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*Where’s the Water?

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). Uploaded as evidence during 2017 Waterfix Project Water Board hearing
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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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In 1959, the State Legislature enacted the California Water
Resources Development Bond Act to finance construction of the
State Water Resources Development System. The bond act was
approved by the California clectorate in November 1960. The
State Water Facilities, the initial features of this system, will
complement continuing local and federal water development
programs and include the very necessary works in the Delta.

One of the principal objectives of the State Water Resources
Development System is to conserve water in areas of surplus in
e e R
south and west. The Delta is important in achieving this objec-
tive, since it receives all of the surplus flows of Central Valley
rivers draining to the ocean during winter and spring months and
is the last location where water not needed in the Delta or up-
stream therefrom can conveniently be controlled and diverted
to beneficial use. Surplus water from the northern portion of the
Central Valley and north coastal rivers will be conveyed by the
natural river system to the Delta, where it must be transferred
through Delta channels to export pumping plants without undue
loss or deterioration in quality. Aqueducts will convey the water
from the Delta to off-stream storage and use in areas of defi-
ciency to the south and west.

In addition to being an important link in the interbasin trans-
fer of water, the Delta is a significant segment of California’s
economy, and its agricultural, municipal, and industrial water
supply problems, and flood control and related problems, must
be remedied. A multipurpose system of Delta water facilities,
which will comprise one portion of the State Water Resources
Development System, is the most economical means of transfer-
ring water and solving Delta problems.

1960Bulletin_No._76_Delta_Water_Facilities-Color.pdf s " "SR 716

UNREGULATED FLOWS IN THE DELTA
FEATHER RIVER

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA
NORTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA
SAN BENITO COUNTY AND PAJARO VALLEY AREA
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AREA
CENTRAL COASTAL AREA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA COASTAL PLAIN
ANTELOPE-MOJAVE AREA

COASTAL SAN DIEGO AREA

(@) WHITEWATER-COACHEUA AREA

*SWP & CVP “Trust us’-.
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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.



15t Governor Brown: 1960s
0 to 6500 cfs of diversions
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UNRIGIRATIO ROWS IN THE DELTA
FEATHER RIVER

MIDOLE FORX TIL RIVIR

TRINITY RIVER

MAD.VAN DUTEN RIVER

KLAMATH RIVER
UPPER EEL RIVER

~ . - S - :
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA S TGN e

NORTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA
SAN BENITO COUNTY AND PAJARD VALLEY AREA
SAN JOAGUIN VALLEY AREA

CENTRAL COASTAL AREA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA COASTAL PLAIN
ANTELOPE MOJAVE AREA
COASTAL SAN DIEGO AREA

WHITEWATER COACHELLA AREA
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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

2003 07_15_member_agency_update.ppt ||

«2002:Accomplishments

< Banks'8/500 cfs Mediation Gomplete

8500 cfs that is accounted for,
ignoring unaccounted for flows
or diversions that have been
brought to DWR attention

5/19/2015
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} The New Delta Plan 2012 x Over the laSt 10
UTUR[:# STERMBOAT SLOUGH s SARANENDR years, it is the

G i Delta that has
been left with a
“computed”
surplus or what
was left behind
from the export
pumps and new
north-of-the-
Delta diversion
intakes,

5/15/2014
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»  Don't worry, we'll ;
manage your water for you.
Just trust us... Questions?j
We'll get back to you

Delta
Families

Delta
Farmers
[ DWR=

_| State Water - V)
| Contractors ° p ’

Delta boating
& recreation

Who: State Water Contractors, Energy
Companies, Developers, Online companies

RO ST, AL oy
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- NSFRESINBriefing_Jan26.2010. pptx '
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*Where North Delta water comes from...
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/718 Figure D-1 Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Inflows and Outflows in 2010
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Some Statistics
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1981-2010 average annual precipitation: 18.2 inches
2010 precipitation: 17.6 inches
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Chapter 3 | Factors that Affect Water Delivery Reliability
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Figure 3-2. Water Year 2000 (Above-Normal) Delta Water Balance (Percent of Total)

* Flows menitored, captured, stored, diverted, reported

so water can be sold
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http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2013/2013-prd/Vol2_SacramentoRiv

Sacramento River Hydrologic Region
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Figure SR-10 Sacramento River Regional Inflows and Outflows in 2010
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| 145 /180 Figure SJR-15 San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region Inflows and Outflows in 2010
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Some Statistics

Area; 15,214 square miles (9.6% of state)
1981-2010 average annual precipitation: 27.1 inches
2010 annual precipdation: 28 6 inches

2010 population: 2,104,206

2050 population projection: 3,686,017
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2010 irrigated agriculture: 2,171,690 acres
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ONLY “surplus water” was supposed to be diverted

from the Sacramento watershed to the south

5/15/2014
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It’s about the money. Follow the flows and
diversions, and you are following the money.

The State Water Project $§8585885858SS
~ WE‘E“‘:‘:‘“ %Iﬂﬂh Jrinity Rivers

Eel BTM"Rwers
'uB" =

\ o
Lake Orov:lle Seo

The Orlglnal V|S|on (19605)
* Large North Coast Storage
* Deliveries across Delta when dry X

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
12 5/19/2015
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Department of Water Resources

DWR Sites | Help Link |

CALIFORNIA DATA EXCHANGE CENTER

HOME | QUERY TOOLS | PRECIPITATION | RIVER FORECAST | RIVER STAGES J RESERVOIRS | SNOW

! http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/mapper?level=2&map=17&quad=10

CDEC Station Locator - Data Retrieval by Geographic Area

Map
Level

Tem

i

Flow

b

Storag:

]

i 1R ¢

NW NORTH NE
o
"
) )
WEST| EAST]
[oeks \
Zrew 1207M 0 12006
| sw H SOUTH ” SE ‘
Click On Dot For Station Information Or Select Sensor
Scale 1:328424 [—G—1p18 Jloni
¥average--true scale depends on monitor resolution

Station: l:]

All stations in the area:

BEN - MOKELUMNE R NR THORNTON
(BENSON'S FERRY)

BKS - BARKER SLOUGH PUMPING PLANT
(KG000000)

CCS - CACHE SLOUGH

DLC - DELTA CROSS CHANNEL BTW SAC R &
SNODGRAS

DWS - SACRAMENTO DEEP WATER SHIPPING
CHANNEL

FPT- SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT
FPX - SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT AU;

GES - SACRAMENTO RIVER BELOW
GEORGIANA SLOUGH

GGS - GEORGIANA SLOUGH

GLN - GREEN'S LANDING

GSS - GEORGIANA SLOUGH AT SACRAMENTO
RIVER

HWB - MINER SLOUGH AT HWY 84 BRIDGE
LIB - LIBERTY ISLAND @ APPROX CNTR S ENL

LIR - LIBERTY ISLAND - RD2068

LIS - YOLO BYPASS AT LISBON

LIY - LIBERTY ISLAND - YOLO BYPASS
MCM - MORRISON CREEK AT MACK ROAD
MFR - MORRISON CREEK AT FLORIN ROAD
MFV - MINER SLOUGH AT FIVE POINTS
SAE - SACRAMENTO EXECUTIVE AIRPORT

oM/~ CAANMAMEAITA N ADAVT NEETA ANACO

Who is monitoring and

SHR-716

reporting the actual flows?

{ USGS 11447830 SUTTER SLOUGH

A COURTLAND CA

Discharge: 4380 cfs
Stage: 5.62 ft
Date: 2011-10-02
W) 16:15:00
Sacrament(  Class: Not-ranked
River Deep W, % no_rmal %
Ship Chann( (median):

% normal(mean): %

Qowered by USGS WaterWatch

http://ca.water.usgs.gov/data/waterconditionsmap.htmli

TACETY

Sorroca

1Ay

Q Daisie &
2 ?°
§ K
§ O
(i . O
Twin Ctties Rd T
Miner
ok v
5 J o \
' @a
Grove
g W Walhut Grove |
% &
Rio Vista
Muni

* Delta monitoring gage stations and online reporting

13
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DWR Sites | HelpLink | CAgov |

Department of Water Resources

CALIFORNIA DATA EXCHANGE CENTER O DWR @ Califomia

HOME | QUERY TOOLS | PRECIPITATION | RIVER FORECAST | RIVER STAGES | RESERVOIRS | SNOW | STATIONS ‘WEATHER
| | |

384800

14-Apr

w
w
o

16-Apr

15,000.00
12,500.00
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5.,000.00
2,500.00
0.00
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SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT (FPT)

Date from 04/14/2012 17:00 through 05/14/2012 17:00 Duration : 30 days
Max of period : (04/15/2012 10:00, 38460.0) Min of period: (05/14/2012 01:00, 5435.6)

} i i i $ i i I ! 1 1 53356 2
18-Apr 20-Apr 22-Apr 24-Apr 26-Apr 28-Apr 30-Apr 2-May 4May 6-May 8-May 10-May 12-May 14-May 16-Ma
Date / Time
[~ FLOW, RIVER DISCHARGE - CFS (599) |
SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT ( FPT)
Date from 04/14/2014 17:00 through 05/14/2014 17:00 Duration : 30 days
Max of period : (04/15/2014 13:00, 14474.0) Min of period: (05/14/2014 05.00, -5229.5)
144740 ’ H : : T T
4
14-Apr 16-Apr 18-Apr 20-Apr 22-Apr 24-Apr 26-Apr 28-Apr 30-Apr 2-May 4May 8-May 8-May 10-May 12-May 14-May 16-Ma
Date / Time
|~ FLOW, RIVER DISCHARGE - CFS (599) |
/2014

* Accessing flow reports online; DayFLOY
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Department of Water Resources 05/13/2014 12-00 12112
CALIFORNIA DATA EXCHANGE CENTER 05/13/2014 13:00 11674
.GOV HOME | QUERY TOOLS | PRECIPITATION | RIVER FORECAST | RIVER 05/13/2014 14:00 10991
05/13/2014 15:00 7236
05/13/2014 16:00 2512
05/13/2014 17:00 -1562
SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT (FPT) 05/1312014 16:00 2377
05/13/2014 19:00 -803
Elevation: 0" - SACRAMENTO R basin - Operator: US Geological Survey 05/13/2014 20:00 3560
Provisional data, subject to change. ‘ 05/13/2014 21:00 8070
S 05/13/2014 22:00 9796

Query executed Wednesday at 17:26:47 . *°
05/13/2014 23:00 9808
FLOW, RIVER DISCHARGE (599) 05/14/2014 00-00 0464
T 7 T FLg:st 05/14/2014 01:00 7636
05/14/2014 02:00 2528

04/14/2014 00:00 13107

;e 05/14/2014 03:00 -2866
05/14/2014 04:00 -4805
Hourly Tides for Clarksburg 05/14/2014 05:00 -9230
05/14/2014 06:00 -3715
05/14/2014 07:00 189
o 05/14/2014 08:00 7985
- 05/14/2014 09:00 11283
5 05/14/2014 10:00 11346
4 05/14/2014 11:00 11628
05/14/2014 12:00 12387
3 05/14/2014 13:00 12356
2 05/14/2014 14:00 12047
] I I I II 05/14/2014 15:00 10310
: -. l._ __-. ' 05/14/2014 16:00 6618
. 05/14/2014 17:00 163

12a 1a 2a 3a 4a 5a 6a 7a 8a 9a 10a11a12p 1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p 7p 8p 9p 10p11p

B Wednesday, May 14, 2014

Low tides were never so low on the Sacramento Rj,\gg(l:!



