
Tracking reported North Delta water flow and 

the unaccounted for water data gaps. 

If there is not enough water left to export, why 

build tunnels or any other form of conveyance? 

*

2014 Presentation for the North Delta Cares & community, updated May 19, 2015 and 

again November 2015: Data compiled by Nicole S. Suard, Esq, (from Snug Harbor on 

Steamboat Slough).   
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The purpose of this slideshow presentation is to point out some of the 

unanswered questions regarding unaccounted for water flows in the 

North Delta, which were brought to the attention of DWR staff in 

2012-2015, and the questions still remain unanswered.  This is an 

update of the 2014 presentation for North Delta Cares, so only newer 

slides with have the updated dates. 

There has been diversion of flows of the North Delta into other areas 

of the Delta that are not accounted for by DWR/USBR over the last 

several years, and it appears computer modeling for the effects of 

even more proposed diversion are based upon false and/or incomplete 

flow data. 

This presentation reviews just a few of the unanswered flow questions 

and gives and update of some of the impacts from the diverted flows 

of the Sacramento River which are still not accounted for as of May 

2015. 
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Very simply stated, the first Governor Brown promised the people of 

Northern California that ONLY the “Surplus” water would be diverted 

from the Sacramento River, and would not harm the Northern California 

environment or impact the riparian water rights, flows, agriculture, 

recreation, or ecological environment of the California Delta region. 

The second Governor Brown is the spokesperson for the water 

contractors currently breaking the stated promise to the people of 

California.  In a drought there is NO “Surplus” water to export to the 

south without damaging the Delta as well as Northern California aquifers 

and the entire Bay-Delta ecosystem. 

Mainstream media wants the public to believe the current Governor 

Brown is “completing” what his father started.  That is a lie.  What is 

happening all around Northern California is a replumbing of the water 

conveyance system to leave Northern California with “the surplus”, 

which is the opposite of what the first Governor Brown promised us.  And 

the “best available science” propagated to validate the actions is based 

partially on inconsistent, inaccurate and sometimes fabricated baseline 

data. 
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1st Governor Brown:  1960s   

0 to 6500 cfs of diversions 
Second Governor allows and 

promotes the diversion of 

way more than “surplus” 

water exports to other areas 

south of the Delta even in 

drought times, to other areas 

of the state 

8500 cfs that is accounted for, 

ignoring unaccounted for flows 

or diversions that have been 

brought to DWR attention 
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*
so water can be sold 
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* ONLY surplus water
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It’s about the money.  Follow the flows and 

diversions, and you are following the money. 

Actually, the original published data limited exports and transfers to “surplus” 

water from wet years, which is not commonly or historically available in the 

water system when it is a “dry” water year 

$$$$$$$$$$$$$ 
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Who is monitoring and 

reporting the actual flows? 
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* we’re may
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The next series of slides bring up unanswered questions regarding how 

water flow has been tracked, counted, diverted, and accounted for … or 

ignored.  The slides represent extensive studies of flows based on online 

data provided by DWR or USBR or USGS; data from the websites that 

provide the public with flow and export data and which are supposed to 

be reasonably reliable information.  However, the inconsistencies of the 

last 6 or more years of flow data is quite concerning.  Decide for yourself. 

SHR-716 



*

“We’ll get back to you on that…”  (2010) 
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Review of flow 

data reports 

from several 

years showed 

inconsistency in 

the data flow 

calculations, 

leading to 

questions of  

formulas used 

for converting 

cfs to TAF or 

MAF 
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Problem #3:  DWR published “final” charts and reports quantifying the 

flow, exports and Delta outflow for the last 10 years.  When DWR is 

presented with questions regarding the flow data, the “final” charts 

are simply changed only without notice or explanation why the 

incorrect data was published and distributed in the first place. 
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*“We’ll get back to you on that…” 
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Chart changed 3/19/14 at 1:57 pm and again at 1:58 right after being screen 

printed by NSS for a follow-up review.  Ironic, huh?  In any case, the chart still 

appears to be reporting incorrect flow and Delta outflow  data. 
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Why isn’t the Steamboat Slough 

gage raw data available online? 

