion of the recreation land use plan for a particular project

facility.

If there are sales of land originally purchased for

recreation development, or if outside funds are received, the

amount of the receipt will be shown as a negative project

expenditure for the appropriate facility in the year received.

If there is a change in use of the lands originally purchased

(from recreation to joint or other project purposes) the

original purchase price, together with appropriate interest



charges thereon, will be reported as a negative expenditure in

the year the change in plan occurs.

The above procedures are consistent with the

Department's accounting of project costs.

Water Code Section 3^6 . The Department acquires

recreation lands concurrently with the acquisition of other

project lands, in accordance with the policy of Water Code

Section II9OO.

The construction of the facilities of the State Water

Project primarily is financed by funds provided under the

Burns-Porter Act. Recreation or fish and wildlife enhancement

features are not part of the facilities authorized under that

Act nor may moneys provided thereunder be used for the con-

struction or operation of such features.

Section 3^6, added to the Water Code in 1958, authorizes

the Department to acquire lands for recreation development asso-

ciated with state-constructed water projects, and provides that:

"... Any funds, including but not limited to water
resources development funds, heretofore or hereafter
appropriated to the department for the acquisition of
rights-of-way, easements, and property ...."

may be used for such acquisition.

Under this authority, the Department is purchasing

recreation lands concurrently with those for facilities author-

ized under the Burns-Porter Act, and with funds provided under

the Act, in order to decrease the total land costs of the

Project and to acquire property in an orderly manner.

-10-



Possible Revisions - Federal Grants . The Department

has now signed two contracts with the Federal Government for

grants under the federal Open-Space Act (Title ^2, U.S.C.j

Section 1500, et seq.). One contract relates to Ferris and

Cedar Springs reservoirs and the other to Castaic reservoir.

The Department also has an application pending for a grant at

Del Valle reservoir. These open-space contracts provide that

the Federal Government will pay up to 30 percent of the acqui-

sition costs for lands located above the normal pool elevation

at these reservoirs

.

Another federal program through which the Department

expects to receive financial assistance in acquiring recreation

lands is that provided by the Land and Water Conservation Fund

Act, P.L. 88-578. This program provides matching federal funds

(up to 50 percent) for certain lands. The Department has

applied for assistance for several acquisitions through the

Resources Agency. The grants could be made either in advance

of the land purchases or as reimbursements.

Possible Revisions - Modification of Recreation Land

Use Plans . The recreation land use plans for certain of the

facilities of the State Water Project are currently undergoing

revision; namely, those for Cedar Springs and Ferris Dams and

reservoirs. Recreation plans for other project facilities will

undoubtedly also undergo modification from time to time.

Interest Charges

The interest item shown in Table 1 includes only the

net interest charges on the portion of the California Water

-11-



Resources Development Bond Fund actually utilized in financing

nonreimbursable expenditures — from the time the costs were

incurred to the time that recovery of such costs is assumed

(June 30, 1967, for the purposes of the table).

The Department incurs interest costs, on Water Bonds

used to finance nonreimbursable construction expenditures for

the State Water Project. Such interest costs are also

nonreimbursable

.

Request for Legislative Approval
of Reported Costs

The California Statutes of 1966, Chapter 27, provides

for a continuing source of financing for the joint costs of

state water projects allocated to recreation and fish and wild-

life enhancement, and for the associated specific costs of

recreation land. To the extent the Legislature approves such

costs reported annually by the Department, the funds provided

by the new law will become available for financing a portion of

the costs of the State Water Project.

The California Statutes of 196^4 (First Extraordinary

Session), Chapter 138, provides that the first $11 million of

the State's annual share of tideland oil and gas revenues shall

be deposited in the California Water Fund. The California

Statutes of 1966, Chapter 27, amends the above enactment to

provide that the next $5 million of the State's annual share

of tideland revenues shall be deposited in the Central Valley

Water Project Construction Fund — and adds the following

Section 11915 to the Davis-Dolwig Act:

-12-



"All moneys deposited in the Central Valley
Water Project Construction Fund pursuant to the
provisions of Chapter 138, Statutes of 196^4, First
Extraordinary Session, and all accruals to such
moneys so deposited, are hereby appropriated to the
department for expenditure by the department without
regard to fiscal years for the purposes of the con-
struction fund, in amounts equal to allocations to
recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement and to
the costs of acquiring rights-of-way, easements and
property for recreation development which have be-
come effective pursuant to Section 11912." (i.e.,
upon approval by the Legislature).

The Department is requesting the Legislature's approval

of $8,260,8^1 in recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

expenditures reported in Table 1.

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Costs
Not Reporte d

The costs reported to the Legislature, by the Department,

pertain only to those joint capital costs of features jointly used

by project purposes and to acquisition costs of recreation lands.

Recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement costs which are

not included In the above reporting procedure, and are not reim-

bursed by the Central Valley Water Project Construction Fund,

are to be covered by General Fund appropriations under Section 11913

of the Davis-Dolwlg Act

:

"The Legislature hereby declares its intent that,
except as funds are provided pursuant to Section 11915,
there shall be included in the budget for the depart-
ment for the 1962-63 fiscal year and each succeeding
fiscal year, and in the Budget Act for that fiscal
year and each succeeding fiscal year, an appropriation
from the General Fund of the funds necessary for en-
hancement of fish and wildlife and for recreation in
connection with state water projects as provided In
this chapter." (i.e., in the Davis-Dolwlg Act).

-13-



The magnitude of legislative appropriations from the

General Fund for these types of costs through fiscal year 1966-67:

and proposed budget amounts for fiscal year 1967-68, are shown in

the tabulation below:

Item of recreation
and fish and

wildlife enhancement
cost

Fiscal year

1962:1963: 1964 : 1965 : 1966 : 1967
-63 :-64 : -65 : -66 : -67 : -68a,/

Totals
thru
1967
-68

Joint operating costs :k/
Frenchman Dam and Lake
Antelope Dam and Lake
Grizzly Valley Dam and

Lake Davis
California Aqueduct

Subtotal

Specific capital costs
other than those for
acquiring recreation
lands

:

Planning 96
Design and construction 488

Subtotal 58?

Specific operating costsc_/

Total

(in thousands of dollars)

11
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Specific Capital Costs (Other than for Recreation Lands)

The specific capital costs of recreation and fish and

ildlife enhancement, in addition to the expenditures for acquiring

recreation lands, include planning costs subsequent to the develop-

ment of the recreation land use plan, and design and construction

costs of physical developments used solely for the purposes of

recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement.

The above types of costs are accounted and budgeted by

the Department of Parks and Recreation, except that the Department

of Fish and Game budgets and accounts for the construction of fish

and wildlife enhancement works.

Specific Operating Costs

The Department of Parks and Recreation is also responsi-

ble for accounting and budgeting the specific operating costs of

recreation features. However, this responsibility may be assigned

to other agencies. The Department of Fish and Game budgets and

accounts annual operating costs concerning fish and wildlife re-

sources .

Department Responsibilities Not Affected

The California Statutes of 1966, Chapter 27, also added

Section 11915.1 to the Davis-Dol.wig Act, which reaffirms the

Department's responsibilities in financing, and securing repayment

of, the costs of the State Water Project:

-15-



"The provisions of this chapter [I.e., the
Davls-Dolwig Act] shall not limit the department In
the financing and construction of any of the facilities
of the State Water Resources Development System pursuant
to the provisions of Chapter 8 (commencing with Section
12930) of Part 6, nor shall they constitute a limitation
on or modification of the responsibility of the depart-
ment to make allocations of costs provided for In water
supply contracts executed pursuant thereto."

The allocation percentages developed In the

Bulletin 153 series will be accounted for In the Department's

annual revision of the Project's financing program, and In the

annual redetermination of the charges to be paid by Its water

supply contractors. The projected effect of these allocation

percentages Is summarized In the following chapter.

-16-



CHAPTER III. PROJECTED EFFECT
OF COST ALLOCATIONS

The Department's Bulletin 132 series Is Intimately

related to the Bulletin 153 series. The former constitutes the

Department's official annual report on the construction, opera-

tion, financing, and management of the California State Water

Project, and is released in June of each year — about six months

after release of the annual cost allocation report.

The projected costs and water use reevaluated in the

Bulletin 132 series form a basis for new and/or revised alloca-

tion percentages developed in the Bulletin 153 series. The

allocation percentages developed in the Bulletin 153 series, in

turn, are reflected in the annual redetermination of water supply

revenues and project receipts basic to the revised financial

program developed in the Bulletin 132 series.

This chapter summarizes the effect of all allocation

percentages} developed to date, upon the costs reported for project

facilities in Bulletin 132-66, "The California State Water Project

in 1966".

Summary of Allocation Percentages

The Department's cost allocations are determined as

percentages applicable to the costs of those features of multiple-

purpose facilities which are jointly used by project purposes.

The allocated costs of each purpose are determined by applying

the allocation percentages to the actual capital and minimum

annual operating costs incurred for such features of each

-17-



multiple-purpose facility — and an annually determined share of

any variable operating costs which may be incurred, based upon

actual water quantities delivered to the respective project

purposes

.