: http://baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov/downloads/DSM2_Users_Group/BDCP/DSM2_Recalibration_102709_doc.|
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FIGURE 2-2
DSM2 Mode! Grid in the North Delta Showing the Grid Modificatons
Performed as Part of the Recalibration Effort

FIGURE 6-1
Map Showing EC Calibration Locations

* Computer modeling for BDCP used the flow data for
CALSIM, CALSIM II, DSM2, %MA and others
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" Siate of Calfom’a - Depariment of Water ~Division of and ~Operations Control Offics T
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* Reality: “surplus” water is what we’re left with now and that water may
be allowed to flow into the Delta if Delta farmers, business owners an
residents fight hard enough to protect their water rights
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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
ighored. 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.

26 /33 !ht ca.gov/ wate ¢ strategi an/docs/2008 2012/020608 presentation.pdf .

Inappropriate
inconsistency can
result in inequitable
treatment, no common
understanding of key

water quality and
water rights goals, and
difficulty in achieving a
meaningful evaluation
of outcomes.

5/19/2015



* Flow tracking problem #1: which conversion formula
do you use? DWR or USGS and CALSIM as an example

Q: Does 1 cubic foot/second equal 646,320 OR 646,272 gallons a day?

Why does DWR use different conversion numbers from USGS?

http://md.water. . fscal
Compare converting CFS to gallons per day pi//md water usgs gov/dscalc/

™ USGS CFS Conversion Calculator

vater.cagov/swp/operationscont nual/anaua

Conversion Factors

Convert to gallons per day v
Quantity Mulrtiply By To obtain CFS Value (ft’/s) 1
Area acre 43.560 square feet i |
Volume cubic foot 7.481 gallons Result: 646272
cubic foot 624 pounds of water
gallon 0.13368 cubic feet
acre-foot 325.900 gallons Conversion factors for cfs calculations: 1 cfs =
acre-foot 43.560 cubic feet 7 [.a8 [galions per second
: 3.07 R . I i
million gallons 3.0 acre-feet 448 .8 |gallons per minute
26,528 .0 [gallons per hour
Flow cubic foot/second (cfs) 450 gallons/mmute (gpm) 646,272 [.0 [gallons per day
x ; T = 28 |.32 [Ilt-u of watar per second
gallons/minute 0.002228 cubic feet'second (cfs) -
1,699 |.2 llitors of water per minute

o0[.646272 [million gallons per day

|
[
[
[
|
[
million gallons day 1.5472 subic fect second (cfs) [ 101,952 .0 [liters of vater per hour
l-“m“b [ 2425848 [0 [liters of water per day
W‘ second (efs) 646.320 gallons a day [ 2.44e848|.0 [million liters of water per day
[
[
[
[
[

cubic foot'second (efs) 1.98 acre-feet a day
62[.5 [pounds of vater per second
million gallons day (mgd) L1120 acre-feet a year 3,750[.0 [pounds of water per minute
. . . 225,000 [.0 [pound: of water per hour
Pressure feet head of water 433 pounds/square inch (psi)
5,400,000 I.O [pounds of vater per day
Power kilowars (kW) 1.3405 horsepower (hp)

close this window

! http://www.deltarevision.com/Issues/water-issues/waterflow/video/NorthDelta_vs_NorthDelta/waterflow-graphics-2of3.pdf

14
“We’ll get back to you on that...” (2010)



SACRAMENTO RIVER INFLOW: CONFLICTS IN DATA FOR AN “AVERAGE” WATER YEAR

http://www.deltarevision.com/Issues/water-issues/waterflow/video/north_delta_low_flow_effect.pdf

cts trom Me Sacramento River, when over te last 20+ years only 5,000 o 7,000 cfs has been diveried via the DOC and Georgiana Slough. ‘

Flow data based on an “average” year per DWR
- water year 2000 |

—’ Sacramento River Flow

—’ Cache Slough/Yolo Bypass Flow

&
&
—’ San Joaquin River Flow W

CACHE SLOUGH/YOLO BYPASS FLOW /
(According to DWR documents) #

Pre-2004 3,970 TAF

2005 2,956 TAF
2009 356 TAF

2010 0

I T Kawmer

S S i
Average Delta Outflow saiwsen = ,j:;..
(Per DWR documents) rusurisia Fusnt = §

e

Pre-2003 21,020 TAF
2005 18,144 TAF
2009 not specified in map
2010 18,144 TAF
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(According to DWR documents)
Pre-2004 17,220 TAF

2005 18,327 TAF

2009 8,443 TAF

2010 21,283 TAF

0 2011 Proposed 15,000 cfs exports

from Sacramento River calculates to
approximately 10,859 TAF which is
more than double the amount of
exported water from the Sacramento
River current exports!

Fraspa

17,220 TAF
Less 10,859 TAF
Leaves 6,361 TAF
Of flow to share between Elk Slough,
Sutter Slough, Steamboat Slough
and the portion of the Sacramento
River between Georgiana Slough
and Ida Island (Vieira's) which is
insufficient flows for maintenance of
navigation, water quality and
management of invasive aquatic
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SHR-716

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

Inappropriate
inconsistency can
result in inequitable
treatment, no common

understanding of key
water quality and
water rights goals, and
difficulty in achieving a
meaningful evaluation
of outcomes.
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M RO
1 million gallons a day (mgd)=1,120 ac-ft a year
B ‘X’ g xx x x x 1cfs= 6_46,320 gallons per day
1 2 é x xx Conversion cfs to TAF 1.9834711
Average Sac River 17,220 TAF P
- 225 mgd x 1,120 =252,000 AF or 252 TAF

Freeport Pumps -185 MGD

+Pressure valve* -50 MG
Davis-Woodland -46.2 TAF

“Y’;?é%ﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁeir 1240 cfs x 626,320 gpd=150,316,800 gpd

Revision f/_ or 240 cfs x 1.9834711 = 476 TAF

NBA Revision -240 cfs_ . .
2,281 plus 1000 cfs if the cross channel reoperation

(131 ;181 AF) plans are built and dredging compleated
DCC (1,281 TAF) -1,281 TAF 1000 cfs x 1.9834711 = 1,983 TAF additional

+"Reoperation" -1,000 CFS —-ﬁpon from the Sacramento River/
TDF Revision™ -4,000 CFS T —
Georgiana 2,722 TAF 4,000 cfs x 1.9834711 =7934 TAF

¢4 Estimated outflow —

at Rio Vista

3 http://www.deltarevision.com/Issues/water-issues/waterflow/video/NorthDelta_vs_NorthDelta/waterflow-graphics-2of3.pdf

* Problem #2; Does BDCP, which uses CALSIM 1 and 11, and
other flow models use the DWR or USGS conversion formula?
It makes a big difference in the actual “surplus” left over in
the Delta, if any. 2 A



SHR-716

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.

SCREEN PRINT OF DWR CHART ONLINE BEFORE DWR UPDATE
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Also note COWD diversions are Included In Delts Consumptive use and also listad as a separate category, indicating double-counting of same export #.

YEAR| total inflows EXPORTS DELTA OUTFLOW |Jnaccounted for fi
! http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2l3/ae/wate:_portfolio-inflow_outflow_delta.pdf Teport F
- 2010 18515 6397 2461 9657
jQeita Water Dolonce Catimates (TAF)
TS T T 2009 12542 5364 6713 865
[Sacramento River inflow 23015 21770 13104 18304 17129 16747 28039 11010 9557 2867 12777 2008 11808 5428 1529 4351
[Yolo Bypass inflow 8996 | 1635 708 1122 | 3121 707 | 1303 | 248 317 317 659 2007 15310 7497 6216 1507
[Eastacie Trbutanes Inflow 2096 1399 1078 2 462 534 445 173 9679 1979 n 1231 2461
fSan Joaqun River inflow 8456 | 3568 | 2B46 | 1732 | 13% | 1365 | 1373 | 3777 | 7341 | 1596 | 1234 | ses 1829 2006 59152 8005 43805 230
Nodh Bay Aquedud Expors | 39 3 [ [ W | @ 2 [0 a3 o1 55 w 43 [—— i e ”»
[Contra Costa Waer Dustrct Dversions af | | 355 125 £y 21 8 120 o= 56 i e o= 5 2004, 22821 7838 14922 51
JRock Siough and Od River
Bate Walar Project Eapacts ot Sunts 2134 | 2430 | 3ss2 | 2035 | 2000 | 3458 | 3250 | 3625 | 3s27 | 295« | 1s27 | 1636 | 2006 - s L = =
fPumpang Plant or Ciéion Court Intake B G et B v o = 2002 165422 7264 9163 1
IContral Valiey Project Exports at Tracy 24T4_| 2262 | 2487 | 2332 | 2505 | 2685 | 2722 | 2619 | 2628 | 2679 | 2018 | 1884 | 2141 2001 13706 6807 6944 25
[Dokta Consumptve Use* 1691 1691 1663 1691 1691 1691 1693 1691 1691 1691 1693 1691 1666
[Oeita Precipitation” 1423 ™ 956 764 758 739 753 1089 1059 477 600 662 789 2000 26201 3045 18156 0
[Oota Outflow 43487 | 22542 | 18165 | 6944 | o163 | 14050 | 14922 | 15403 | 3805 | 6216 | 1529 | 6713 | 2461 1999 29106 6562 22542 2
13 from OW Frogram, NOTE inci cofrectons thiou - 1hep waner ca gov ) 1998 49580 0498 43487 1
2 Contert Requied by Water Code Secton 10004 6

Data and references compiled by N. Suard, Esq. For use by Delta landowners 2/2014

B http://snugharbor.net/images-2014/bdcp/flows/unaccounted_diversions.pdf
P: g g P; P

ZUUT ERPUILY, DE1IE VUL IUW a11U U ISULUd e a1 vl

2010 Exports, reported Delta outflow and water based on 12,942 TAF Deltainflow per DWR
unaccounted-for water based on 18,515 TAF 2013 chart
Deltainflow per DWR 2013 chart 865 TAF unaccounted-

W NEE 2epars

for flow;

W NSA exports
B Ursceoaned for moa

B Unaccountad far flow

BESWPDXUI s
- ® SWP Exports
B QP experts
W CVP exports W Deita consumatve +
oo
W De ka consumptive + W CELTA QUTFLOWY
CCwo
 DELTA QUTFLOW ® COWD dire riions
1 T |
| [ [
2008 E)I(:o:"tsf, repo{tec:’DeI:’a ou;f;%;:’:ﬁ 2007 Exports, reported Delta outflow and \ 2006 Exports, reported Delta outflowand
”“‘“g:h:in "Z:"”‘ :’I';v;::z o';'; e unaccounted-for water based on 15,310 TAF ‘ unaccounted-for water based on59,152 TAF
e Delta inflow per DWR 2013 chart Deltainflow per DWR 2013 chart

7,342 TAF unaccounted-
for flow

B N3A exports

1,597 _TAF unaccounted for flow M NBA gkpoits

B Unaceaunted far

= liBA exports
® Unactounted for flow

| fiowr
4,851 TAF ® Unaccounted for flow ‘ = SWP Exports B SWP Exports
unaccounted s e | M CVP exports = CVF experis

or flow

W Delta consumptive + B Deka corsamptive +

W VP exports

[ Cccwo Cewo
= DELTA OUTFLOW | ® DELTA DUTFLOW
¥ Deta consumptive + |
CCWD |  CCWD dwersions | ¥ COWD diversions
| |
)

Problem #3: Unaccounted for Delta outflow and DWR
failure to account for incorrect flow data distribution



DWR CORRECTS WATER
BALANCE TABLE ... MAYBE

In January 2014 it was noticed by Delta landowners that a
chart online providing the estimated Delta outflow and in-Delta
water uses indicated substantially low Delta outflow. In addition,
there appeared to be “missing water”. | hired a certified
Quickbooks person to enter the numbers as shown in the top
chart, as if those numbers were dollars instead of thousands of
acre feet of water. The result was that there appeared to be
MISSING water and the CCWD diversions may be counted twice
as both independent export amount and as a portion of the in-
Delta consumptive use figure. North Delta landowner focus on
flows has been heightened in the last few years because DWR or
USBR has been greatly reducing flows on Steamboat Slough, in
particular, except for when the salmonid migration studies with
pulse flows are going on. The above chart was provided to
several North Delta water engineers and agency people with a
request that others review the data.