“We’ll get back to you on that…” 
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2015 update:  CDEC now shows new monitoring stations, but not all of the information 

monitored is accessible online in real time to everyone.  Historical flow data for 

locations like lower Steamboat Slough still require an interested party to make a 

request of government water engineers to get the data. 
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Problem #4:  Flow data gaps.  Gaps in flow data, which appear to be 

intentionally hidden in plain sight in the online flow charts, result in 

UNDERREPORTING of actual water flow on the Sacramento River, Steamboat 

and Sutter Sloughs.  Note the pattern of the data gaps… 
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The Freeport CDEC flow data appears 

to have been updated by the addition 

of the previously missing 15 minute 

blocks of time, by adding the – but 

there is no explanation as to WHY 

there is a data gap or when the flow 

data was updated. 

 

This represents many acre feet of 

flow that is unaccounted for between 

10:45 and 12:00 noon. 
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Data gaps in flow reporting for Steamboat 

Slough have still not been  corrected or 

explained. 

However, CDEC does now 

notify viewers the flow 

data has not been 

reviewed for accuracy.  

So export decisions are 

based upon not 

reviewed, demonstrated 

inaccurate flow data?! 
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Example effects of flow diversions:  

Unusual very fast outflow of fresh water  
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* Problem #5:  Flow data gaps.  
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*Did you know around 2008 a partial barrier 10 feet below 
the water surface at the north end of Steamboat Slough 
materialized?  The subsurface barrier doesn’t block 
boating traffic, but does block a portion of the natural 
freshwater flow into Steamboat Slough.  Other North Delta 
confluences appear to have flow diversion structures as 
well.  Did CALSIM, DSM2, RMA and the fish migration 
pathway studies and the other computer models account 
for the different depths of the waterways or for the new 
in-water berms? 
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Question #7:  Who has been installing 

or causing subsurface water flow 

diversion structures and for what 

reasons? 
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Did the scientists conducting salmon migration pathway studies know there was a subsurface 

Structure blocking flow into Steamboat Slough, thereby also influencing salmon migration choices? 

SHR-716 



5/19/2015 42 

Another view of the 3D modeling made from the bathymetry provided by 

DWR in 2014 after a “barriers” meeting in Walnut Grove in March 2014. 
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About those salmon migration 

pathway studies.. 
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*2006 tagged salmon study 
results 
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Questions #8:  Why is the depth of the water at the confluence of Steamboat 

Slough and the Sacramento River shown differently in the 2014 salmon 

migration study presentation to the DSC science board than what actually 

existed at that time?    

Why don’t the fish scientists 

Conducting the salmon migration studies discuss the effect of 

blocking salmon access to Steamboat Slough by blocking much of the 

flow, but note boating traffic was NOT blocked. 
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Steamboat Slough at Sacramento River confluence in 2007 and 2008 from 

Published information provided by DWR/F&G representatives: 
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Did the scientists conducting salmon migration pathway studies know there was a subsurface 

Structure blocking flow into Steamboat Slough, thereby also influencing salmon migration choices? 
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Question #9:  Who or what organizations 

developed the baseline data for DRMS Phase 1 

in 2006?   2007 was a pivotal year for the 

propagation of false historical data about the 

Delta via the technical baseline data from DRMS 

Phase 1 
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Delta flood history was one of 

many baseline technical data 

reports used for the DRMS Phase 1 

which influenced decisions like 

levee repair funding, 

development and values, present 

and future risk…all based on 

bogus and/or inflated and 

inconsistent baseline Delta 

history. 
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To give credit where credit is due, DWR representatives Paul Marshall and Joel 