The specific costs of features associated with indi-

vidual purposes of each multiple-purpose facility must be added

to the above allocated costs to arrive at the total costs of

the purposes involved. Such specific costs include those for

constructing and maintaining picnic facilities, parking lots,

camp sites, and boat ramps for the recreation purpose; power-

plants, switchyards, and transmission lines for the power gen-

eration purpose; etc.

The allocation percentages developed, to date, for the

various facilities of the State Water Project are summarized in

Table 2.

The percentage values are shown in Table 2 under three

groupings of project facilities. The provisions of the water

supply contracts classify all facilities of the State Water

Project, except the San Joaquin Drainage Facilities , as either

project conservation facilities , which conserve and develop the

project yield, or project transportation facilities , which

convey the developed yield to project service areas. The reim-

bursable costs of the two classifications are returned to the

State through two separate charges paid by water supply con-

tractors: the Delta Water Charge and the Transportation Charge.

-18-



TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF COST ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES

(in percent of joint costs of the respective facilities)

Facilities of the
State Water Project

Reimbursable purposes

Water
supply-

Power
generation

Ag. waste
water

disposal

Nonreimbursable purposes

Flood
control

Recreation
and fish and

wildlife
enhancement

Capital Costs of Features Jointly Used

Project Conservation Facilities

Frenchman Dam and Lake*/ 50.0
Antelope Dam and LokeS/
Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis^ 5-1

Abbey Bridge Dam and reservoir^
Dixie Refuge Dam and reservoirH/
Oroville Dam and reservoir^/
California Aqueduct£/
Delta Facilities£/
Upper Eel River Development^/

Project Transportation Facilities

California Aqueduct, excluding
Coastal Branch£/

South Bay Aqueduct; ,

Del Valle Dam and reservoir-S/

North Bay AqueductS/

San Joaquin Drainage Facilities

San Joaquin Master Drain^

5I1.O

91.3
67.1

100.0

97-0

21*.
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The allocation percentages represent three degrees

of finality, as indicated by the following notes to Table 2:

a. Percentages the Department considers to
be final, for which legislative approval is
requested

.

b. Percentages the Department considers to
be tentative, but for which legislative approval
is not requested at this point in time.

c. Percentages the Department considers to
be illustrative and subject to change, but which
are assumed for current financial and repayment
analyses of the State Water Project.

Summary of Projected Capital Costs, by Purpose

Table 3 presents a distribution of the estimated

capital costs of the State Water Project among the various project

purposes. This tabulation includes the allocation of the esti-

mated joint capital costs of features jointly used by project

purposes, as reported in Bulletin 132-66, by the percentages

summarized in the upper portion of Table 2. The tabulation also

includes an assignment of the estimated specific capital costs

of features used by particular project purposes.

Certain of the above specific costs are reported in

Bulletin 132-66. These are costs financed initially from

project funds, including the costs of acquiring recreation land

to date. However, since Bulletin 132-66 was released six months

prior to this bulletin, the land acquisition costs reflected in

Table 3 do not agree exactly with the corresponding amounts

shown in Table 1.
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The specific costs of recreation and fish and wildlife

enhancement developments (other than land acquisition costs)

associated with State Water Project facilities are not reported

in the Bulletin 132 series. These amounts (shown in Column 2

of Table 3) are not financed by project funds and are therefore

excluded from the financial analyses developed in the Bulletin

132 series.

Table 4 presents a more detailed summary of the specific

costs of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement (exclusive

of land acquisition costs) which are accounted and budgeted by

agencies other than the Department. The tabulation presents the

estimates of such specific costs for initial developments required

to accommodate projected visitor use during the first 10 years

of operation at each facility and for continuing developments

required to satisfy growing demands after the initial 10-year

period. Construction expenditures for continuing developments

will be staged over a 10- to 50-year period.

The formulation of recreation developments has not been

completed for all facilities of the State Water Project. There-

fore, the values in Column 2 of Table 3 and in Table ^4 are in-

complete and approximate. As the development of allocation per-

centages for all project facilities is completed, and as the plan-

ning of specific recreation facilities becomes more advanced, it

is probable that the total nonreimbursable costs for recreation

and fish and wildlife enhancement will approximate more than

10 percent of the total costs of the State Water Project — a

Department projection of several years standing.
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TABLE H

ESTIMATED PROJECT CAPITAL COSTS ACCOUNTED AND BUDGETED
BY AGENCIES OTHER THAN THE DEPARTMENT

(Preliminary, In thousands of dollars)

Specific costs of associated
recreation and fish and

wildlife enhancement development s^^^

Initial : Continuing
installations^/ : installations^'

Frenchman Dam and Lake $ 1,710

Antelope Dam and Lake 450

Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis 1,760

Abbey Bridge Dam and reservoir 995

Oroville Dam and reservoir 13,157

South Bay Aqueduct 3,198

California Aqueduct:

Corral Hollow Fishing Access Site 70
Ingram Creek Aquatic Recreation Area 336
San Luis Forebay l,38l
San Luis reservoir 1,752
Los Banos Creek detention reservoir 1,042
Oro Loma Fishing Access Site 3

Three Rocks Fishing Access Site 69
Huron Fishing Access Site
Kettleman City Aquatic Recreation Area 738
Lost Hills Fishing Access Site
Buttonwillow Fishing Access Site
Tupman Aquatic Recreation Area 205
Buena Vista Aquatic Recreation Area 7,237
Wheeler Ridge Fishing Access Site 69
Castaic reservoir 16,190
Pyramid reservoir 4,790
Ritter Canyon Aquatic Recreation Area 1,431
Barrel Springs Aquatic Recreation Area 1,961
Oro Grande Wash Aquatic Recreation Area l,88l
Mojave Mesa Aquatic Recreation Area 1,238
Cedar Springs reservoir 7,476
Perris reservoir 23, 552

Subtotal 71,421

TOTAL 92,691
GRAND TOTAL_

b/

829

1,103

2,483

2,535

41,247

2,521

504
2,834
3,608
1,357

65

66
524
70
69

5,749

228
84

576
1,320
1,704

552
192
276

19,778

70,496

5163,187

c/

Excluding land acquisition costs.
Sufficient to accommodate the growth in estimated visitor use during

the initial 10-year period of operation.
Sufficient to accommodate the continuing growth in estimated visitor

use subsequent to the initial 10-year period of operation.
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CHAPTER IV. CONTRACT PROVISIONS
AND GENERAL CRITERIA

The general legislative directives concerning alloca-

tion of project costs are primarily set forth In the Davls-Dolwlj

Act, described In Chapter II. This chapter reviews the provi-

sions of the water supply contracts and the general criteria

followed by the Department In Implementing the legislative and

contractual directives.

Provisions of Water Supply Contracts

The water supply contracts executed by the Department,

acting for the State of California, contain certain provisions

with regard to the allocation of costs among project purposes.

The major provisions In this regard are as follows:

1. The State shall allocate the costs of facili-
ties to project purposes and shall determine those
costs which are reimbursable and those costs which are
nonreimbursable by water supply contractors. For
example. Article 22(a) states In part:

"... Wherever reference Is made. In connection
with the computation or determination of the Delta
Water Charge, to the costs of any facility or fa-
cilities Included In the System, such reference
shall be only to those costs of such facility or
facilities which are reimbursable by the contractors
as determined by the State."

These words are essentially repeated In Article 23 In
connection with the Transportation Charge.

2. The Federal Government shall perform certain
cost allocations, as set forth In Article 22(e):

"... allocations to purposes the costs of which
are to be paid by the United States shall be as
determined by the United States. ..."

3. The Delta Water Charge shall be determined on
the basis of an allocation to project purposes, by the
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Separable Costs-Remaining Benefits method, of all
projected costs of all Initial project conservation
facilities, additional project conservation facili-
ties, and supplemental conservation facilities.
For the initial project conservation facilities, this
provision is specific only as to those features
located in and above the Delta. [Articles 22(e) and
22(g)]

4, Costs chargeable to power generation and
transmission shall be allocated as set forth in
Articles 22(e)

:

". . . all of the projected costs properly
chargeable to the generation and transmission
of electrical energy in connection with opera-
tion of project conservation facilities shall
be allocated to the purpose of water conserva-
tion in, above, and below the Delta: ..."

5. For the purpose of determining the Delta
Water Charge, the reimbursable costs of the aqueduct
intake facilities at the Delta, Pumping Plant I

(Delta Pumping Plant), the aqueduct from the Delta
to San Luis Forebay, San Luis Forebay, and San Luis
reservoir shall be allocated between the purposes
of water conservation and water transportation by
the Proportionate Use of Facilities method.
[Article 22(e)]

Water supply contracts do not specify the project

purposes to which allocations shall be made, nor the purposes

which shall be deemed nonreimbursable. The contracts do re-

fer to the reimbursable purposes of power generation, water

conservation, and water transportation. (Water conservation

and water transportation are actually Integral functions of

the overall purpose of water supply — i.e., water must be

both conserved and transported in order to realize water supply

benefits.) Considering the general provisions of the contracts

and the additional guidance provided by the Davis-Dolwig Act,

the following conclusions may be drawn as to such project

purposes and the reimbursabllity thereof:
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Water Supply

This purpose includes both (a) the development of the

minimum project yield of facilities located in, above, and be-

low the Delta which are classified as "project conservation '•
.

facilities" and (b) the conveyance of that yield to areas of

beneficial use, in facilities classified as "project transpor-

tation facilities". The cost of project conservation facilities

and project transportation facilities, allocated to the purpose

of water supply, are reimbursable by water supply contractors

through the Delta Water Charge and the Transportation Charge,

respectively

.