Without notice to others, DWR revised the chart and posted it
online on 3/19/2014, after revising the data in late February.
It will take more time to analyze the new numbers, but the first

Data compiled by N. Suard, Esq.
posted online 3/27/14

Location of flow study based on the first chart posted by DWR: SHR-716
http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2014/bdcp/flows/unaccounted_diversions.pdf

SCREEN PRINT OF DWR CHART ONLINE BEFORE DWR UPDATE

L http:// s waterplan. water.cagov/docs/ copud(ll 3/ s water_portfolic-inflow_cutflow_delta.pdf

 §
5 O A £ I [ U LA [T M AU
B&Im Rever inflow 22015 Q1 18360 10517 13188 18304 17128 16747 28039 $1010 557 867 12777
oo Bypass nfiow BeGd 1634 2961 ¥4 708 12 nxn 17 P03 2LE 417 317 659
astyde Trbutanes Inflow 2098 1359 1078 32 462 534 445 173 G679 1573 n 1231 2461
Toaqun River inflow $a55 | 3568 | 7846 | V732 | 1386 | 1365 | 1373 | M7 | 71 | 1596 | 1234 | 865 | 1829
[Piort Bay Aqueduct E aports ] 3 i) 5 az & 52 ) 4 61 58 % 43
ﬁ’:’swxzﬂm Ueemne st 1 0 133 126 108 21 138 120 119 ne | a2 135 107 2a
B o 204 | 209 | 292 | 2635 | 2900 | 58 | ;61 | w28 | 3w | s B0 | 1636 )
Contal Valley Prowet Exports ot Tracy | 2474 | 2263 | 2487 | 303 | 3505 | 2685 | 2723 | 2675 | zemm | /3675 | 2018 | 1A | 1AL
foita Consumptive Use’ [ToTIN SETTTI 161 | 1691 | 1691 | 1693 | 1691 | 1681 J 1891 | 1693 | 1691 | 1666
- 1423 AT ] e 764 - L7583 089 1058

posting shows how even for very important data like Delta outflow
there is inconsistency when DWR reports data and then makes
corrections without acknowledging the correction.

an water ca.gov/docs/cwpia2

Delta Water Balance Estimates® (TAF)

1998
Sacramento River inflow 29,015
Yolo Bypass Inflow 8,416
Eastside Tributaries inflow 2,090
San Joaquin River Inflow 8,491
North Bay Aqueduct Exports 39
Contra Costa Water District Diversions at
Rock Slough and Old River 160
State Water Project Exports at Banks
Pumping Plant or Clifton Court intake 2,134
Central Valley Project Exports at Tracy 2,474
Delta Consumptive Use (2 1,751
Delta Precipitation (2 (3 2,033
Delta Outflow 43,487

2) Content Required by Water Code Section 10004.6
’3) Delta only without Suisun Marsh

fata from DAYFLOW Program; 7-1-2012 (http://www.water.ca.gi

odnflow_outflow_deltz ,
Note: Draft iInformation. The final Water Plan assumptions and estimates will be included in Volume 5, the Technical Guide.
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
21,770 18,360 10,517 13,104 18,304 17,128 16,747 27,592 10,970 9,557 9,867 12,777
1,629 2,961 366 708 1,122 3,128 707 10,939 248 417 317 659
1,399 1,078 372 462 534 445 1,173 2,338 383 295 366 633
3,568 2,846 1,732 1,396 1,365 1,373 3,777 7,341 1,596 1,234 865 1,829
38 47 45 47 42 52 48 43 61 55 46 43
133 126 104 121 138 120 119 116 107

2,439 3,692 2,635 2,900 3,458 3,251 3,625 3,527, 2,954 1,527 1,636 2,496
2,263 2,487 2,332 2,505 2,685 2,722 2,679 2,623 2,679 2,018 1,884 2,141
2,039 2,017 1,863 1,837 1,791 1,991 2,096 1,88 1,700 1,793 1,784 1,865
1,088 1,271 936 903 839 976 1,233 1,249 525 700 755 988

22,542 18,147 6,944 9,163 14,050 14,914 15,070 41,264 '6,675 *6,713 ‘10,24

ow) Corrected chart posted online 3/19/14 with no refe
fact it is a correction of the previous posting by DWR

\

/

*“We’ll get back to you on that...”

5/15/2014
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Delta Water Balance Estimates’ (TAF) Note: Draft information. The final Water Plan sssumptions and estimates will be inchaded in Volume S, the Technical Gulde. o dimes \ o
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Ve [ B B 12 4 14
Sacramento River inflow 29,015 2,700 18,360 10,517 13,10 18,304 17,128 16,747 27,592 10,970 9,557 9,867 12,777 Ao l'————_
Yolo Bypass Inflow 8416 L629 2,961 366 08 L 3,128 207 10,939 248 417 7 659

Eastside Tributaries Inflow 2,090 1399 1078 an 62 534 aas 1,173 2,338 383 295 366 633

sape; [t i aceecion|
San Joaquin River Inflow 8491 3568 2846 1,732 1,396 1,365 1373 W 7,341 1,596 1,234 865 1829 Vaywondts
North Bay Agqueduct Exports 19 a8 47 a5 47 42 52 a3 43 61 55 46 43
Contra Costa Water District Diversions st ‘
Rock Slough and Old River 160 133 126 104 121 138 120 119 116

State Water Project Exports ot Banks Created 1292004 15856 P

Pumping Plant or Cifton Court Intake 2,134 24%9 3692 2,635 2,900 3,458 3,251 3,625 3527 Modfed MBI 18733 P
Central Valley Project Exports at Tracy 2474 2,263 2487 2,332 2,505 2,685 272 2679 2,621

Z Apphiabon  Plowth @ Verven 321
Delta Consumptive Use (2 1,751 2,039 2017 1863 1,837 1,791 1,991 2096 188
Delta Precipitation (2 ({3 2033 1088 1,271 936 203 839 976 1,233 1,249 Advenced

Delta Outflow 43457 22,542 18,147 6,942 9163 14,050 14914 15070 41,264 POF Froch Acrobet Dusiter 3039 (Windowa)

PO! Verwen 13 (Aot 8.0

34 froen DAYFLOW Programy 7-1-2012 (Mtp://www. water,ca flow) Corrected chart posted online 3/19/14 with no re

2) Content Required by Water Code Section 10004.6 faCl it is a correction Of the previous postlng Dy DVV'R
%) Deita only without Sutsun Marsh

e Saw 7986 €8 166 Ptes)

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.

ww.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/c ‘water_portfolio-inflow_outflow_delta.pdf E t
General Media  Permissions  Security

Delta Water Balance Estimates’ (TAF) Note: Draft Information. The final Water Plan assumptions and estimates will be included in Volume 5, the Technical Guide.

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Water _Balance_Esti  02-27-14{updated).xlsx - water_p
Sacramento River Inflow 20015 21,770 18360 10,517 13104 18304 17128 16,747 27592 10,970 9,557 9,867 12777 I - https//www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cw
Yolo Bypass Inflow 3416 1,629 2,961 366 708 1,122 3128 707 10939 LY 417 317 659 o
Eastside Tributaries Inflaw 2,080 1,399 1,078 372 452 534 445 1,173 2,338 383 205 366 533 Type: application/pdf
San loaquin River Inflow 3491 3,568 2,845 1,732 1,396 1,365 1,373 3,777 7,341 1,596 1,234 65 1,829 Render Mode:  Standards compliance mode
Morth Bay Aqueduct Exparts 39 38 47 45 47 42 52 48 43 61 55 45 43 Encoding: UTF-8
Contra Costa Water District Diversions at Size: 79.46 KB (81,366 bytes)
RodiSlowgh and Old River 160 133 126 104 121 138 120 119 116 112 135 107 o4 Referring URL:  http://r.search.yahoo.com/_ylt=AwrTccyyOly
State Water Project Exports at Banks Modified: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 1:58:44 PM
Pumping Plant ar Clifton Court Intake 2134 2,439 3,602 2,635 2,800 3,458 3,251 3,625 3,527 2,054 1,527 1,636 2406 - —
Certral Valley Project Exports at Tracy 2474 2,263 2487 2,332 2,505 2,685 2,722 2,679 2628 2,679 2,018 1,554 2141 4 Meta (2 tags)
Delta Consum ptive Use [2 1,751 2,059 2,017 1,863 1,837 1,791 1,901 2,095 1,881 1,700 1,793 1,724 1,865 Name Content
Delta Predpitation (2 (3 2,033 1,088 1,271 936 203 =39 976 1,233 1,249 525 700 755 LES
Delta Cutflow 43487 22,542 15147 5,244 9163 14,050 14,914 15070 41,264 6,216 6,675 6,713 10,247

viewport width=device-width, initial-scale=1,
1) Data fram DAYFLOW Program; 7-1-2012 (http:/fwww. water. cag oy dayflow]
2) Content Required by Water Code Section 10004.6
3] Delta only without Suisun Marsh
Screen print from 5/19/16 6:27 am
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Inappropriate
inconsistency can
result in inequitable
treatment, no common

understanding of key
water quality and
water rights goals, and
difficulty in achieving a
meaningful evaluation
of outcomes.
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*If flow gages

were added to R\

the locations noted

ACTUAL outflow instead . \ /

of estimated & computed
would be known
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‘1 Antioch |
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EXPLANATION
® North Delta Stations funded
by CALIFED begining in
fall 2001, except station SUT,
which was intalled 12/9/2003

O Proposed Central Delta
flow Stations (8)
O Proposed Central Delta
water quality stations (6)
® Existing flow stations

(includes both USGS
and DWR sites)
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* Suggestion: By
adding flow gages
or moving existing
ones to the lower
end of waterways,
actual in-Delta use
and outflow from
the Sacramento
River could be
more correctly
calculated...if DWR
wanted to use the
actual flow data,

Why isn’t the Steamboat Slough

gage raw data available online?

“We’ll get back to you on that...”
5/15/2014



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.

Department of Water Resources

CALIFORNIA DATA EXCHANGE CENTER

DWR Sites | Help Link | CA.gov |

O pwr @ caiifomia
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» Layers

|-5+Nw=1-5'S

» Filters

Station Locator

| Search by station or address. C

32 stations found.

42

) MKN NF MOKELUMNE R BLW SNODGRASS SLOUGH
©) RYE SACRAMENTO SHIP CHANNEL AT RYER ISLAND
© HWB MINER SLOUGH AT HWY 84 BRIDGE
@ SUT SUTTER SLOUGH AT COURTLAND

\E SACRANENTO DEE WATER SHIPPING

@ SOI SACRAMENTO R DOWNSTREAM OF ISLETON

@ RVB SACRAMENTO RIVER AT RIO VISTA BRIDGE

©aess SLOUGH AT RIVER

@ sss STEAMBOAT SLOUGH BTW SAC R AND SUTTER
SL

‘" _ @ SRV SACRAMENTO RIVER AT RIO VISTA (USGS)
\
° BKS BARKER SLOUGH PUMPING PLANT (KG000000)
@ CCS CACHE SLOUGH
QRIV RIOVISTA

) GLN GREEN'S LANDING

SAC RIVER BELOW
©6es SisueH

) CRT CORRECTIONAL CTR

@ BEN MOKELUMNE R NR THORNTON (BENSON'S
FERRY)

&) SMR SOUTH MOKELUMNE R @ W WALNUT GROVE RD

[] Select Al @ 10f2 ©

Download Stations:

5/15/2014



Problem #4: Flow data gaps. Gaps in flow data, which appear to bes.rs
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...