Dudas did get the DRMS consultant URS to make some of the corrections to maps 

and charts, but the risk data should have also been updated to reflect correct 

flood history baseline, correct island asset valuation, correct # of residents and 

more.  Mr. Marshall had good intentions, based on the email below… 

“My intent is to stop the error from propagating.  My second intent is to 

correct past documents or get some sort of eradication.”  -Paul Marshall 
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By the way, it might help to note that another of the problems with Delta 

planning and reports is that the drafters of those reports had problems 

correctly identifying the physical locations of the islands and waterways that 

were or are the subject of the different reports.  Also, the same consultant, 

URS, was doing planning work under the BCDC on Ryer Island, and for 

CalFed/BDCP on the other Ryer Island, both located in Solano County.  One 

“Ryer Island” is located in the Suisun Bay area and the other Ryer Island is 

located northeast of Rio Vista and is bordered by Steamboat Slough, Sutter 

Slough, Miner’s Slough and Cache Slough. 
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A review of the DRMS Phase 1 

baseline data used for just 

one of the Delta Islands shows 

legally verifiable incorrect 

flood history, deflated land 

values, residential and 

commercial uses, and omission 

of historical and current 

ecological and economic 

importance for the state. 

 

If DWR consultants got one 

island wrong, how correct is 

the data for other targeted 

islands of the Delta? 
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So WHY, in 2015, is the Delta Stewardship Council still referring to and using 

the false data from DRMS Phase 1 to validate decisions regarding use of tax 

dollars to do levee modifications in the name of “Flood Protection” when 

the actions were designed as Sacramento River water CONVEYANCE actions? 
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“Utilizes the high levee failure 

probabilities from the DRMS study 

which leads to what the recent 

National Academy of Sciences 

review of the BDCP refers to as 

“error propagation”. 

* DRMS inflated numerical Delta 

flood risk totals by making up 

“historical” floods, by counting 

flooding of designated flood 

bypasses, and by adding in flooding 

of islands or areas not located in 

the Delta.  False data propagated 

to FEMA & other agency use. 

* DRMS ignored assets of some 

islands and inflated values of other 

islands to create a totally bogus set 

of numbers from which to 

“validate” expenditures in some 

areas of the Delta and exclude 

other areas of the Delta. 

* DRMS inconsistently applied 

historical flood risk of some islands 

as if the event(s) happened on or 

to other islands. 
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PPIC also propagates the 

same incorrect data 

*  Economic value of the Delta main 

income generation activities of 

agriculture and recreation are greatly 

undervalued, the economic value of the 

riparian water rights and mineral rights 

are ignored, and the current and future 

potential of land values are 

substantially undervalued for some 

islands, and overstated for other 

islands.  An identifiable pattern of 

“mistakes” emerges as the inconsistent 

propagation of incorrect data and Delta 

maps and charts emerges over a series 

of reports and years. 
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Delta Vision, BDCP, FloodSafe, DSC, PPIC, and DWR/USBR/USR/ICF 

reports to Congress and Senators use the incorrect data from DRMS 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 from 2007 to 2015, so far.  Decisions are made or 

influenced based on impressions created by the used of the false and 

incorrect baseline data of the DRMS Phase 1 report. 

http://deltarevision.com/more_wrong_maps_of_the_delta_3.html 
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http://deltarevision.com/wrong-maps-of-the-delta.html 

We have consistently asked that 

decisions be made based upon 

verifiable correct facts.  “Delta 

Truth Project”.   

Instead, each time baseline 

data was reviewed, a pattern of 

inconsistency of data use, 

inconsistency of data 

application, and a consistent 

pattern of omission of 

important information has been 

established over time.  When 

incorrect data was brought to 

the attention of the responsible 

agencies or consultants, on 

some occasions the data was 

superficially corrected and on 

other occasions the data is still 

currently in use. 
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More wrong maps of the Delta can be viewed at: 

www.deltarevision.com/wrong-maps-of-the-delta.html 

Example #1:  Baseline data 

used for the Flooded Islands 

studies intended to validate 

actions proposed in 2015, 

such as placement of 

Barriers and Gates across 

navigable Delta waterways.  