Power Generation

This purpose includes, for this report, only power

generation from facilities located above the Delta. The revenues

derived from the sale or other disposal of electrical energy

generation derived therefrom, as reduced by the costs allocated

to this purpose, are deducted from the costs of project conser-

vation facilities which are reimbursable by water supply con-

tractors through the Delta Water Charge.

Flood Control

Allocations of cost to this purpose are made for those

facilities being constructed by the State which will produce

flood control benefits and for which the Federal Government has

assumed or will assume financial responsibility. Costs allo-

cated to flood control, as determined by the United States, are

nonreimbursable by project contractors.
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Agricultural Waste Water Disposal

Allocations of costs to this purpose are made for those

facilities which will be constructed by the State for the removal

of poor quality drainage waters from the San Joaquin Valley.

Since the San Joaquin Drainage Facilities are not classified as

part of the project conservation or project transportation

facilities defined in the water supply contracts, the costs so

allocated are nonreimbursable by water supply contractors. Costs

allocated to this purpose are assumed to be reimbursable by those

agencies which will contract for agricultural waste water disposal

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

In this report, allocations of costs to recreation are

not distinguished from those to fish and wildlife enhancement.

Costs allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

are nonreimbursable by project contractors, pursuant to the

Davis-Dolwig Act.

The Davis-Dolwig Act states that "... recreation and

the enhancement of fish and wildlife resources are among the

purposes of state water projects...." The Act does not specify

whether they shall be considered separately or combined. The

Department recognizes fish and wildlife enhancement as an

adjunct to recreation enhancement; the augmentation of fish and

wildlife populations sustains additional recreation use. The

benefits from a facility due to fish and wildlife ennancement

,

except those accruing to commercial fisheries, are measured by

the same procedures as are recreation benefits. Therefore, the
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Department recognizes that It may be necessary to separate the

recreational and commercial aspects of fish and wildlife enhance-

ment for those project facilities where the latter aspect Is

Involved.

The costs which are reimbursable by project contractors

for those State Water Project facilities which are jointly used

by the federal Central Valley Project pertain only to the portion

of such costs borne by the State.

General Criteria for Cost Allocations

As Indicated above, the water supply contracts specify

the method to be used In allocating costs among purposes of

project conservation facilities located In and above the Delta.

They are silent, however, as to the methods to be used for

allocating costs of other facilities and as to other details.

In view of this. It has been necessary for the Department to

supplement those provisions with general criteria In order that

it can determine those costs which are reimbursable and those

which are nonreimbursable by project contractors.

The principal points that the contract provisions do

not cover are

:

1. The method to be used for allocations of
cost among purposes of project conservation facili-
ties located below the Delta.

2. The method to be used for allocations of
cost among purposes of project transportation
facilities.

3. The method to be used for allocations of
cost among purposes of the San Joaquin Drainage
Facilities

.
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4. The subdivisions of facilities or groups
of facilities for which allocations are to be made.

5. When cost allocations are to be made.

6. When cost allocations are to be revised.

7. When cost allocations are to be final.

8. The form of the results of cost allocations.

9. How the results will be reflected in charges
paid by project contractors.

The Department's present criteria, with respect to these items,

are discussed in the following sections:

Method of Allocating Costs of Project Conservation
Facilities Below the Delta

The costs of multiple-purpose facilities located below

the Delta, the water supply features of which will be operated

in whole or in part for the function of water conservation, will

be allocated among project purposes by the Separable Costs-

Remaining Benefits method. Articles 1(g)(3) and 1(g)(4) of the

"Standard Provisions for Water Supply Contract" specify those

project facilities which are located below tne Delta. The costs

allocated to each project purpose in this manner will be divided

between the water conservation and water transportation functions

by the Proportionate Use of Facilities method specified in

Article 22(e) of the contracts.

Method of Allocating Costs of Project Transportation
Facilities

The costs of multiple-purpose facilities, the water

supply features of which will be operated solely for the function

of water transportation, will be allocated among project purposes
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by the Alternative Justifiable Expenditure method. The total

cost of transportation facilities of the California Aqueduct,

allocated to each project purpose, will be the sum of the costs

allocated to that purpose by this method and the costs of facil-

ities below the Delta allocated to the same purpose and appor-

tioned to the water transportation function by the method

described In the preceding paragraph.

Method of Allocating Costs of the San Joaquin
Drainage Facilities

The formulation of the San Joaquin Master Drain has

not been completed. The method of allocating the cost of the

Drain will depend upon the number and extent of purposes Incor-

porated with the primary purpose of agricultural waste water

disposal. . ^- ,

Facilities to be Covered by Cost Allocations

Table 3 defines the project facilities which are con-

sidered as separate cost allocation entitles. Those facilities

which may encompass a number of separate features jointly used

by differing purposes (such as the Delta Facilities and the

Upper Eel River Development) may be subsequently subdivided Into

several cost allocation entitles.

Initial Derivation of Allocation Percentages

Cost allocations generally will be prepared for each

State Water Project facility In the fiscal year prior to the

fiscal year during which actual construction Is scheduled to

commence. These allocations will determine the percentage of

facility costs allocable to each Included purpose. The priority

and schedule for the Initial cost allocation of each project

facility Is shown In Table 5-
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Revision of Allocation Percentages

Allocation percentages may be subsequently revised,

based on a formal demonstration that such revision is warranted

by reason of substantial changes In the factors which supported

the preceding determination.

Demonstration of substantial changes in the supporting

factors could include the finding that: (1) funds are not forth-

coming for financing the costs of constructing a significant

portion of the specific nonreimbursable features previously

considered; (2) reimbursements are not forthcoming for the allo-

cated costs of features jointly used, thereby possibly affecting

the planned mode of operation; (3) projections of benefits have

significantly changed; or, (
ij ) estimated costs have significantly

changed

.

Finality of Allocation Percentages

Certain allocations for particular purposes must be

considered final.

Such allocations are covered by Article 22(e) of the

water supply contracts which provides that, for project conser-

vation facilities located In and above the Delta, ". . .alloca-

tions to purposes the costs of which are to be paid by the

United States shall be as determined by the United States...."

Thus, the cost allocation to the purpose of flood control for

Oroville Dam and reservoir is considered to be final in view of

the contract with the United States.
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TABLE 5

SCHEDULE FOR DETERMINING
INITIAL ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES

Priority for determining
Initial allocation

percentages

Facilities to be
allocated separately

Date of initial
determination

1. Completed facilities

2. Facilities currently
under construction

3- Facilities with con-
struction scheduled
to commence in
1966-67

4. Facilities with con-
struction scheduled
to commence in
1967-68

5. Facilities still
under formulation

Frenchman Dam and Lake
Antelope Dam and Lake
Grizzly Valley Dam and

Lake Davis

Orovllle Dam and
reservoir

South Bay Aqueduct:
Del Valle Dam and

reservoir
California Aqueduct

North Bay Aqueduct
San Joaquin Drainage

Facilltlesa/

Abbey Bridge Dam and
reservoir

Delta Facilities
Upper Eel River

Development
Dixie Refuge Dam and

reservoir

April 1964
January 1965

January I965

January 1965

January I965
January 1965

January 1966

January I966

January 1967

Following
formulation
of definite
facilities

a/ Construction of the First Stage of the San Joaquin Drain,
originally scheduled to commence in fiscal year I966-67,
has been rescheduled to start in fiscal year 1967-68.
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Until the time that moneys covering the total costs

allocated to, or associated with, nonreimbursable purposes are

made available to the Project from the Legislature, the United

States, or any other entity assuming responsibility for such costs,

the Department considers that the allocation percentages for a

particular State Water Project facility are subject to change.

Cost Allocation Percentages

The allocation of costs among project purposes, for each

State Water Project facility, will be expressed in terms of per-

centage values applicable to (a) the total capital costs of the

features jointly used, and (b) the applicable operation, mainte-

nance, power, and replacement costs of the features jointly used.

Application of Results to Water Supply Charges

The estimated and/or actual costs for each purpose of

the respective project conservation facilities and project trans-

portation facilities of the State Water Project will be determined

as the sum of:

1. The capital and annual operation, mainte-
nance, power and replacement costs for those specific
features constructed solely for the particular purpose.

2. The allocated share of capital and minimum
operation, maintenance, power and replacement costs
for those features jointly used with other purposes
as determined by applying the percentages determined
in the cost allocation.