C' | [ cdec.water.ca.govicgi-progs/selectQuery?station_id=FPT&sensor_num=20&dur_code=E&start_date=&end_date=now
0372672014 06200 9440
03/26/2014 06:15 10000
03/26/2014 06:30 9980
03/26/2014 06:45 10500

3/26/2014 07:00 0900
85 o6 ggq‘j E; C lfgﬁ Screen print from above CDEC site for

! http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2014/news/notices/cdecdatagaps.pdf

03/26/2014 07:30 11600 Freeport flows, accessed 4/4/14, 4/8/14 with

03/26/2014 0745 11500 no changes by DWR.

03/26/2014 08:00 11400

03/26/2014 08:15 11300 z 7
03/26/2014 08:30 11300

Can you find the data gap

03/26/2014 09:00 11600

03/26/2014 09:15 11900
3/26/20 )3:30 1600

03/26/2014 0€ ‘(: 1 ‘j’OL Department of Water Resources

03/26/2014 09:45 11300 CALIFORNIA DATA EXCHANGE CENTER

03/26/2014 10-00 10500 HOME | QUERY TOOLS | PRECIPITATION | RIVER FORECAST | RIVER STAGES | RESERVOIRS | SNOW |

03/26/2014 10:15 10100

03/26/2014 10:30 9260

03/26/2014 10:45 8210

! http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/mapper?level=28map=178&quad=10
CDEC Station Locator - Data Retrieval by Geographic Area

03/26/2014 12:00 2180 — NW NORTH “ NE | Station
N T~ ~ 7 o=t All stations in the area:
03/26/2014 12:15 1140 N ! T e N g
o > o BEN - MOKELUMNE R NR THORNTON
03/26/2014 12-:30 613 =2 SNz (BENSON'S FERRY)
o/2b/e s - « BKS - BARKER SLOUGH PUMPING PLANT
A 45 AE 180 KG00000O
2612014 12:4¢ - { )
3/26/2014 12:43 iz —_— CCS - CACHE SLOUGH
296/2014 14-00 1760 DLC - DELTA CROSS CHANNEL BTW SAC R &
03/26/2014 14:00 1760 A p SNODGRAS
3/26/20 1415 -1950 IWEST| EAST| DWS - SACRAMENTO DEEP WATER SHIPPING
03/26/2014 14:15 950 CHANNEL
B A ASA on <pow FPT- SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT
3/26/20 30 -2240
03/26/2014 14:30 2240 - FPX - SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT AU;
2196120 1A AR an {
03/26/2014 14:4 880 w i | GES - SACRAMENTO RIVER BELOW
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03/26/2014 16 LIR - LIBERTY ISLAND - RD2068
ot b 3 9 LIS - YOLO BYPASS AT LISBON
03/26/2014 16:15 4590 LIY - LIBERTY ISLAND - YOLO BYPASS

MCM - MORRISON CREEK AT MACK ROAD

MFR - MORRISON CREEK AT FLORIN ROAD

MFV - MINER SLOUGH AT FIVE POINTS

SAE - SACRAMENTO EXECUTIVE AIRPORT



Example: Data gap on 3/26/14 for Freeport and Steamboat Slough

! http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2014/news/notices/cdecdatagaps.pdf

Impact to Steamboat Slough from flow cut-off
is hidden due to gap in data reporting. What
does show is that Steamboat Slough was
already not receiving freshwater inflow, and
the cutoff of flow created a more drastic low
tide at this time. Impact to Sutter Slough
shows less drastic low water impact.

From 10:45 to 12 noon Sacramento
River flow drops over 6000 cfs, from
8210 to 2180. Flows continue to drop to
-1760 in justa 3 hour time. This
indicates all flow on the Sacramento
River at Freeport had been cut off

\ /

) misrLow-steds Section of review of flow data from CDEC which exposed missing data and experimental flow timing:
- c oFREEPORT  * \SUTTER: 1 | STEAMBOAT« . \GEORGIANA

1100

0/26/2014 9-45

1101
1102
1103
1104
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FLOW cdec.water.ca.gov/ cgi-progs/queryFIFPT &d=26-Mar-2014+18:00
Date { Time FLOW

(PDT) CFS
USIEEIEU14UEEUU 9440 Screen print from
03o01408%0 9980  5/19/15 454 am The Freeport CDEC flow data appears
03/26/2014 06:45 10500 og
03252014 0700 10908 to have been updated by the addition
sesorioras 108 Freeport flow data of the pre\{lously missing 15 minute
335253113332 nao  now notes the data blocks of time, by addmg the - but
sazordoess  1sco  0ap times but gives there is no explanation as to WHY

03(26/2014 00:00 11600 A
032620140915 11900 1O explaination of

03(26/2014 09:45 11300

03/26/201410:00 10500 gap data was Updated-

03(26/2014 1015 10100

03(26/2014 10:45 8210 .

03262014 1100 - This represents many acre feet of
03(26/2014 1120 -

03(26/2014 11:45

03/26/2014 1215 1140 1045 and 1200 noon.

03(26/2014 1230 513

03(26/2014 12:00 -

03/26/2014 1315 -

03(26/2014 13:45 -

03(26/2014 1400 1760

03/26/2014 1430 -2240

03(26/2014 14:45 1880

03(26/2014 1515 855

03(26/2014 15:30 274

03(26/2014 16:00 2860

03/26/2014 1615 4580

03/26/2014 16:45 8100

03(26/2014 17:00 09430

03(26/2014 17:30 12100

03(26/2014 17:45 11300 31 5/19/2015

e o e reason for data there is a data gap or when the flow
03i26/2014 10:30 9260
03/26/2014 11:15 -
; flow that is unaccounted for between
03/26/2014 12:00 2180
03i26/2014 12:45 -188
03/26/2014 13:30 -
03/26/2014 14:15 -1950
03/26/2014 15:00 -1320
03/26/2014 15:45 1670
03/26/2014 16:30 GGT0
03/26/2014 17:15 11400
03/26/2014 18:00 11600



cdecowater.ca.gov/cgi-progs/gueryFI55580d=26-Mar-2014 +15:00

iy Data gaps in flow reporting for Steamboat
Screen print

Date / Tme  FLOW Slough have still not been corrected or
(PDT) Ccrs  5/19/15 4:54 am .
03/26/2014 06:00 3520 explalned.

03/26/2014 06:15 3690
03/26/2014 06:30 3820

03/26/2014 06:45 3740 Y cdec.water.ca.gov/cqgi-progs/queryFis=ss

03/26/2014 07:00 3640 - = 9 Al " il However, CDEC does now
03/26/2014 0715 3710 ) Department of Water Resources . .

032620140730 3750 ‘ NI/ G e e hotify viewers the flow
03/26/2014 08:.00 3540 ' BT ar e e et data has not been

03/26/2014 08:15 3520 —_— e e .

03/26/2014 08:30 3260 reviewed for accuracy.
03/26/2014 03:45 3040 A : : . D

03126/2014 09:00 2720 ..) Real-Time Single Station Data So export decisions are
03/26/2014 09:15 2270

032612014 09:20 1740 To retrieve Event / Hourly Data: based upon not

03/26/2014 09:45 1200

03/26/2014 10:00 510 e reviewed, demonstrated
ggﬁggg:}j:}g;g :;ig Warning! Data on this server has not been reviewed for accuracy. * . t fl d t 7'
0312612014 10:45  -1770 Try one of these: — magccura _e OW aat a I

03/26/2014 11:00 * -2030

33K SACRAMENTO SLOUGH NR FARNAK (SACRAMENTO R}

03/26/2014 12:15 -3000 3SH SALT SLOUGH AT HWY 165 KR STEVINSON (SAN JOAQUIN R}

. _ 33R SALT SPRINGS PH (PGEE) (MOKELUMNE R)
ggﬁg:ﬁg:}j :}gig i;ig 332 SESPE CREEK NR FILIMORE (SANTA CLARA R)

. - 33L SIERRA 3NOW LAE (YUBA R)
032612014 13:00 -3050 33E 3OMES EAR (KLAMATH R) .
032612014 14-15 * 2070 33F SOUTH FORK STANISLAUS R (STANISLAUS R} lnappropnate

) 33C STANISLAUS POWERHOUSE IN STAN. CANAL (STANISLAUS R H 5
0312602014 14:30 -1390 333 STEAMEOAT SLOUGH ETW SAC R AND smm(sr. (SACR.AMEN';.‘O R) lncon8|stency can
03/26/2014 14:45 -538 e e Y il s N result in inequitable
03/26/2014 15:00 302 =
03/26/2014 1515 1260 A ‘ Lzl il
03/26/2014 15:30 1390 understanding of key
03/26/2014 15:45 2430 1 water quality and
03/26/2014 16:00 2860 :
03/26/2014 16:15 3290 w.a?er rlghts gogls-, s
03/26/2014 16:30 3560 difficulty in achieving a
03/26/2014 16:45 3690 meaningful evaluation
03/26/201417:00 3890 of outcomes.

03/26/2014 17:15 3990
03/26/2014 17:30 4120
03/26/2014 17:45 4140
03/26/2014 18:00 4190 32 5/19/2015




Example effects of flow diversions:
Unusual very fast outflow of fresh water

S— )\

* 2014 Current Impacts from the low water flow
Sacramento River into the Delta: dry docking marinas..



Geor! glana flow Mokelumne Flow
4/ 10/ 20 2730 4/10/20149:15 9560
4/10/2014 9:30 2760 4/10/2014 9:30 7970
4/10/2014 9:45 2870 4/10/2014 9:45 6380
4/10/2014 10:00 3050 4/10/2014 10:00 4710
4/10/2014 10:15 3190 4/10/2014 10:15 2080
4/10/2014 10:30 3350 4/ 10/2014 10:30 -378
4/ 10/2014 10:45 3390 4/10/2014 10:45 -2860
4/ 10/2014 11:00 3380 4/ 10/2014 11:00 -4830
4/ 10/ 2014 11:15 3270 4/ 10/ 2014 11:15 -6630
4/10/2014 11:30 3310 4/10/2014 11:30 -7910
4/ 10/ 2014 11:45 3200 4/10/2014 11:45 -8430
4/ 10/ 2014 12:00 3260 4/ 10/ 2014 12:00 -9140
4/10/2014 12:15 3380 4/10/2014 12:15 -9770
4/ 10/ 2014 12:30 3450 4/ 10/ 2014 12:30 -9720
4/ 10/2014 12:45 3180 4/ 10/ 2014 12:45 -9070
4/10/2014 13:00 3120 4/10/2014 13:00 -8820
4/10/2014 13:15 3330 4/10/2014 13:15 -8850
4/10/2014 13:30 3220 4/10/2014 13:30 -8390
4/10/2014 13:45 3470 4/10/2014 13:45 -7710
4/ 10/ 2014 14:00 2960 4/ 10/ 2014 14:00 -6830
4/ 10/2014 14:15 3110 4/10/2014 14:15 -6240
4/ 10/2014 14:30 2880 4/ 10/ 2014 14:30 -5540
4/ 10/ 2014 14:45 2790 4/ 10/ 2014 14:45 -4640
4/10/2014 15:00 2770 4/10/2014 15:00 -3330
4/10/2014 15:15 2300 4/10/2014 15:15 -1710
4/10/2014 15:30 1680 4/10/2014 15:30 -199
4/10/2014 15:45 1610 4/10/2014 15:45 1000
4/10/2014 16:00 1380 4/10/2014 16:00 899
4/10/2014 16:15 1090 4/10/2014 16:15 696
4/10/2014 16:30 1130 4/10/2014 16:30 889
4/10/2014 16:45 1220 4/10/2014 16:45 1470
4/10/2014 17:00 1710 4/10/2014 17:00 197
4/10/2014 17:15 1710 4/10/2014 17:15 2040
4/10/201417:30 1750 4/10/2014 17:30 2620
4/10/2014 17:45 1790 4/10/2014 17:45 4240
4/10/2014 18:00 1870 4/10/2014 18:00 4510
4/ 10/2014 18:15 1860 4/10/2014 18:15 4480
4/10/2014 18:30 1970 4/10/2014 18:30 1330
4/10/201418:45 2030 _ 4/10/2014 18:45 5190

* Problem #5;

in April 2014 when substantial amounts of fresh water was diverted from Georgiana Slough, which caused the saltier water oﬁkﬁﬁllgaquin River
to travel up into Georgiana Slough creating the "reverse flows" as indicated from the flow data. Who was diverting that much water and

WHERE DID THE WATER GO?

