111

A somewhat less ambitious pro'gi-_airri‘wifh"aég_;g\}e'riage yearly
cost approximating present expenditure lévelé‘until'the" year 2000
would nof be a¥ a‘tt’rvae‘tive an ‘investment as the above, It is
estimated that the outcome of the lower le‘vel’of”ex’pehditure T
would be that the price of desalted sea water in the year 2000
would be approx1mate1y 25 cents per thousand gallons at the
100 'mgd scale. If the lower cost of 20 cents per 1000 gallons
can in fact be achleved the model s;udles 1nd1cated that the o
extra dollars- needed to be- spe’nt on ’tha.t’ 'pre"’gram‘w”ould be
well invested. | | |

At the otl'ler ‘end of the cost spectrurﬁ, considefation has
been glven to fhe pose1b111ty of a fa.1r1y low level of sup’port for‘

a Federal desaltmg progr’am., In this case,‘ estlmates 1ndlca'cek -
that the fgtu;e extra ‘beneflyf_cs‘that would ac’cr»ue on ‘a,.vc‘coi‘mt_ ef _
; "’this sper’lding are nel: nearly Vas etlractive e.s eccelereffing the r

program to obtain more optimum returns.

In assessing what might be the outcome of future spending on..
\desalting research and developmeht, ‘allowances have been made
fer the fact that past spending on deselting,~is,‘goihg tdbring o
future \benfefit.si.‘ ‘What is ibe»ing‘kexamined» here areifu’lzur’e: ex-
penditvures aga‘i‘r“)syt the extra benefits they 'will buy in the lorlg
term. Eysti’mated future project costs for both conventional ,a,nd.,

. desalting alternatives are based on 5-1/8 percent interest charges;

however, in.comparing future program costs and benefits, a
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