3. The annually determined share of variable
operation, maintenance, power and replacement costs
for those features jointly used with other purposes.
Such costs are, for a given year, allocated to the
particular purpose in the same proportion that the
annual amount of water delivered from or through
such features for the purpose bears to the total
annual amount of water delivered from or through
such features for all purposes.
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Generally, all operating costs for the project conser-

vation facilities located In and above the Delta will be Incurred

Independently of the actual deliveries of project water and are

thus included In the minimum category. The operating costs of

providing water to compensate for evaporation and seepage losses

from reservoirs and aqueducts of the project transportation facil-

ities are also included in the minimum category. Variable oper-

ating costs, which are directly related to the conveyance of net

deliveries of water for the purposes of water supply, recreation

and fish and wildlife enhancement, will constitute the major

portion of costs incurred in the pumping and power recovery plants

of the project facilities located below the Delta.

Operating costs included in the variable category are

thus allocated annually among project purposes, consistent with

the annual distribution of such costs among water supply con-

tractors. The allocation among purposes of capital costs and

operating costs in the minimum category, by the application of

fixed percentages, is also consistent with the distribution of

such costs among water supply contractors.

The percentages derived in the cost allocations, for

reimbursable purposes of the project transportation facilities,

are applied to the actual and estimated costs of each component

aqueduct reach jointly used by project purposes. This is neces-

sary since, pursuant to Article 23 of the water supply contracts,

the distribution of reimbursable costs among water supply con-

tractors is based upon the proportionate use of each aqueduct

reach by each contractor.
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY OF PRIOR DERIVATIONS
OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES

This chapter summarizes the Department's derivation of

those allocation percentages, developed in previous annual re-

ports of the Bulletin 153 series, for State Water Project facil-

ities either completed or scheduled to be under construction by

the end of fiscal year 1966-67. However, the allocation per-

centages previously derived for Del Valle Dam and reservoir and

for the California Aqueduct are not presented herein. Revised

percentages for these two facilities are developed in Chapter VI.

A general explanation of the items affecting the

Department's derivation of allocation percentages, summarized in

this chapter, is contained in Appendix A.

The percentages shown herein for Frenchman and Antelope

Dams and Lakes are considered to be final at this point in time.

Additional information in support of the derivation of allocation

percentages for Frenchman Dam and Lake is contained in Appendix B

Additional substantiation for Antelope Dam and Lake percentages

is not required.

The percentages for Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis,

are tentative. It is contemplated, however, that these percent-

ages would form a basis for the facility costs allocated to

recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement, which the Depart-

ment would eventually report to the Legislature.

The percentages for the remaining facilities described

in this chapter are of an illustrative character, and will

probably be revised. These percentages, together with others
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assumed for facilities currently being formulated, are used for

present financial and repayment analyses of the Project.

Frenchman Dam and Lake

The construction of Frenchman Dam and Lake was initiated

in August 1959 and was completed in October I96I. The description

of Frenchman Dam and Lake was modified by Project Order No. l4

of the Director of Water ResourceSj dated July 22, 1966, to cor-

respond with the constructed facility. The Order stated that

"Frenchman Lake regulates the water of Little Last Chance Creek

for downstream irrigation use and provides a facility for recre-

ation and fish and wildlife enhancement".

The original allocation percentages for Frenchman Dam

and Lake (then known as the "Frenchman Project") were developed

in the Department's Bulletin 59, "Investigation of Upper Feather

River Basin Development", dated February 1957- However, the

estimated land acquisition and relocation were excluded on the

basis of criteria assumed at the time.

In 1963, the Department revised the original allocation

percentages to account for: (1) a significant Increase in esti-

mated recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement benefits;

(2) a decrease in estimated water supply benefits; and, (3) the

estimated costs of land acquisition and relocations omitted in

the original allocation.

The modified derivation, by the Separable Costs-

Remaining Benefits method, reflects the costs of the facility on

the basis of original estimates, and is presented in Table 6.

The details of the computation were reported by the Department

to the Assembly Interim Committee on Water at its hearing in

Santa Monica on July 22, 1964, and are summarized in Appendix B.
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TABLE 6.

DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE

(in dollars unless otherwise noted)



Antelope Dam and Lake

Project Order No. 15 of the Director of Water Resources,

dated July 22, 1966, states that Antelope Lake "... will be used

for recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement purposes."

Therefore, the costs of Antelope Dam and Lake, and of all asso-

ciated features, are allocated in total (100 percent) to the

project purposes of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement.

This allocation is the same as reported for the facility in

Bulletin 59, and does not require application of the Separable

Costs-Remaining Benefits method since the incorporated purposes

are herein considered one — as explained in Chapter IV.

Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis

The Department's derivation of allocation percentages

for Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis, shown in Table 7, repre-

sents a complete revision of the alternative allocations des-

cribed for the facility in Bulletin 59. The revision followed

the modification of the facility's description, providing also

for the inclusion of the Grizzly Valley Pipeline, by Project

Order No. 6 of the Director of Water Resources, dated January 17,

1964. The basic allocation is described in some detail in the

Department's Bulletin 128, "Lake Davis", dated May 1965, and was

discussed before the Assembly Interim Committee on Water at its

hearing in Los Angeles, on January 14, 1966.

The cost allocation is unique among those facilities of

the State Water Project located in and above the Delta, since

Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis are part of the project con-

servation facilities, and the associated Grizzly Valley Pipeline

is part of the project transportation facilities.
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TABLE 7

DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR GRIZZLY VALLEY DAM AND LAKE DAVIE

(In dollars unless otherwise noted)

Step
No.

Item of benefit or costa/ Water
supply

Recreation
and fish and
wildlife

enhancement

1 Benefits

2 Alternative Costs

3 Justifiable Costs

*) Separable Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

5 Remaining Justifiable Costs

6 Percent Distribution of Remaining
Justifiable Costs

7 Remaining Joint Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

8a Total Allocated Costs, Conservation Facilities:

11,700



Oroville Dam and Reservoir

The Department's derivation of allocation percentages for

Oroville Dam and reservoir is shown in Table 8. In accordance with

Article 22(e) of the water supply contracts, the derivation corre-

sponds with the allocation basic to the contract executed on March 8,

1962, between the United States of America and the State of California,

providing for federal contribution of funds for the costs allocated

to flood control.

Table 8 differs in format from the federal allocation in

that the estimated specific costs of recreation and fish and wild-

life enhancement have been added to the total project costs, subse-

quent to the Separable Costs-Remaining Benefits allocation.

The allocation percentages developed in Table 8 are

applicable to the total costs of features jointly used by project

purposes — including some $15,000 in federal expenditures, ex-

pressed as an equal annual equivalent cost. These percentages are

adjusted to be applicable only to costs to be incurred by the

State in the following tabulation:

Step : ^, ~T 177 , : Flood : Power : Water : m^^-^-,

No. :

^^^"^ °^ benefit or cost control : generation: supply :

Total

(in thousands of dollars)

11. Total Allocated Costs of
Features Jointly Used:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

12. Percent Distribution of
Costs of Features
Jointly Used:
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TABLE 8

DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES FOR OROVILLE DAM AND RESERVOIR

(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted)

Step
No.

Item of benefit cost- Flood
control

Power
generation

Water
supply

Recreation and
fish and wildlife

enhancement
Total

1. Benefits

2. Alternative Costs

3. Justifiable Costs

4. Separable Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

5. Remaining Justifiable Costs

6. Percent Distribution of Remaining
Justifiable Costs

7a. Remaining Joint Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

3,640



North Bay Aqueduct

The total costs of the North Bay Aqueduct (100 percent)

are tentatively assigned to the project purpose of water supply.

Recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement developments are

currently being studied for the North Bay Aqueduct. The ten-

tative single-purpose water supply allocation may be revised to

a multiple-purpose allocation when such studies are completed.

Present studies indicate that the portion of the facility's cost

which may eventualy be allocable to the nonreimbursable pur-

pose of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement would not

be of an appreciable magnitude.

San Joaquin Drainage Facilities

The San Joaquin Drainage Facilities are tentatively

assumed to be for the single purpose of agricultural waste water

disposal. Therefore, 100 percent of the total costs of the first

stage of the San Joaquin Master Drain is tentatively assigned to

this project purpose. Recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

developments are currently being studied for the San Joaquin

Drainage Facilities. The present allocation to the single pur-

pose of agricultural waste water disposal may be revised to a

multiple-purpose allocation when such studies are completed.

I

I
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CHAPTER VI. REVISIONS TO PRIOR DERIVATIONS
OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES

The allocation percentages derived in previous

issues of the Bulletin 153 series for Del Valle Dam and reser-

voir and for the California Aqueduct are revised in this

chapter.

The revised allocation percentages for Del Valle Dam

and reservoir are tentative. However, it is contemplated

that these percentages would form the basis for the joint costs

allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement to be

eventually reported to the Legislature.

The revised allocation percentages for the California

Aqueduct are illustrative — to be used for present financial

and repayment analyses of the Project. Many of the recreation

developments contemplated for the Aqueduct are still being

formulated.