Pt/ materdats U gOw! sk wiperids Adbegen_dates 01 04

14-04 12fhch, O006Ds onflste 1

g et _sae

USGS 11336930 MOKELUMNE R A ANDRUS ISLAND NR TERMINOUS CA
USGS 11447903 GEORGIANA SLOUGH NR SACRAMENTO R

Zoom period plot
Where does the water go?
Discharge, cubic feet per second
Explanation
15000 ¥ w—USGS 11447903
12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00
Apr-8  Apr-9 Apr-9 Apr-10 Apr-10 Apr-11 Apr-11 Apr-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 V| == USGS 11336930
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Period selected plot
20000 [ 12 T T T T E— .
10000 /N A/ M ~ M
o VAR T ARV AR A —\;,—x T
-10000 |~ V4 /. \/ L \LL X/
~20000 — — — —_—
12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00 12:00 0:00
Apr-8  Apr-9  Apr-9 Apr-10 Apr-10 Apr-11 Apr-1l Apr12 Ape12 Apr13

2014

2014

2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014

2014

Note that Georgiana Slough used to always have OUTFLOW into the MokeLumne River at the gage, and the tidal fluctuation was not

Ie:

as wide a range as the 2014 graph above shows, compared to the 2002 graph below.

4 PrevousPage P Netpage [0 /2%

ter CAQOV

302709 ) Cotabonte = & Sgn+ = ScrolingPages

Flow (1000cts)
'S

Obsenved Hist Hist_Lb]

062002 06/25/02
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071002 NS 07720002

|5 e

Observed Highs (1000cts)

[ 20 o B (4880008

_Bomoos |
S

@ (+st-Oos

B (HestLd Ots

30 v

Unexplained but consistent April 2014,
2013, 2012 unaccounted for substantial water

exports from Georgiana Slough

5/15/2014



DATA GAP OR UNACCOUNTED FOR WATER DIVERSIONS

g date= 21183304 8end_date= 2014 301 Auet < due

1913 USGLQOY “ee O pards Mk e

DCILAENOIAN crrat = il _Aibay

USGS 11336930 MOKELUMNE R A ANDRUS ISLAND NR TERMINOUS CA
USGS 11447903 GEORGIANA SLOUGH NR SACRAMENTO R

Daily Discharge, tidally filtered, cubic feet per second .
Zoom period plot

4000
Explanation
/| == USGS 11447903 (Mean)
3000 V| = USGS 11336930 (Mean)
B \;~\\_
" —— — .
/\/\//\/-’-\
1000
0
-1000

Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014

Focusing on just the blue box area, the following formula was used to estimate how much water flow is unaccounted for
on Georgiana Slough in 2014, from April 9 to April 12, and what is the value of that unaccounted for water flow:

1 cfs =1.98 af per day
1200 cfs x 1.98 af per 3 days = 7,128 af unaccounted for water
Value of 7,128 acre feet if sold at $150 per af agriculture use: $1,069,200

Value of 7,128 acre feet if sold at municipal/residential rates of $5,200 per acre foot: $37,065,600.

Conversion charts found at:

Http://md.water.usgs.gov/cfscalc/
Http://dnrc.mt.goviwater_rts/wr_genral_info/wrforms/615.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_1112EHR.pdf

Ag and residential value per acre foot based on online reports of water transfer values:

Http://exiledonline.com/how-limousine-liberals-oligarch-farmers-and-even-sean-hannity-are-hijacking-our-water-supply/

Http://www.sacbee.com/2012/01/08/4168916/water-barons-will-corner-market.html|

The blue box was added to the
USGS graphic showing the flow o8HR-714
Georgiana Slough and at the gage on
the Mokelumne just below the end of
Georgiana Slough. What happens to
the Georgiana Slough flow which
appears to show 1200 to 2500 missing
cfs? That is a substantial amount of
unaccounted for water in just a few
days time frame. Oddly, there is a
similar data gap several years going
back, in April. To putitin perspective,
the intake at Freeport is reported to run
at 300 cfs. A typical larger farmer
diversion pipe might have the capacity
of 20 cfs down to less than 1 cfs. The
unaccounted for water or data gap
represents 1000 to 2500 cfs over the
three day period shown, estimated.

* Problem #5; Flow data gaps. Where did“lthéG‘eQrgiana
water go? The value each year of “missing” water
could be $37 million if sold ®*o highest bidder!

5/15/2014



* Current low flow impacts; the death of watersid& old
oak trees
™

April 2014 on Georgiana Slough-water levels
so low even the roots of the oaks are exposed® '



SHR-716
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2014 Current low flow impacts: reduced North Delta
water quality in drinking water wells and irrigations:oi

PUMPS




J/baydeitacorsenationplan.comyLags/Cal /Attachments/112/6.17.10 SC Pregentation “no Update odf
‘Seasonal Changes in Flow
www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/dsmo/sab/drmsp/docs/DRMS_Phase2_Report_Section5.pdf
Reduced flows due to IF 5
acramento Figures
diversion in Sacramento

Ratative change i o & |

River and its distributaries

Increased Yolo flows because

of Fremont Weir Notch F
0
Reduced Three Mile Slough l x
fiows towards San Joaquin River 3
Increased Montezuma S|
flows due to changes in
Delta Cross Channel

salinity control g{elnpz

- ,'_'. (S8 50 1
2 Y
@ (

Martinez Increased QWEST due to Stockton
less south Delta exports :
" Reinforced levees (O Channels to be blocked in an emergency
creased fl Figure 5-4  South Delta Pathway Levees, Adjoining Channel Barriers, and North Delta Channel Closures
south Delta exports in Old » Source: MWD 2007,
d Middle R
OOe LA L
-y g’% e Shift in flows from San
Joaquin to Old River dueto  Vernalis S P DA~ ]
changes in temporary
Water Year/Period:  ALL WATER YEARS

barrier operations

* Problem or Question #6: Does DWR/BDCP, (which bases decisions on
meodeling outcomes from CALSIM 1 and 11, DSM2, RMA and ather flow
madels), use the DWR or USGS conversion formula, and what raw or
baseline flow data? If DWR’s, there is actually less flow in the Delta
than modeled, which may be one reason why we are seeing such
negatiye impacts already... 38 5/19/2015



SHR-716

Question #7: Who has been installing
or causing subsurface water flow
diversion structures and for what

reasons?
*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?

39 5/15/2014
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ed @ Getting Started . Lotest Headiines

Emergency Freshwater Pathway e e : SHR-716
C once pt — DRMS Phase 2 Water Export Conveyance EIe;pent- Armore Pathway

/¢ ool
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Preliminary Design/Construction Costs 7
August 22, 2007 * 15,000 cfs Facility~$ 5% - 9 Billion !
* 10,000 cfs Facility~$ 4% - 8 Billion
* 5,000 cfs Facility~$3 % - 6 Billion

v deavision,ca.gov/BlueRibbonT askForce/ Oct2007/Posthitg/em 3b.pdf

+| D~ dmsphase2

Metropolitan Board Policy mprovements)

e, Yolo Bypass
. = itat & Food-Web Opportunities

Water Export

solating Old River
~es
[rier Gates

“ i A e

-
Consider the FUNCTION of
~ the plan instead of the words
— used. The FUNCTION of
T the Yolo Bypass plans are
maybe 10% restoration and
90% diversion of Sacramento
River water for export using 2
west side intake facilities. » W :
—_— 3 MWD plan wou
ducing flows on

termined

F for Water
ronmental Risks

y s
Slough and Sutter Slough
Bto meet only irrigatio

Id elimi

wm— Reinforced levees (O Channels to be blocked in an emergency

Figure 5-4  South Delta Pathway Levees, Adjoining Channel Barriers, and North Delta Channel Closures
Source: MWD 2007,

URS e sias e F
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Oata provided by Paut Marshat, CWR on 6/17(14  Shaws bamn or shaal, and a very daep hols Bathymetery data provided by Paul Marshall from DWR was converted

to 3D model to help the viewer understand exactly where and what>{s716
obstruction” is at the head of Steamboat Slough. Despite Mr.

Marshall's assertion the shoal is “naturally occuring” the steepness of

the underwater walls shown in the sonar views, and the fact an
underwater camera showed rock piles indicates this “obstruction” is
something other than naturally occuring, at least when the obstruction

was first installed.

I i

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?

41 5/19/2015



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.
Depths at low tides in May 2014

Grand Island
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Sacramento River
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Berm or barrier in the water crosses almost
the whole entrance to Steamboat Slough.
Ll » | At the entrance, Sacramento River goes from
SenSitiVity CoIorIine 19-20 feet to only 12 feet deep, at mid-tide.

Directly west of the berm there is a deep hole
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youtube.com/watch?

, , Four Mlgratlon Routes
About those salmon migration

pathway studies..

Sutter and Steamboat slough
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Sacramento River below junction
Dealta Cross Channel
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%2006 tagged salmon study
results

The use of mobile telemetry 1s a useful technique to complement fixed-station telemetry
for interpreting fish behavior and confirming fish mortality between fixed stations. On
January 30 and February 1. 2007, some limited mobile telemetry was conducted in
several Delta channels to locate acoustic transmitters. Figure 18 shows areas in the north
Delta where mobile reconnaissance by boat was performed. Seven acoustic transmitters
were located at stationary positions which were assumed to be where predatory fish may
have defecated acoustic tags after consuming the juvenile salmon. Sites where tagged
fish may have been eaten by a predator could not be determined: the data only show
where a dead acoustic-tagged salmon or a defecated tag was detected.
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Depths at low tides in May 2014
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A relatively high proportion of acoustic-tagged salmon entered Sutter Slough. Based on
flow data provided by USGS, approximately 22% percent of the flow from the
Sacramento River entered Sutter Slough during the time period between fish release at
West Sacramento and the last detection of fish entering Sutter Slough. Although a
substantial. but lesser, volume of Sacramento River flow enters Steamboat Slough as
compared to Sutter Slough. a much smaller propomon of acoustic- tagged salmon entered
Steamboat Slough. The reas g A ’ f
diverted off the mainstem at the two locanous may be a function of local channel

geometries and hydrodynamic conditions at each site.