Note the wrong island 

names, putting the whole 

report series validity in 

question, as one can not be 

sure which island the 

reports actually refer to: 

“Source DWR 2003, Regional 

Map for the Flooded Islands 

Feasibility Study Baseline 

Report. 
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2015  DSC utilizes the false, misleading, inflated and incorrect baseline data 

developed for DRMS Phase 1 to created the  

In 2009 Mr. Marshall, in charge 

of the “South Delta 

Improvement Program” and 

“In-Delta Storage” planning, 

seemed sincere in his desire to 

eradicate the use of incorrect 

Delta historical information.  

Perhaps Mr. Marshall can 

communicate with the DSC 

consultants and stop DSC 

propagating the false DRMS 

phase 1 data? 
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*We do not need to wait for the BDCP approval to feel the negative 

impacts of the pre-built elements of the BDCP/Delta Plan.  

Mismanagement of the reservoirs in 2012 and 2013 already has the 

impact of current increased salinity in the Delta in 2014. 5/15/2014 75 
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*Problem #7:  Does BDCP water flow and in-Delta use account for 

water used for fracking and does BDCP computer modeling account 

for the fact that tules consume three times more water than crop 

irrigation, which therefore increases in-Delta water requirements? 
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*Roads are already being blocked… 
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If all Sacramento River water is diverted into tunnels or other conveyance options, how does the 

Delta aquifer get replenished?  Or will sea water invade the North Delta?  Note: there is no such 

thing as an “aquitard” but it is one of the funnier new words invented by the silent players in this 

round of California water wars! 
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Have your drinking water well tested 

NOW and at least every month in low 

flow seasons! 5/15/2014 87 
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* State Water Contractors should pay for the monitoring of water 

flows statewide but not CONTROL the gages or CONTROL the 

reports.  North Delta Water Agency or another Delta landowner 

controlled-entity should be funded to monitor and report actual 

flows and all monitoring gages should be viewable online for 

anyone.  If water quality, water flows or water levels get below a 

reasonable point, the export pumps must be shut off and additional 

reservoir flows must be released to replenish the prime farm lands 

of California and preserve senior water rights. 
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*http://www.snugharbor.net/history_of_californ

ia_water_wars.html 

 

*http://www.deltarevision.com/timeline.htm  

 

*http://www.snugharbor.net/images-

2013/deltastuff/wrongdeltanames.jpg  

May 15, 2014.  Presentation data compiled by Nicole Suard, Esq. (from 

Snug Harbor on Steamboat Slough) for educational purposes only.  Water 

flow calculations are estimates only, provided to establish the fact there 

are gaps in flow data provided to the public, and substantial 

inconsistencies in flow and export reporting since at least 2004.  

Presenter is NOT a water engineer or expert at water flow or rights, so 

please refer specific questions regarding water flow to your local water 

agency representative, a water engineer, or your personal attorney. 
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Update April 2015 

BDCP draft plan was released for public comment, and thousands of 

comments and criticizms showed the opposition to proposed tunnels 

and the diversion of more fresh water from the Delta is clearly 

opposed by many.  The public has been told the BDCP will be revised 

sometime in 2015. 

 

In the meantime, DWR and state water contractors continue to modify 

the Delta utilizing tools defined in phase 2 of DRMS report.  One 

example is the proposal to use water flow barriers to block freshwater 

flow into some Delta waterways in order to force more Sacramento 

River water towards the export pumps.  Around 2003 MWD came up 

with the concept to use barriers and gates to create a “mixing zone” in 

the Delta.  That way the “sweet water” or more pure drinking water of 

the Sacramento River could be mixed with the lower quality of the San 

Joaquin River, which would reduce the processing and purification 

costs associated with providing urban drinking water and also the pure 

water needed for the new method of horizontal hydraulic fracturing. 
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