South Bay Aqueduct: Del Valle Dam and Reservoir

Del Valle Dam and reservoir are currently the only

features of the South Bay Aqueduct which will directly accom-

modate purposes other than water supply. While recreation and

fish and wildlife enhancement features have been considered

along the "main line" of the Aqueduct, none have been formulated

Del Valle reservoir will be operated for flood control, water

supply, recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement.
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Since Del Valle Dam and reservoir are the only

multiple-purpose features of the South Bay Aqueduct, the deri-

vation of allocation percentages for the Aqueduct is based upon

an allocation of the estimated costs of Del Valle features by the

Separable Costs-Remaining Benefits method. This method is

generally preferred over the Alternative Justifiable Expenditure

method, specified in Chapter IV for the allocation of project

transportation facilities. The use of the Separable Costs-

Remaining Benefits method for a project transportation facility

is permitted in this instance, since the separable costs of the

multiple-purpose dam and reservoir can be readily estimated;

whereas, the estimation of separable costs for a complex multiple-

purpose aqueduct system is subject to conjecture.

The allocation percentages previously presented for

Del Valle Dam and reservoir were based upon an allocation

prepared by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors,

contained in Senate Document No. 128, 87th Congress, 2nd Session.

In that allocation, project costs and recreation benefits were

significantly underestimated. The revised estimates of costs

and benefits, and the revised derivation of allocation percent-

ages, are described in the following sections:

Benefits

The estimated annual benefits to be realized from

Del Valle Dam and reservoir were based upon the 50-year period

of analysis commencing with the assumed year of initial reser-

voir operation (1969). A project interest rate (based upon
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the weighted average of Interest rates paid by the State on

bonds issued under the Burns-Porter Act) of 3.7 percent per

annum was used to convert estimates to equivalent equal annual

values.

Flood Control . The annual flood control benefits

were based upon those estimated by the Corps of Engineers and

presented In Senate Document No. 128. However, equivalent

equal annual flood control benefits reflected In the original

allocation were based upon a federal Interest rate of 2-5/8

percent. These equal annual equivalent benefits were adjusted

by the Department for an Interest rate of 3.7 percent, and are

summarized below:

Annual reduction In downstream improvement costs:
Channel construction $ 88,400
Lands and relocations 30,900
Loss in land productivity 9,500
Operation, maintenance, and replacement 25,700

Subtotal $154,500

Annual reduction in flood damage:
Arroyo Del Valle $ 28,100
Arroyo de la Laguna 25,700
Niles Canyon 85, 6OO

$139,400
TOTAL, EQUAL ANNUAL EQUIVALENT

FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS $293,900

Water Supply . Estimated water supply benefits were

limited to the estimated costs of the least expensive alternative

means of providing the same regulatory storage capacity as pro-

vided by Del Valle reservoir. The alternative means was taken

as additional storage in project conservation facilities and an

assumed enlargement of the South Bay Aqueduct to convey
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the project water supply from the Delta on a fully regulated

basis — thus eliminating the need for Del Valle Dam and reser-

voir from the standpoint of water supply. The equal annual

equivalent cost of the alternative means was estimated to be

$i|60,000.

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement . Recrea-

tion benefits were based on the results of studies to be pre-

sented in the Department's Bulletin No. 117-2, "Del Valle

Reservoir, Recreation Development Plan". This report is scheduled

for release early in 196? . Benefits were computed using' a unit

value of $1.70 per visitor-day of recreation use. These esti-

mated benefits amount to a total present worth of $83,897,000,

for an equal annual equivalent value of $3,706,000.

Alternative Costs

The alternative costs of providing the same benefits

from each purpose included in the multiple-purpose facility

were estimated by the Department, based upon the 50-year period

of analysis and a project interest rate of 3-7 percent.

Flood Control . The alternative flood control project

was assumed to be a single-purpose reservoir located at the

Del Valle site with a gross capacity of ^9,500 acre-feet. The

corresponding costs were estimated to total $21,900,000 on a

present worth basis, for an equal annual equivalent cost of

$968,000.
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Water Supply . The single-purpose water supply project

was previously discussed concerning water supply benefits. These

costs were estimated to total $10,^103,000 on a present worth

baslSj for an equal annual equivalent cost of $460,000.

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement . The

alternative single-purpose recreation project was assumed to be

a 40,000 acre-foot reservoir at the Del Valle site. The corre-

sponding costs were estimated to be $42,389,000 on a present

worth basis, for an equal annual equivalent cost of $1,873,000.

Proj'ect Costs

Proj'ect costs of Del Valle Dam and reservoir were

based upon the latest estimates made by the Department — at the

time the construction contract was awarded (March 1966). This

estimate was made subsequent to that contained in Bulletin 132-66

Annual costs were computed at a project Interest rate of 3.7

percent. The estimated costs of Del Valle Dam and reservoir

are summarized in the following tabulation: ,
-.

Item of cost

:Equal annual equivalent costs
Capital: at 3-7 percent interest for
costs : the 50-year period 1969-2018

:Capital:O.M.P.&R.a/ : Totals

Features j'ointly used for
project purposes

Dam, reservoir, rights-
of-way and relocations 27,880 1,232

Specific recreation and
fish and wildlife enhance -

ment develooments 4,950 219

TOTAL, DEL VALLE DAM
AND RESERVOIR 32',830 1,451

86

808

894

1,318

1,027

2,345

a/ All operation, maintenance, power, and replacement costs
included in the minimum category with respect to water supply
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TABLE 9

DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PEpCENTAGES FOR
DEL VALLE DAM AND RESERVOIR

(In $1,000, unless otherwise indicated)



Derivation of Allocation Percentages

The Department's derivation of the revised allocation

percentages for Del Valle Dam and reservoir is presented in

Table 9.

California Aqueduct

Clifton Court forebay was added to the California

Aqueduct by Project Order No. 13 of the Director of Water .

Reserouces, dated March 21, 1966. This intake to the Delta

Pumping Plant will provide significant recreation and fish and

wildlife enhancement benefits. '

,

Recreation developments are still being formulated

for the Aqueduct south of the Tehachapis. For these reasons the

allocation percentages developed herein for the California

Aqueduct are based upon the same projected benefits and costs

basic to the determination of Bulletin 153-66 — with the addi-

tion of estimates for Clifton Court forebay.

By letter dated October 28, 1966, the Director of

Water Resources transmitted certain information pertaining to

Clifton Court forebay to Mr. Ralph Brody , Chairman of the

California Water Commission. Page 10 of that letter included

the following preliminary allocation of the estimated costs of

the forebay, treated as a separate project:
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2. The allocated costs to reimbursable and
nonreimbursable purposes for these joint facilities
are distributed between the project conservation -

-_

facilities and project transportation facilities by
the Proportionate Use of Facilities method.

3. The portions of reimbursable and nonreim-
bursable costs assigned to project transportation
facilities in (2) above are combined with similar
costs resulting from an allocation of the costs of
project transportation facilities located below Dos
Amigos Pumping Plant by the Alternative Justifiable
Expenditure method. The latter allocation accounts
for specific recreation and fish and wildlife de-
velopments located below Dos Amigos Pumping Plant.

Items (1) and (2) above are combined in the allocation

of the costs of facilities from the Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping

Plant, as presented in Table 10.

The cost allocation for project transportation facil-

ities located downstream from Dos Amigos Pumping Plant is pre-

sented in Table 11, using the Alternative Justifiable Expenditure'

method.

The illustrative allocations of the joint costs of the

California Aqueduct among purposes and between project conserva-

tion facilities and project transportation facilities, derived

in Step 12 of Tables 10 and 11, are summarized as follows:

Item
Water
supply

Recreation
and fish and
wildlife
enhancement

Total

Conservation Facilities:

Capital costs
Minimum O.M.P.&R. costs

Transportation Facilities:

Capital costs
Minimum O.M.P.&R. costs

91.3^ 8.7%
5.6%

100. Of.

100. Of.

97.0%



ILLUSTRATIVE DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR THE CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT

DELTA TO DOS AMIGOS PUMPING PLANT

(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted)

Recreation
and fish and
wildlife

enhancement
Mo.

Item of benefit or cost£'
Water

supply

Total Project Costs: Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping Plant

1. Benefits (State only)

2. Alternative Costs

3. Justifiable Costs

k. Separable Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

5. Remaining Justifiable Costs

6. Percent Distribution of Remaining
Justifiable Costs

7. Remaining Joint Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

8. Total Allocated Project Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

9. Percent Distribution of Total Project Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

10. Specific Costs, This Allocation:

Total
Capital (Specific Features)
O.M.P.&R. (Specific Features)
Variable O.M.P.&R. (Joint Features)

11. Allocated Costs of Features Jointly Used:

Total, excluding Variable O.M.P.&R.
Capital
Minimum O.M.P.&R.

12. Percent Distribution of Costs of Features
Jointly Used:£/

Total, excluding Variable O.M.P.&R.
Capital
Minimum O.M.P.&R.