Further downstream. for the 56 fish reaching the general location o
Georgiana Slough. 18% were detected entering the DCC. 20% entefl https: v.youtube.com/watch?y
Slough, and 62% remaining in the Sacramento River (Figure 12).
in the lower South Fork Mokelumne River or Little Potato Slough s

mortality in this region. However. we experienced some hardware Route selection at the up tream junctions in

receivers in this area so. conceivably, some fish may have passed th

Among those fish remaining in the Sacramento River downstream the no rth de'ta iS an extreme'y importa“t faCtor
Slough flow split. 74% were detected reaching the Cache Slough cq . . = . .
in determining population level survival

reaching the second receiver positioned just upstream of the Cache
may have been eaten by predatory fish based on aberrant tag movey

data logged by that receiver.

-

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RNIdBDqL3rc&list=PLqTHCIIW1HhrNF3c81L_k3MI7V

Lcoldj2&index=7
Detections by acoustic recetvers were compromised by malfunctions on some of those

units. This was particularly evident for some receivers placed in the Mokelumne River Steamboat Slough can reverse into the Sac River
system when some receivers were not operational and acoustic-tagged salmon may have
passed those sites undetected (Table 2).

Table 2. Periods of non-operation of acoustic receivers during December 2006."

Receiver No. Location Start Down Time End Down Time
006 Steamboat Slough 12/17/06 0200 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
007 Steamboat Slough 12/17/06 0800 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
005-X Sacramento River 12/17/06 0800 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
026-X Delta Cross Channel 12/15/06 0800 hrs. 12/15/06 1000 hrs*
615 N. Georgiana Slough 12/19/06 2300 hrs. 12/20/06 1200 hrs.
025 S. Georgiana Slough 12/12/06 1200 hrs. 12/14/06 1800 hrs.
C-619 Lower Mokelumne River 12/18/06 1700 hrs. 12/20/06 1200 hrs.
C-607 Lower Mokelumne River 12/12/06 1200 hrs. 12/16/06 1400 hrs.

' The acoustic receivers in the Mokelumne River system and the two receivers in the lower Sacramento
River were removed during the afternoon of December 20. 2006 and the remaining receivers on the : d L
§acramento River system were removed during December 21. 2006. o
~ Refer to Figure 2 for receiver locations.
Time when the DCC gates were closed.

January Fish Releases

DSC Delta Science Program Workshop - April 16, 2014 - Hydrodynamics
One hundred-fifty juvenile salmon to be used for the Delta experiments (test fish) were RAltan Al
surgically implanted with acoustic transmitters at Coleman National Fish Hatchery on

48 5/15/2014
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Steamboat Slough can reverse into the Sac River

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RNIdBDqL3rc&list=PLqTHCIW1HhrNF3c81L_kOMI7VLcoldj2&index=7
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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 tlme?
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Why don’t the fish scientists
Conducting the salmon migration studies discuss the effect of
blocking salmon access to Steamboat Slo%gh by blocking much of the

flow, but note boating traffic was NOT blocked.
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A relatively high proportion of acoustic-tagged salmon entered Sutter Slough. Based on
flow data provided by USGS, approximately 22% percent of the flow from the
Sacramento River entered Sutter Slough during the time period between fish release at
West Sacramento and the last detection of fish entering Sutter Slough. Although a
substantial. but lesser, volume of Sacramento River flow enters Steamboat Slough as
compared to Sutter Slough. a much smaller proportion of acoustic-tagged salmon entered !

= ; : e DSH SRR RE =dwB AT
Steamboat Slough. The rea: e 25
diverted off the mainstem at the two locations may be a function of local channel hQEEO
geometries and hydrodynamic conditions at each site.

& Goldsim Pro - Delta_Passage_10-16-08.gsm*

Further downstream. for the 56 fish reaching the general location of the DCC and
Georgiana Slough. 18% were detected entering the DCC. 20% entering Georgiana
Slough. and 62% remaining in the Sacramento River (Figure 12). No fish were detected
in the lower South Fork Mokelumne River or Little Potato Slough suggesting high fish
mortality in this region. However. we experienced some hardware problems with Survival Flow
recervers in this area so, concervably, some fish may have passed the sites undetected. ° S °
Among those fish remaining in the Sacramento River downstream of the Georgiana ’

> A

B,

Survival Proportion

0.4

Slough flow split. 74% were detected reaching the Cache Slough confluence. Two fish
reaching the second receiver positioned just upstream of the Cache Slough confluence
may have been eaten by predatory fish based on aberrant tag movements depicted in the
data logged by that receiver.

T T T T 1
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Detections by acoustic receivers were compromised by malfunctions on some of those Pk

units. This was particularly evident for some receivers placed in the Mokelumne River /\>
system when some receivers were not operational and acoustic-tagged salmon may have

passed those sites undetected (Table 2). Migration_Speed

Table 2. Periods of non-operation of acoustic receivers during December 2006."

Receiver No. Location” Start Down Time End Down Time
006 Steamboat Slough 12/17/06 0200 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
007 Steamboat Slough 12/17/06 0800 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
005-X Sacramento River 12/17/06 0800 hrs. 12/17/06 0900 hrs.
026-X Delta Cross Channel 12/15/06 0800 hrs. 12/15/06 1000 hrs?
615 N. Georgiana Slough 12/19/06 2300 hrs. 12/20/06 1200 hrs.
025 S. Georgiana Slough 12/12/06 1200 hrs. 12/14/06 1800 hrs.
C-619 Lower Mokelumne River 12/18/06 1700 hrs. 12/20/06 1200 hrs.
C-607 Lower Mokelumne River 12/12/06 1200 hrs. 12/16/06 1400 hrs.

' The acoustic receivers in the Mokelumne River system and the two receivers in the lower Sacramento
River were removed during the afternoon of December 20. 2006 and the remaining receivers on the
§acramento River system were removed during December 21. 2006.

~ Refer to Figure 2 for receiver locations.

3 Time when the DCC gates were closed.

Flow_Speed Daily_Emigrators

January Fish Releases

One hundred-fifty juvenile salmon to be used for the Delta experiments (test fish) were
surgically implanted with acoustic transmitters at Coleman National Fish Hatchery on
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mar ol Fliva Tyvwrvsawr A f allAavyrnas Tanisrssnns Foms ssvaobalran ﬂnf‘hq‘lt 1u1“es]l-able conseqllel-lces
v.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/docs/Delta_EOP_Concept_Paper-March_2007.pdf

Temporary Barriers for New Locations Need Preliminary Designs — Temporary barriers are
indicated as available response actions in DWR's 1986 Emergency Plan and are now being discussed
by others (e.g., Ref. 3). At the present time, moveable and/or sinkable structures, such as some of
those being discussed, are not available. Mention 1s made of possibly using sinkable and refloatable
rock barges to form temporary barmers. Existing rock barges that might be dedicated to that purpose
are scarce. Also, the process of sinking a barge 1s not as simple as it may sound. It is unlikely to
achieve flow diversion because of barge dimensions and the existing geometric properties of the
Delta channels. They would also be needed for levee repairs in a major Delta incident. Thus, for the
present, it 1s assumed that any temporary barmer will consist mainly of rock berms in the water,
transported and placed by marine equipment. The rock berm may be supplemented by imbedded
pipes with flap gates to enable tidal pumping, sinular to those now installed in the south Delta. For
example, DWR’s 1986 Emergency Plan suggests temporary barniers in Steamboat Slough and in the
Sacramento River immediately downstream ot Georgiana Slough to facilitate greater diversions

Delta Emergency Operations Plan — Concept Paper
Page 37 0f 48

California Department of Water Resources
April 2007
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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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USGS has been tracking sediment
buildup in the Delta. Notice in this
2007 map, there is no defined
ubsurface barrier across Steamboat
. Slough. The beach area of
Steamboat Acres is still there.
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Cross Sectional Current variability

er.ca.gov/pdf/wo 0 i 18 of36

T

Steamboat Slough: river beds normally have ripples or small bumps on the bottom,
that can go 12 to 18 inches high, at the most. Photo from the HD depth & fish finder
shows the depth of Steamboat Slough several miles below the bridge. |
Landowners of upper Steamboat Slough have noticed a sudden change in flow and i
silting patterns the last few years, which can be explained by the in-water berm located [}
at the Steamboat Slough bridge area. |
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Oata provided by Paut Marshat, CWR on 6/17(14  Shaws bamn or shaal, and a very daep hols Bathymetery data provided by Paul Marshall from DWR was converted

to 3D model to help the viewer understand exactly where and what>{s716
obstruction” is at the head of Steamboat Slough. Despite Mr.

Marshall's assertion the shoal is “naturally occuring” the steepness of

the underwater walls shown in the sonar views, and the fact an
underwater camera showed rock piles indicates this “obstruction” is
something other than naturally occuring, at least when the obstruction

was first installed.

I i

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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8 baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov/modeling/deltamodeling/AR2012/Chapter 6_2012_Web.pdf

Available New Data Coverage

| Victoria Canal (multibeam, DWR, 2011)

Old River at Head (muitibeam, DWR, 2011)

| Georgiana Slough (multibeam, DWR, 2011)
| Urban Levee Survey (multibeam, DWR, 2008)
| Miner Slough (multifsingle beam, DWR, 2012)

| I Delta Coves (grading plan, 2005)
North Delta Bathymetry (USGS, 2008)*

Figure note: References for the available new data:

B South Delta (multibeam, Fugro West, 2010 & DWR, 2011)
I North Delta (multibeam, GRS, 2008 & DWR, 2012)

Liberty Island (single beam, cbec/EDS, 2006, 2009, 2010)

sl

&

’

b G o

South Delta (multibeam, Fugro West, 2010 & DWR, 2011)

(Mayr, 2011), (Fugro West, Inc., 2008)

North Delta (multibeam, GRS, 2002 & DWR, 2012)
Victoria Canal {(multibeam, DWR, 2011)

(GRS, 2008), Mayr, 2011-2010
(Mayr, 2011)

Old River at Head (multibeam, DWR, 2011)

Mayr, 2011- 2012

GeorgianaSlough (multibeam, DWR, 2011)

Mayr, 2011-2012

Urban Levee Survey (multibeam, DWR, 2008)

(Fugro West, Inc., 2008)

Miner Sloug h {multifsingle beam, DWR, 2012)

Mayr, 2011-2012

Liberty Island (single beam, cbec/EDS, 2006, 2009, 2010}

(EDS, 2006), (EDS, 2009), (Campbell, 2012)

Delta Coves (grading plan, 2005)

(Ruggeri-lensen-Azar & Associates, 2005)

Morth Delta Bathymetry (USGS, 2008)

(USGS, 2008)

Deep Water Ship Channel (2004, 2008)

(Towill, Inc, 2009)

CVFED Bathymetry Survey (DWR, 2011)

{HDR, 2011); (PBS&J, An Atkins Company, 2010)

Figure 6-3 Data Sources Being Added for Version 2.0 of Elevation Model
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BDCP modeling.
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https://bdo-portal.water,ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/E55-03+ Management+ Draft_02132015.pdf
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Question #9: Who or what organizations
developed the baseline data for DRMS Phase 1 (oo (=TT L @A U ITe [o | [ AT o L \AVE T o=
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

m http://www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/dsmo/sab/drmsp/docs/Economic_TM-updated07.pdf

Appendix C
152 /226 Delta Island Recreation

Table C-1
Delta Island Recreation Inventory
Fishing
Recreation | Small | Medium | Large | Marina | Access
Lland Zone Marinas | Marinas | Marinas | Berths Sites
City of Sacramento A 5 1 860 1
Menitt Island A 0
Netherlands A 2 2 260 1
Hastings Tract B 0
Prospect Island B 1 108
Yolo Bypass B 0
Brack Tract C 0
Brannan-Andrus Island C B 6 6 2740 10
Canal Ranch Tract C 0
Deadhorse Island C 2 44
Glanville Tract C 0
Grand Island C 3 1 174
McCormack Williamson
Tract C 0
New Hope Tract C 0
Pierson District C 0 1
Ryer Island C 0 1
Staten Island C 0
Sutter Island C 1 2 1
Sycamore Island C 0
Tyler Island C 1 108 1
Bacon Island D 0
Bethel Island D 3 7 889
Bouldin Island D 0
Bradford Island D 0
Brown Island D 0 1
Chipps Island D 0 Radial Gate
Decker Island D 0 Trash Racks
Franks Tract D 0 1
Holland Tract D 1 1 341
Hotehkiss Tract D 5 1 306 A
Jersey Island D 0 —_— S
Kimball Island D 0 1 AT
Little Franks Tract D 0 A &
Little Mandeville Island D 0 7 —
Manderville Island D 0 A I
Neville Island D 0 B —fl-sonp | 0T
Palm-Orwood Tract D 2 216
Rhode Island D 0 L AN
Sherman Island D 2 3 368 1 i K
Twitchell Island D 1 2
Van Sickle Island D 0
Veale Tract/Antioch D 1 4 1385 6




vw.ryerisland.com/images/floods/DRMSfl_wrong_on_Ryer.pdf SHR-716

The attached maps and tables provide examples of incorrect data contained in
the Delta Risk Management Strategy (DRMS) Phase 1, Final Report.

Wrong data was found in Sections 4, 7, 9 and 13 regarding island inundation
history. Other sections that utilize the incorrect island data to calculate other risk
factors may also be incorrect due to use of false base data.

Examples compiled and submitted to DWR various agencies, 2008 through
November 2009; as of 11-19-09 corrections have not been made although
DWR acknowledged the incorrect data.

vw.ryerisland.com/images/floods/DRMSfl_wrong_on_Ryer.pdf

}ﬂ ”..
/_f/

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

R B bogus and/or inflated and
. inconsistent baseline Delta
&3 = history.
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> Inbox > Message Detail I Entire thread Print Previous  Next |

Subject: | Ryer Isand Flooding ~
From: "Bagheban, Sean” <seanb@water.ca.gov> (Add ss Frefered Sender) &
Date: Thu, Oct 15,2009 12:16 pm
To: <sunshine
Cc: <karla.nemem@resources.cagov>

Ms. Suard:

| am the project manager for the Delta Risk Manage ment Strategy (DRMS). | received an e-mail from Paul Marshall regarding your inquiry about certain figures in the DRMS phase 1
report that show statistics of Ryer Island flooding.

After further review, it appears that Ryer Island only floocded twice, in 1904 and 1907. | will contact the consultant who worked on the figure and ask them to confirm this assessment and
revise any figures accordingly. Once the revised figures are produced, | will post an updated version of the revised sections of the report and inform you thatthe changes have been
made.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.

[ delta > Message Detail I” Entire thresd Print Previous = Nex

Subject: I & RE: Incorect Delta Islanc inundation data on DRMS phase 1 fnal repmj]
From: "Marshall Paul” =marshall@water.ca.gov~  (Add os Srefencd Scnder) &
Date: Thu, Oct 5, 2009 9:27 am

Sean Bagheban To: ~sunshine

e
Cc: "Dudas, Joel” <jdudas@water.ca.qcv=, "Yeadon, Rebert” <ryezdon@water.ca.qov=

Best Regards,

Delta Risk Management Strategy Project
Yes. | saw the incorrect map showing 3-5 inundations. | cent all of your emails to Joel Dudas who is working on it to make sure the
Department of Water Resources corrections are made on anything we maintain and he will inform URS as well. My first nten: is to stop the error from propagating. My
second inten: is to correct past cocuments or gat some sort of eradicaticn.

1416 9th Street, Suite 1601 . ! . I . .
| also saw your nele o risk laclurs, and how you believe the risk of failing is cero because all of the inundations nappened prior o levee

Sacramento, CA 95814 improvements. While | understand your point, the DRMS is not in my area of expertise. | suggest you speak wth Mke Floyd, the
supervising engineer over that report
(916) 651-0870 Tel Mike Floyd, (916) 654-6274

mfloyd@water.ca.gov
(916) 651-9678 Fax

seanbi@water.ca.gov
Paul A. Marshall
Plznning and Operations Manager
Deta Habitat Conservation and Conveyance Program
901 P Street. Room 433
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) £51-2993
(916) 715-1848 Cell
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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...

From: "Marshall, Paul" <marshall@water.ca.gov> (Add as Preferred Sender) &
Date: Thu, Oct 15, 2009 9:27 am

To: <sunshine@snugharbor.net>

Cc: "Dudas, Joel" <jdudas@water.ca.gov=>, "Yeadon, Robert" <ryeadon@water.ca.gov=

Yes, | saw the incorrect map showing 3-5 inundations. | sent all of your emails to Joel Dudas who is working on it to make sure the corrections are made on anything

we maintain and he will inform URS as well. My first intent is to stop the error from propagating. My second intent is to correct past documents or get some sort of
eradication.

| also saw your note on risk factors, and how you believe the risk of failing is zero because all of the inundations happened prior to levee improvements. While |
understand your point, the DRMS is not in my area of expertise. | suggest you speak with Mike Floyd, the supervising engineer over that report
Mike Floyd, (916) 654-6274

mfloyd@water.ca.gov

Paul A. Marshall

Planning and Operations Manager

Delta Habitat Conservation and Conveyance Program
901 P Street, Room 433

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 651-2993

(916) 715-1848 Cell

“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.

The Delta from the Air

Legend

Historical Tidal Marsh O Histeric Bay Extent Tidal Restoration Projects (D Diversion Boundary @  City
h Present-Day Bay Extent €22 Completed Project (-2 Public Lar
O rianned Froject

Present-Day Tidal Mars

@ Fresent-Day Tidal Flat Urban Area

D) Highway
(::D County Boundary +— Railroad

Figure
O-112Miles URS PRMS Suisun Marsh Region 13-4
, Existing Conditions

August 2007




DRMS & URS report Ryer Island as floodingor having levee failures 3-5 timesSHRt 796
years, using 2005 as the base year. The correct # is 0 or at most 1 for Ryer Island, using
1905 through 2005. This is because the number is used to calculate risk of levee failure, risk
of flood, which is then used when considering seismic, based on DRMS formula.

URS specifies in their summary chart that Ryer Island flooded in 1904, 1907 and 1986.
Ryer Island did NOT flood in 1986. The current levees were not built until after the 1907,
so it is ridiculous to asses the risk of a levee that did not exist during the time period
being reviewed. The correct # is 0 or at most 1 forRyer Island

A review of the DRMS Phase 1 Tt et e b ot S et
baseline data used for just T,
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 PP
the data for other targeted e ] it
islands of the Delta? 2
f a_E»
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So WHY, in 2015, is the Delta Stewardship Council still referring to andsing
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?

http://www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/dsmo/sab/drmsp/i http://www.water.ca.gov/floodmg m:/ds
¢l
'

mo/sab/drmsp/docs/Risk_Report_Section_7_Final.pdf
&y v
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I www.delta.ca.gov/res/docs/Admin Draft ESP_v2011.06.16.pdf [REEEESEES

B. Delta Risk Management Strategy (DRMS) Phase 1"

e Phase | study was sharply criticized, and independent reviewers warned that results anly
indicated directions of risks and numerical predictions should not be taken literally.

* Economic loss calculations in the report critically depend on the failure probahilities in DRM S
that are considered too high by virtually all experts.

e |n-Delta flood loss costs are exaggerated. Some examples:

1) Orwerly high flood risk is matched with high-value properties. For example, the Sargent-
Barnhart tract is the Stockton Brookside neighborhood, which was developed in 1890
with over 200 year flood protection from modern levees as recently confirmed by DWR
FloodSafe program maps. However, DRMS estimates the island has over 7%
probability of flooding, 3 highest of all Delta islands based on old data. DRMS uses
current economic asset data to repeatedly flood the over $1 hillion in real estate assets
in Stockton's most expensive neighborhood.

2) Billions of dollars in South Sacramento real estate is defined as inside the Delta 100
year flood plain, when those properties are hoth outside the Delta and were recently
removed from the 100-year floodplain due to levee improvements.

3) High-risk flooded islands are assumed to be rebuilt just as they were ariginally and are
repeatedly flooded in the simulations. Complete rebuilding is unlikely for hehavioral and
policy reasons, exaggerating the losses.

» Losses from water export disruptions are exaggerated.

1) The analysis assumes that water managers would not employ several strategiesto r
educe the costs of temporary water shartages.

2) New analysis done for the BDCP and DWR shows that the exports pumps would he
disahled for a much shorter period of time than estimated in DRMS.

¢ Although the costs from DRMS were exaggerated, it has heen made worse by frequent
misuse and misinterpretation of results by others, including the Department of VWater
Resources and the PPIC. Far example, the majority of the estimated losses are in-Delta, yet
they are often portrayed as losses from water deliveries.

lIl. Suddeth, Mount and Lund (2010) Levee Decisions Study'

¢ Unlike the peripheral canal analysis by the same authors, this report evaluates levee
inve stments with the present discounted value approach that explicitly considers the lack of
henefits while costs are incurred during the building period. The framewaork is correct, butis
notably inconsistent with the framewnork they used to evaluate the peripheral canal in the 2008
Comparing Futures report. Thus, they are evaluating levee investments with a much tougher
framework than they used to evaluate a peripheral canal.

 Utilizes the high levee failure probabilities from the DRMS study which leads to what the
recent National Acaderry of Sciences review of the BDCP refers to as "error propagation.”

o Utilizes very low values for Delta farmland ($2500 per acre) that are substantially lower than
current market values for Delta farmland ($6000 per acre) that already include a significant
discount for flood risk and levee costs. An argument could be made that the correct value for

12 hitp fAwww water. ca.govAloodmgmt/d smofsab/drmsp/phasel_information.cfm
" hitp fwatershed.ucdavis. ed u/pd¥Suddeth-Mount-et-al-2010-SFEWS pdf

“Utilizes the high levee f3ifiifé
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.

5/19/2015



www. delta.ca.gov/res/docs/Admin Draft ESP_v2011.06.16.pdf

Chapter 5: Review of Economics in Influential D elta Studies

The Delta Protection Commission requested an independent review of the economic analysis in
studies that are having a major impact on key policy discussions. Three studies are of particular
importance: 1) PPIC Comparing Futures Report (2008) that recormmended a peripheral canal,
2) Delta Risk Management Strategy Phase 1 Report (2009), and 3) the Suddeth, Mount, and
Lund {2010) levee decisions study that recommends large numbers of Delta islands be
permanently flooded.

THIS CHAPTER IS UNDER DEVELOPMENT

1 Summary of Findings

A. PPIC Comparing Futures Report (2008)°

e Errors and limitations in the analytical framework bias results in favor of peripheral canal.

1) Does not utilize the conventional, scientifically accepted present discounted value
approach to evaluating investments. In particular, their unconventional approach
ignores the financially significant 10-25 year time to build a canal when costs are
incurred without benefits.

2) Only evaluates benefits in a single distant year when benefits are at a peak due to an
assumed 100% loss in ability to export water from south Delta. Even if one accepts the
assumption that water exports are eventually cut by 100%, a conventional present
discounted value approach would properly account for the fact that benefits start small
and grow over time.

3) Inexplicably, market values for fishery improvements are ignored.

4) Non-market values for fisheries are also ignored because these techniques are "too
controversial’.