Project Conservation Facilities

13- Allocated Costs of Features Jointly Used:

Total, excluding Variable O.M.P.&R.
Capital
Minimum O.M.P.&R.

Project Transportation Facilities

1'+. Allocated Costs of Features Jointly Used:

Total, excluding Variable O.M.P.&R.
Capital
Minimum O.M.P.&R.

42,100



ILLUSTRATIVE DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR THE CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT

DOS AMIGOS BJMPING PLANT TO TERMINI

(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted)

Item of benefit or costV Water
supply

Recreation
and fish and
wildlife

enhancement

Project Transportation Facilities: Dos Amigos Pumping Plant

1. Benefits

2. Alternative Costs

3. Justifiable Costs

4. Specific Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

5. Remaining Justifiable Costs

6. Percent Distribution of Remaining Justifiable Costs

7. Remaining Joint Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

3. Total Allocated Project Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

9. Percent Distribution of Total Project Costs:

Total
Capital
O.M.P.&R.

10. Specific Costs, This Allocation:

Total
Capital (Specific Features)
O.M.P.&R. (Specific Features)
Variable O.M.P.&R. (Joint Features)

11a. Allocated Costs of Features Jointly Used:

Total, excluding Variable O.M.P.&R.
Capital
Minimum O.M.P.&R.

to Termini





CHAPTER VII. DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR FACILITIES WITH INITIAL CONSTRUCTION

IN 1967-68

This chapter develops the Department's allocation

percentages for those State Water Project facilities with con-

struction commencing in fiscal year 1967-68.

Construction is contemplated to be initiated for one

additional facility during the coming fiscal year for which

allocation percentages have not previously been derived --

Abbey Bridge Dam and reservoir. This is the fourth of the

Project's five dams and reservoirs to be constructed in the

Upper Feather Area, shown on Plate 1.

Abbey Bridge Dam and Reservoir

The construction of Abbey Bridge Dam and reservoir

was authorized on September 11, 1957, as part of upstream fea-

tures of the Feather River Project under Water Code Section 11260,

as amended by Chapter 2359, California Statutes of 1957-

Order No. P. 1 of the Director of Water Resources,

dated October 14, 1958, modified upstream features of the Feather

River Project to those described in the Department's Bulletin 59-

Abbey Bridge Dam and reservoir was designated in

Bulletin 59 as a feature of the Indian Creek Recreation Project.

The following statement was made on page 104 of that bulletin

under the heading "Cost Allocation":

"It was considered that the recreation purposes
and use of Indian Creek Recreation Project would be

of general statewide interest, and therefore, in

accordance with the criteria adopted for this study,
all costs of the project were assumed to be borne by
the State and nonreimbursable."
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The facility described in Water Code Section 11260 and

in Order No. P. 1 was further modified by Project Order No. 16

of the Director of Water Resources, on July 22, 1966, as follows:

"Abbey Bridge Dam will be located on Red Clover
Creek in Plumas County. The dam will be an earthfill
structure 103 feet high with a crest length of 1,150
feet. The Abbey Bridge reservoir will have a storage
capacity of 45,000 acre-feet, a shoreline of 21 miles,
and a surface area of 1,925 acres. It will be used
entirely for recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-
ment purposes."

Therefore, 100 percent of the total costs of Abbey

Bridge Dam and reservoir is allocated to the project purposes

of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. This allocation

does not require application of the Separable Costs-Remaining

Benefits method, specified in the water supply contracts for cost

allocations of project conservation facilities located in and

above the Delta, because these purposes are herein considered
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APPENDIX A

THE DEPARTMENT'S COST ALLOCATION PROCEDURE
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A DERIVATION OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR A FACILITY OF THE STATE WATER PROJECT IS SHOWN BELOW.

THE FOLLOWING PAGES PRESENT BRIEF REPLIES
TO OBVIOUS QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE DERIVATION'S FORMAT--



#1 - WHAT ARE EQUIVALENT EQUAL ANNUAL AMOUNTS?

AM financial costs estimated to be incurred for a project
facility -- including heavy initial expenditures during the
construction period and the subsequent recurring costs for
operation, maintenance, power and replacement (O.M.P.&R.) --

are considered in the derivation the facility's allocation
pe rcen tages .

The derivation also considers all primary benef i ts estimated
to be realized for the project facility, which generally
increase with the buildup in services provided during the
operational period.

Considering the variation of cost and benefit items with time
(illustrated below), the derivation must include appropriate
interest charges or credits to properly measure the relative
weight of each item -- since, because of interest, a dol lar
expended or received now is worth more than the prospect of
expending or receiving a dol lar at a future date.

The dol lar amounts shown in the deriva-
tion represent those equal annual
amounts which, over the entire period
of analysis, have a total worth equiv-

to that of
estimated to be

all annual amounts
ncurred or real ized

through the end of the corresponding
period.
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n WHAT ARE PROJECT PURPOSES AND BENEFITS?

Water projects are planned and constructed with definite
purposes in mind for the benefit of mankind.

Project purposes are the respective categories into which
primary benefits can be classified -- the worth of each
category being estimated under one consistent measure.

Pr i ma ry benef i ts are estimated as the net value of goods
and services directly resulting from a project, after
deducting all nonproject costs involved.

The facilities of the State Water Project are being plannec

and constructed for the following purposes, and their
respective benefits estimated under the indicated measures

POWER GENERATION

FISH

Rscraa



#3 WHAT ARE ALTERNATIVE AND JUSTIFIABLE COSTS?

Alternative costs are those estimated for the least expensive
means of providing the same worth of benef its as that for a

given purpose included in a particular project facility.
Alternative means for various project purposes are illustrated
below, and include a hypothetical single-purpose facility
located at the same site as the project faci I ity:

RECREATION

Downstream channel improvements and levees

Justifiable costs are the estimated maximum expenditures which
theoretically would be justified to realize the benefits of a

given project purpose included in a particular project facility
Justifiable costs are equal either to the benefits or the
alternative costs of a given purpose, whichever is less.
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#1+ - WHAT ARE SEPARABLE, REMAINING JOINT, AND SPECIFIC COSTS
AND HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO TOTAL PROJECT COSTS?

A typical multiple-purpose faci I ity consists of features
jointly used by project purposes, and of features which can
be readily identified as serving one project purpose ex-
clusively, as illustrated below:

FEATURES
JOINTLY USED

POWER
GENERATION \ a'

FEATU RES .W^\ Xv^..

/^Transmission lines Power

/S='rSf:====^^?P====ffSS^ Plant

RECREATION FEATURES
Picnic tobies Camp sites
Boat ramps Parking lots

Note: Certain features illustrated above for one project
purpose may be jointly used by other purposes -- i.e

the water supply aqueduct could be used also for rec-

reation -- depending upon the particular formulation
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Separable costs are the estimated costs of including a given
project purpose in a particular multiple-purpose facility.
(The sepa rab I e cost of a purpose is determined by estimating
the total cost of a multiple-purpose facility with the pur-
pose included and, again, with the purpose omitted. The
difference in these two figures constitutes the estimated
separable cost of the purpose.)

Cross Section of a

Multiple-Pu rpose
Faci I ity (X)

SEPARABLE COST OF POWER GENERATION
COST OF (X) MINUS COST OF CY)

ross Section
of the

Fac i lity with the
Purpose of Powe

r

Generation Excluded (Y)

Remaining joint costs are equal to the total project costs
in excess of the sepa rab I e costs of a! I purposes included
in the facility.

Specific costs are the costs of features which can be readl ly

identified as serving one project purpose exclusively. Joint
costs are the costs of features which can be readi ly identi-
fied as serving more than one project purpose.

Total proj'ect costs are related to sepa rab I e , rema i n i ng joint ,

specific , and joint costs as i I lustrated below:

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

^,,^ SPECIFIC COSTS JOINT COSTS

h
Costs of features

serving one purpose
exc I us i ve

I

y

SEPARABLE COSTS

Costs of features
jointly used —*•

by project purposes
REMAINING

JOINT COSTS

Generally includes
spec i f i c costs

,

a I I

and other added costs as we I I
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#5 - WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF REMAINING JUSTIFIABLE COSTS,
AND WHY ARE THEY USED TO ALLOCATE REMAINING JOINT COSTS?

The remaining .justifiable costs of a multiple-purpose facility
are those justifiable costs which are in excess of the total
separab I e costs of all purposes included in the facility.

The proportion of the remaining justifiable costs for each
purpose to the remaining .justifiable costs . for all purposes
of the facility is used to assign a share of the rema i n i ng
joint costs to each project purpose.

The above procedure results in an eguitable distribution of
the total estimated costs of a multiple-purpose facility
among the included purposes. The total project costs
al located to each purpose cannot exceed its corresponding
.justifiable costs , and each purpose carries at least its
separable costs . Within these limits, the above procedure
provides for proportional sharing of the savings resulting
from multiple-purpose formulation.

( eg ua I s )

TOTAL COSTS OF MULTIPLE-PURPOSE FACILITY

WATER SUPPLY^
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#6 - IF STEP 8 REPRESENTS TOTAL ALLOCATED COSTS,
WHY ARE STEPS 10 THRU 12 REQUIRED?