5) Because the framework does not place an economic value on fisheries, their structure

only allows them to recommend a policy that is best on both environmentalfishery and
economic/water supply criteria. Although their analysis did not find the required
dominant strategy for a scientific conclusion, the authors presented their endorsement of
a peripheral canal as a scientific conclusion rather than a subjective opinion.

o Various assumptions exaggerate costs of reduced water exports, especially to urban users,
and bias results in favor of peripheral canal. {See Appendix F of Comparing Futures for most of
these assumptions).

1) Overestimated urban water scarcity by using an extremely high projections of population
growth of B5 million in 2050, and justifying it with a reference to Department of Finance
projections which were actually less than 60 million, not 65 million. They later revealed
that their source was Landis and Reilly (2003)'°, a study that assumed the 2000
population was nearly 1 million higher than the 2000 Census and was based on DOF
projections from the 1980s. DOF projections are notoriously high, and virtually all
Census based forecasts put the California population at 55 million in 2050, and some
updated projections are now below 55 million since the Census 2010 results were

gﬁrm;zzﬂvvww‘nnic.orqimainfpublicationasp‘?i=81 0
"%Landis and Reilly (2003), "How will we grow?" hitp:ifescholarship. orgiuc/iterni 8ff3gin e-27

Not revi d or app d by the Delta Protection C S Page 5
Admintstrative Draft: Subjectto revision June 16, 2011
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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.

5/19/2015
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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.
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We have consistently asked that
decisions be made based upon [5 1.3 e vmen s cagov e e ot g e pondecs 2108 12020608 preenion
verifiable correct facts. “Delta
Truth Project”.

Instead, each time baseline Inappropriate

data was reviewed, a pattern of inconsistency can
inconsistency of data use, resultin inequitable
inconsistency of data | treatment, no common
application, and a consistent

understanding of key
water quality and

pattern of omission of water rights goals, and
important information has been difficulty in achieving a
established over time. When meaningful evaluation

incorrect data was brought to Silalelul

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.

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

70 5/15/2014



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.

More wrong maps of the Delta can be viewed at:

http://baydeItaofﬁce.water.w.ggv/ndelta/summ_a;yreport/documents/FIogﬂﬁ(_i;%ndFeasibjﬁ;ySt
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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?

72 5/15/2014
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Emergency Freshwater Pathway

EICIE NS

CALFED Science Program Workshops

Science Issues Relating
to Delta Conveyance Infrastructure

Design and Operation Issues

Dennis Majors
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
August 22, 2007
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! TR e mwdh2o.com/BlueRibbon/pdfs/meeting-materials/060910%20 MWD 20 average™2

Deita

Local supply costs derived from IRP

For this slide, MWD assumes it

pay for 44% of a $12 billion tunnel ... aD a I S i S
but it is still cheaper and better water than & m ; y

Perhaps it is because impacts to the Delta are ignored?

High Cost

Recovery
Low Cost

Groundwater
Recovery

l

Stormwater \

Unit Cost (Dollars per Acre-Foot)

Recycled

Delta
Tunnel

Graywater

Groundwater

0.50 0.75 1.00

Supply (Million Acre-Feet)

High Cost Scenario

74
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SALINITY AND IMPACTS OF THE BDCP AND CALFED actions:

) Draft Environmental Impact Report / Envi
FLL o

06

Plan: Appendix 5A-D3

Before 1850 the Delta was entirely freshwater.
When diversions north of the Delta, and dams on the
rivers were built, less fress water flowed into the
Delta, which began to affect drinking water and
irrigation water quality
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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
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Cross-Sectional View of Groundwater Layers in Relation to Well Depth S
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*Problem #7: Does BDCP water flow and in-Delta use account for

SHR-716

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?

THE CORRELATION BETWEEN NATURAL GAS RESERVES AND THE TARGETED "RESTORATION" AREAS

Look at the map sections below. Map on the right shows the locations of natural gas
pockets available through the new “fracturing” method invented in 1998. Map on the
left shows the areas of the Delta proposed for “restoration”. The landowners in the
Delta have mineral rights under their land most likely. Isn't it an interesting
correlation that the places that are targeted "restoration” are also the places to be
fracked, which has already started in the Delta? So DWR and other agencies appear
to be using the BDCP as an excuse to take over privately-owned lands or force the
sale of the lands. The water rights get sold to the highest bidder, and the oil
companies like Chevron are free to frack the Delta. Ask what happens to the Bay

Area aquifers from fracking residue fluids left in the Bay Area aquifer?
Fracking induces seismic events (earthquakes). Will Chevron and the other
chemical companies clean up the destroyed aquifer when they induce an
earthquake that not only knocks down levees but breaks the residue wells to
allow cross-contamination of our aquifer?
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http://deltarevision.com/Issues/conveyance/intakes/630cfs.jpg
2. Jibbon and | Street. Unknown million gallons per day
(approximately 400 cfs ?) from the size of it as planning . ' Rocklin
documents don't show online. : g :

3. By Sac State on the American River . 200 million gallons Joes Landing £ Tes !

per day (225 cfs) :
http://www.nhcweb.com/section.asp?pageid=7077 Roseville Ff:;:“

4. Folsom South Canal expansion 100-200 Million gallons ' 4 Stat

per day Rio Lind Cit Rm@’
http://deltarevision.com/2012%20docs/construction/fulsom- . iy s - . '. rus e
south-diversion.jpg and 4 70 Foothik Farmty Heights
http://deltarevision.com/Issues/conveyance/intakes/fulsomesou = North Highlands X
th-3500cfs.jpg Begtrices - 2 @ . ' Fair Oaks
5. Freeport Project. 185 million gallons per day (286 cfs) W\~ 7 Carmichael 1507‘
6. (Proposed) Woodland/Davis intake. Xx million gallons per ‘ ‘ Arcade  Rancho?® a2
day (400 cfs) See also the Wilkins Slough pumping plant / “ p :r':icové

with 830 cfs capacity! A ‘ ‘ Arden - e
http://deltarevision.com/2012%20docs/construction/5- R Sacramento g

calfedupdate12-2011.jpg \ ’ -
7. (Proposed) NBA expansion of Barker Slough pumps: xx
million gallons per day (240 cfs) and linking of Suisun Marsh 9

with the Delta, diverting Puta Creek water that used to flow into —. Parkway Florin %)

the Yolo Bypass/West Delta. "99 | . Ty
8. Empire Tract intake. At least 250 cfs capacity A
http://www.deltawatersupplyproject.com/documents/DWSPupd ) -

ate_July2011.pdf Wiliow Pojnt &2

9. Victoria Canal intake. At least 250 cfs capacity. Laguna West :
Http://deltarevision.com/2012%20docs/construction/8- L] Elk\Grove e
calfedupdate12-2011.jpg \

http://www.deltarevision.com/sacr to_delta_water_intakes.html I
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olsom

Merritt

Photos and planning documents for most of the projects — :
available online at ‘

Pleasant way
Http://deltarevision.com/2012_delta_construction.html . =
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* Problem #8; Does DWR/DSC/BDCP account for all of the new
intakes built north of the Delta aAd storage in the Delta? 5192015
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: http://baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov/downloads/DSM2_Users_Group/BDCP/DSM2_Recalibration_102709_doc.pdf _ SHR-716

Metropolitan Board Policy

Delta Action PtanFramework - = . YOIO Bypass

O Relocated Node

Channels with new cross- * Mid-Term
sections based on 2008 :
DWR bathymetry

0 New Reservoir

B .

Consider the FUNCTION of
the plan instead of the words
used. The FUNCTION of

the Yolo Bypass plans are
maybe 10% restoration and
90% diversion of Sacramento
River water for export using
west side intake facilities.

ote this MWD plan would
frequire reducing flows on
Steamboat Slough, Miner's
lough and Sutter Slough

o meet only irrigation needs
Mhut would eliminate navigatior
i ¥"3ix Georaiana and DCC blocked

«o . The Region's Storage Capacity
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FIGURE 2-2
DSM2 Mode! Gnid in the North Delta Showing the Grid Modificatons
Performed as Part of the Recalibration Effort
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Above screen print is from a MWD presentation to a committee of the California senate which
demonstrates the improved storage capacity which started to increase dramatically in 1998.




26 /33 !htip v.swrch.ca.gov/water_issues/hot_topics/strategic_plan/docs/2008_2012/020608_presentation.pdf 5 SHR-716

Inappropriate
Inconsistency can
result in inequitable
treatment, no common

understanding of key
water quality and
water rights goals, and
difficulty in achieving a
meaningful evaluation
of outcomes.

* If they can’t correctly count the water flow, they also can’t control
it. Why should we trust them (DWR, USBR, SWRCB) to make sure
there is sufficient fresh water flow in the North Delta?

81 5/15/2014
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youtube.com

DSC Delta Science Program Workshop - April 16, 2014 - Hydrodynamics

_ DeltaCouncil
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rmdenita -

DSC Delta Science Program Workshop - April 16, 2014 - Hydrodynamics

DeltaCouncil
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* Current low flow impacts: increased non-native
water weeds which clog the navigable waterways

and gets into the farmer’s irrigation channels
84 5/15/2014




*Roads are already being blocked... SHRT16

2-4-14: Ferry at SR still broken and, by the
http://www.dot.ca.gov/distd/publicaffairs/docs/rtel 2160mapfront.pdf
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Figure 1 Conceptual Model of Water Management System SHR716
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2013/ae/ae_brochure-cwpu2013.pdf " 9 22
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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 funniergaew words invented by the silent players in; thiss
round of California water wars!
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Methylmercury poses lhve greate tg[ll folcnmmrs

of fish caught in California rivers and streams. Most
locations sampled (32 of 63, or 51 %) had low concentrations
of methylmercury (<0.07 ppm). A few locations, 8 of 63
(13%), were in the high contamination category, with an
average for the most contaminated species exceeding 0.44
ppm. Most of the locations in the high contamination category
were in the Delta region. Locations outside of the Delta region
all had low or moderate methylmercury contamination, with the
one exception of Laguna de Santa Rosa.
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natural minerals, like arsenic, will increase most likely. | Arsenic in Ground Water

How does the Delta Plan and BDCP address the Source: U.S. Geological Survey

impacts to private and commercial wells in NorCal?
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http://www.water.ca.gov/frankstract/docs/(3) TechnicalMemo3.pdf SHR-716
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* Demand that Delta outflow is reported based on gages, not a
computed “estimate” of what might be left over after all
exports, in-Delta uses and thesunaccounted for water, s/ 52014




SHR-716
* 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. |f 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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> ,\ Don't worry, we'll
manage your water for you.
Just trust us... Questions?
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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.

90 5/15/2014


http://www.snugharbor.net/history_of_california_water_wars.html
http://www.snugharbor.net/history_of_california_water_wars.html
http://www.snugharbor.net/history_of_california_water_wars.html
http://www.deltarevision.com/timeline.htm
http://www.deltarevision.com/timeline.htm
http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2013/deltastuff/wrongdeltanames.jpg
http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2013/deltastuff/wrongdeltanames.jpg
http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2013/deltastuff/wrongdeltanames.jpg
http://www.snugharbor.net/images-2013/deltastuff/wrongdeltanames.jpg

Update April 2015 SHR-716

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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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RNIdBEDqL3rc&index=7&list=PLgTHCIWI1HhrNF3c81L_kSMI7VLcoldj2
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Graphic from MWD slideshow from
the MWD website, clearly expressing
how MWD's water is transported
through the Delta. However, what

is not clear is how the flow is blocked
from going to the other waterways

of the Delta?...Gates and barriers
not shown on the map!
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