Estimates are inherently involved in the derivation of
allocation percentages for a multiple-purpose facility
(unless computed in retrospect, at the end of the period
of analysis).

The total project costs of a faci I ity may be est imated as
either the sum of estimated separable and remaining joint
costs or the sum of estimated specific and joint costs .

REMAI N I NG JOI NT COSTS

JOINT COSTS



#7 - ARE PERCENTAGES FOR ALL PROJECT
FACILITIES DERIVED IN THIS MANNER?

The Department uses three standard methods in deriving
allocation percentages for facilities of the State Water
Project:

Separable Costs Remaining Benefits - for the project
conservation facilities and for joint project conser-
vation-transportation faci I ities.

Alternative Justifiable Expenditure - for the project
transportation faci I ities.

Proportionate Use of Facilities - for dividing allo-
cated costs of joint project conservation-transportation
facilities and for distributing water supply costs of
project transportation facilities among contractors.

The preceding pages have presented a description of the
Department's procedure under the Separable Costs-Remaining
Benefits method. This procedure is summarized below:

I. Percentages applicable to the total estimated costs of
a multiple-purpose facility, for determining the por-
tion allocable to each included purpose, are derived by

Assigning the estimated se

|

purpose; and
arable costs to the

b. Al locating a share of the estimated rema i n i n q joint
costs to the purpose on the basis of rema i n i nq
justifiable costs .

2. The percentage of each purpose's al location of the
estimated total costs is adjusted to a percentage
applicable only to the estimated joint costs by de-
ducting the estimated specific costs of each purpose
from the costs assigned in (I) above.

The percentages determined in (2) above can then be appi led to
the actual joint costs of the faci I ity as accounted by the
Depa rtmen t

.

The Department's procedure under the Alternative Justifiable
Expend itu re method is the same as for the Separable Costs -

Rema ininq Benefits method, except that specific costs , rather
than separable costs , are assigned in 1(a) above.

The Department's procedure under the Proportionate Use of
Facilities method is the same as for the Alternative Justi-
fiable Expenditure method, except that remaining joint costs
are al located on the basis of the proportionate use of
faci I ities , rather than on remaining justifiable costs , in

1(b) above .
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APPENDIX B

SPECIFICS OF THE DERIVATION
OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES

FOR FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE
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APPENDIX B

SPECIFICS OF THE DERIVATION
OF ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES
FOR FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE

Frenchman Dam and Lake was constructed to serve the

purposes of water supply, recreation and fish and wildlife

enhancement. The derivation of allocation percentages for the

features of Frenchman Dam and Lake, jointly used by project

purposes, by the Separable Costs-Remaining Benefits method, was

summarized in Table 6. This method is specified in Article 22(e)

of the Project's water supply contracts for the cost allocation

of project conservation facilities. Appendix A described the

character of the items considered in the Separable Costs-Remaining

Benefits method. This appendix substantiates the values shown

for each item in Table 6.

Benefits

All estimated annual benefits for Frenchman Dam and

Lake were estimated for the 50-year period of analysis, 1962

through 2011 — and were converted to equal annual equivalent

values at an interest rate of ^ percent

.

Water Supply

The water supply benefits associated with Frenchman

Dam and Lake were estimated on the basis of the increase in net

returns from farming operations brought about by operation of

the facility. The scope of farming operations without the facility

during the 50-year period of analysis was based upon estimates
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of acreages that could have been beneficially irrigated by

natural flows of Little Last Chance Creek during the historical

50-year period, 191^ through 1963- The farming practices assumed

were those currently used in Sierra Valley.

The estimate of net returns from farming operations

under project conditions was based on the estimated availability

of irrigation water from Frenchman Dam and Lake, assuming the

facility had been in operation during the period 1914 through

1963. The reservoir was assumed to be operated to yield a minimum

of 5,000 acre-feet per year and a maximum of 12,000 acre-feet per

year, producing an average supply over the 50 years of about

10,000 acre-feet. These water supply estimates were used to

project annual irrigated acreages and, in turn, net agricultural

income. It was predicted that full development of the land under

project conditions would occur by the end of the first decade.

The tabulation below summarizes the foregoing estimates

of increased net returns from farming operations, due to the

contemplated operation of Frenchman Dam and Lake. The estimated

annual water supply benefits are shown by decade totals, together

with the total present worth of such benefits.

WATER SUPPLY BENEFITS OF FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE
(in dollars)

: Total : Present worth
D^^^^^

: benefits of benefits

1962-1971 194,900 160,200
1972-1981 619,400 344,000
1982-1991 619,400 232,300
1992-2001 619,400 157,000
2002-2011 619,400 106,000

TOTALS 2,672,500 999,500

Equal annual equivalent benefits
at 4 percent interest for
50 year period, 1962-2011 46,500
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Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

An actual survey of trips by recreatlonlsts to Frenchman

Lake was conducted during I963. On the basis of those data and

estimates of the growth of population In the area of California

from which recreation visits to Frenchman Lake would originate,

the future annual vlsltor-day use was projected both with and

without Frenchman Dam and Lake. The results of these estimates

for representative years, together with the projected Increases

due to the facility, are given In the following table:

VISITOR-USE OF FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE
FOR RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE

(In visitor-days)

Calendar



RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT BENEFITS
OF FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE

(In dollars)

Decade Total
benefits

Present worth
of benefits

1962-1971
1972-1981
1982-1991
1992-2001
2002-2011

TOTALS

1,537,000
2,68i<,800

3,316,500
3,837,600
5,138,^00
16,514,300

Equal annual equivalent benefits
at 4 percent interest for
50-year period, 1962-2011

1,263,200
l,il90,800
1,2^^1,100

972,^00
879,700

5,850,000

272,300

Total Project Costs

All equal annual equivalent costs summarized in Table 6

were computed at an interest rate of 3 percent. The total project

costs of Frenchman Dam and Lake, estimated originally in Bulletin 59

and used in the cost allocation, are as follows:

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FRENCHMAN DAM AND LAKE
(in thousands of dollars)

Features

: Equal annual equivalent
Capital :costs at 3^ interest for
costs : 50-year period 1962-2011

:Capital:O.M.P.&R. : Total

Dam and Reservoir

Dam and
appurtenances

Lands, easements
and relocations

885.3

i|70.2

34.3

18.3

Total Joint Costs 1,355-5 52.6

Recreation Development

11.1

11.1

45.4

18.3

63.7

Onshore facilities



Alternative Costs

The alternative cost of a project purpose Is defined

as the annual cost of the least costly alternative single-purpose

facility that would accomplish the same benefits for that purpose

as the multiple-purpose facility. Equal annual equivalent alter-

native costs were computed at an interest rate of 3 percent.

Water Supply

The single-purpose alternative for the purpose of

project irrigation water supply was considered to be a dam and

reservoir at the Frenchman site with a gross storage capacity of

30,000 acre-feet and dead storage of 1,300 acre-feet. The

following tabulation summarizes the total estimated costs of

this hypothetical project:

ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-PURPOSE WATER SUPPLY COSTS
(in thousands of dollars)

Features



ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-PURPOSE RECREATION COSTS
(in thousands of dollars)

Features



SEPARABLE WATER SUPPLY COSTS
(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted)

Facility
Capacity,

:

j_j^ .Capital

acre-feet: costs
Equal annual equivalents

Capital:O.M.P.&R. : Total

Total project facility 50,000 1,69^.6 65.9 23.1 89.0

Less: Facility sized -
;

,

without the purpose
of water supply?:^ 30,000 1,32^.6 51.

6

20.0 71.6

Separable water supply
costs 370.0 1^.3 3.1 17.4

a/ Same as the alternative single-purpose recreation and fish
and wildlife enhancement project.

Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

The separable recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-

ment cost is the difference in cost between the cost of the

multiple-purpose facility and the cost of the facility with the

recreation purpose omitted. The following tabulation develops

the separable costs of recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

SEPARABLE RECREATION
AND FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT COSTS

(in thousands of dollars unless otherwise noted)

Facility
Capacity

,

in
acre-feet

Capital
costs

Equal annual equivalents

Capital:O.M.P.&R. : Total

Total project facility 50,000 1,69^.6 65

Less: Facility sized
without the purpose
of recreation and
fish and wildlife
enhancement^:/ 30.000

23.1

985.5 33.3

Separable recreation
and fish and wild-
life enhancement
costs 709.1 27.6 15.1

89.0

J46.3

42.7

a/ Same as the alternative single-purpose water supply project

79-



Computational Procedure

The estimated total costs of Frenchman Dam and Lake

were allocated among the incorporated purposes by the Separable

Costs-Remaining Benefits method shown in Steps 1 through 8 of

the procedure outlined below. Under this method, each included

purpose was assigned Its estimated separable cost (Step ^)

,

together with a share of the remaining joint costs (Step 7)-

The purpose's share of the remaining joint costs was assigned

in proportion to the purpose's remaining justifiable costs

(Step 5). The steps of the computational procedure were as

follows

:

1. The benefits for each purpose were presented.

2. The alternative costs of single-purpose facilities
were presented.

3. The justifiable costs were determined for each
purpose as the lesser of either of the values pre-
sented in Step 1 or Step 2

.

4. The separable costs of each purpose were presented.

5. The remaining justifiable costs were determined for
each facility purpose by subtracting the separable
costs for each purpose (Step 4) from its justifi-
able costs (Step 3).

6. The remaining justifiable costs for each purpose
(Step 5) were expressed as percentages of the total.

7. The total separable costs were deducted from the
total allocated project costs to determine the
total remaining Joint costs. The total remaining
joint costs were then distributed proportionately
among the project purposes by applying the per-
centages determined in Step 6.

8. The total project costs allocated to each purpose
were determined as the sum of the estimated
separable costs (Step 4) and the estimated remain-
ing joint costs assigned to the purpose (Step 7)-
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Percentages applicable to the facility's estimated

Joint costs (i.e., the estimated costs of features jointly used

by both purposes) were then derived from the above allocation --

shown in Steps 10 through 12 of the procedure outlined below.

For comparison, the allocation percentages applicable to the

total estimated costs of the facility are shown in Step 9, as

follows

:

9. The estimated total costs, allocated among purposes
(Step 8), were expressed as percentages of the total.

10. The estimated specific costs of Frenchman Dam and
Lake (i.e., those for the recreation and fish and
wildlife development) were presented.

11. The estimated joint costs (i.e., those for features
jointly used by both purposes) were assigned to each
purpose by deducting the specific costs (Step 10)
from the purpose's total allocated costs (Step 8).

12. The estimated joint costs, allocated among purposes
(Step 11), were expressed as percentages of the
total.
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state of California

Memora nd u m

To : Honorable William E. Warne, Director
Department of Water Resources
Resources Building, 11th Floor
Sacramento, California

Department of Parks and Recreation

The Resources Agency of California

Date : December 20, 1966

Subject: Department of Water
Resources' Cost Allocations
for Facilities of the State
Water Project

This is in reply to your recent request for the comments of the
Department of Parks and Recreation on proposed cost allocations
for Frenchman and Antelope Dams and Lakes and on land acquisi-
tion expenditures contained in the Department of Water Resources'
Bulletin 153-6?.

The Department of Parks and Recreation has reviewed in detail the
cost allocation proposals for Frenchman and Antelope Dams and
Lakes and agrees to the allocations as presented in Table I of
the draft Bulletin 153-6?.

Also included in Table I is a listing of costs which apply to
rights of way, easements and property for recreation development
associated with several of the units of the State Water Project
for which the Department of Water Resources is requesting reim-
bursement. The Department of Parks and Recreation is in agree-
ment with those costs presented for land acquired at each of the
units of the State Water Project which are included in Table I
of Bulletin 153-6?, as revised and presented to the Department
of Parks and Recreation on December 19, 1966.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the
advance copy of Bulletin 153-6?.

FLJ:WJH:wh

cc: Mr. S. Thompson
Mr. Warren
Mr

.

Rowe
Mr. Hiller
Mr. Hjersman
Mr. Emrie

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Director
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Stat* of California

Memora ndu m
The Resources Agency

Honorable William E. Warne
Director
Department of Water Resources
I4l6 Ninth Street
Sacramento, California 958l4

Date: December 13, 1966

Deportment of Fish and Game

Subject: WP - State of California, Department of Water Resources -

State Water Project - Allocations of Costs to Recreation
and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

In accordance with Water Code Section 11912, as amended by the
1966 Legislature, you submitted Bulletin No. I53-67 to us for
comment on December 6, 1966. This bulletin presents a summary
of costs allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-
ment at facilities of the State Water Project. It further
requests the Legislature's approval of allocations and expendi-
tures for recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement in
connection with Frenchman Dam and Lake, Antelope Dam and Lake and
for certain lands acquired for recreation at a number of project
facilities.

We concur with allocated joint costs of $1,537,395 for Frenchman
Dam and Lake, and $4,509,9^5 for Antelope Dam and Lake.

The costs allocated to fish and wildlife enhancement apparently
will not be separated from costs allocated to general recreation
enhancement in future editions of your Bulletin No. I53 series.
We would like for you to consider the desirability of separating
such costs since it would facilitate our future review of joint
cost allocations for a number of facilities of the State Water
Project.

The recreation rights-of-v;ay, easements, and property expenditures
for which you are requesting legislative approval were based on
recommendations made by the Department of Parks and Recreation.
We have previously concurred with the recreation land acquisition
plans that resulted in the specified expenditures. We believe
Parks should now comment on the appropriateness of those acquisi-
tions which have been completed.



Honorable William E. Warne -2- December 13, 1966

This Department has previously made specific recommendations for
land acquisition for fish and wildlife enhancement at State
Water Facilities; however, you are not requesting approval of
any expenditures for such lands In Bulletin No. 153-67. In that
connection, we are disappointed that you have not been able to
proceed with acquisition of lands, easements and rights-of-way
along Big Grizzly Creek below Lake Davis, as we recommended In
196^. An outstanding opportunity for substantial Improvement
of a stream fishery may be lost If public access Is not provided
to Big Grizzly Creek.

Director

cc: Honorable Pred L. Jones
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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AL HOLLO* FISHING ACCESS SITE

;M creek AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

LOMA FISHING ACCESS SITE

E ROCKS FISHING ACCESS SITE

JN FISHING ACCESS SITE

"LEMAN CITY AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

HILLS FISHING ACCESS SITE

TONWILLOW FISHING ACCESS SITE

/AN AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

A VISTA AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

tLER RIDGE





PLATE 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

RECREATION LAND USE PLAN

UPPER FEATHER AREA
FRENCHMAN LAKE

LEGEND

[
I
'-'

IJ ADMINISTRATIVE AREA

CONCESSION AREA

CAMPING AREA

PICNIC AREA

NATURAL AREA

BOAT LAUNCHING AREA

— PROJECT ACQUISITION BOUNDARY

|G| Group Area

^ FOREST SERVICE LANDS

LANDS FOR RECREATION DEVELOPMENT
ACQUIRED THROUGH JUNE 30, 1965.

JOINT USE BOUNDARY





PLATE 3

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

recreationTand use plan

UPPER FEATHER AREA
ANTELOPE LAKE

1
1 '-H i administrative AREA

l l llll lllll j

CONCESSION AREA

K-X'lj CAMPING AREA

I

I

PICNIC AREA

^.^'tV;^ natural area

NOTE: ALL LANDS WITHIN AQUISITION BOUNDARY
REQUIRED FOR FEATURES JOINTLY USED BY PROJECT PURPOSES

ACQUISITION BOUNDARY





STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THE RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

RECREATION LAND USE PLAN
UPPER FEATHER AREA

LAKE DAVIS

CROCKER
MOUNTAIN

AREA
Picnicking

Complng

MINISTRATION
AREA





PLATE 5

RECREATION LAND USE PLAN
OROVILLE AREA

OROVILLE RESERVOIR AND THERMALITO FDREBAY
AND AFTERBAY

LANDS FOR RECREATION DEVELOPMENT

ACQUIRED THROUGH JUNE 30, 1965

LANDS FOR RECREATION DEVELOPMENT

ACQUIRED JULY 1,1965- JUNE 30,1966





PLATE 6

LEGEND

RECREATION AREA

S^^l^:^ NATURAL AREA

PROJECT ACQUISITION

BOUNDARY

RECREATION AREA
BOUNDARY

SAN LUIS CREEK AREA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

RECREATION LAND USE PLAN
CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT

SAN LUIS RESERVOIR AND FOREBAY
SCALE OF MILES

LANDS FOR RECREATION
DEVELOPMENT ACQUIRED
JULY 1,1965 - JUNE 30,1966

LANDS FOR RECREATION DEVELOPMENT
ACQUIRED THROUGH JUNE 30,1965

JOINT USE BOUNDARY
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

SPECIFIC RECREATION
AND FISH AND WILDLIFE

ENHANCEMENT FEATURES
along the

CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT
Underlined facilities denote ttiose included

in the cost allocotions of ttiis report

'*" 'ixkcisS

INDEX OF FIATURES

CORRftL HOLLOW FISHING ACCESS SITE

INGRAM CREEK AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

ORESTIMEA FISHING ACCESS SITE

ORO LOMA FISHING ACCESS SITE

THREE ROCKS FISHING ACCESS SITE

HURON FISHING ACCESS SITE

KETTLEMAN CITY AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

LOST HILLS FISHING ACCESS SITE

BUTTDNWILLOW FISHING ACCESS SITE

TUPMAN AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

8UENA VISTA AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

VfHEELER RIDGE FISHING ACCESS SITE

• L.'inds for Recieation DevelopmenI acfjuifed July I

H AQUATIC RECREATI

,S AQUATIC RECREATION iVRTA

15. ORO GRANDE WASH AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

16. MOJAVE lOESA AQUATIC RECREATION AREA

1%5 - June 30. 1966.
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