
From: Tim Stroshane [mailto:spillwayguy@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2012 4:41 PM 
To: Phil@DeltaCouncil.ca.gov; Isenberg, Phil@DeltaCouncil 
Cc: Grindstaff, Joe@DeltaCouncil 
Subject: Fwd: Comments on San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Transfer program of 150K AF 
 
Dear Mr. Isenberg, 
Attached are comments from community, fishing and conservation organizations regarding the 
proposed sale of up to 150,000 acre feet annually to both SWP and CVP contractors from the San 
Joaquin River Exchange Contractors. While the organizations applaud their efforts at recycling tail 
water and installing water conservation measures, the proposed transfer, the impacts and recipients 
who might receive the water are vague and undisclosed. Also it appears that these types of long-term 
extensive water sales are being done now specifically to circumvent the provisions of the Delta 
Stewardship Plan designed to curb impacts to the San Francisco Bay Delta, fishery resources and 
water quality impacts. 
Regards, 
 
Tim Stroshane 
Senior Research Associate 
California Water Impact Network 
510.524.6313 
Tim.Stroshane@c-win.org 
www.c-win.org 



                                                 
 

              
   

     

   
       

                                     
 
July 3, 2012 
 
  
 
Brad Hubbard  
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way, Room 2905 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Re:  Comments on Draft DEIS/EIR for proposed new transfer program that would provide for the 
transfer and/or exchange of up to 150,000 acre-feet of water from the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority [SJEC]1 to several potential users—Westlands Water District, SWP 
Contractors, Kern Water Bank and other users for over 25 years—2014-2038. 
 
Dear Mr. Brad Hubbard: 
 

                                                 
1 The San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority consists of Central California Irrigation 
District (CCID), San Luis Canal Company (SLCC), Firebaugh Canal Water District (FCWD), and Columbia 
Canal Company (CCC).  
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The undersigned groups respectfully submit the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS/EIR) [State Clearinghouse No. 2011061057] for the 
proposed new transfer program.  The proposed program would enable transfer of Central Valley 
Project Water project water, originating from Shasta Reservoir, to several potential users—
including Westlands Water District, SWP Contractors, Kern Water Bank users—for a period of 25 
years.  The DEIS/EIR are deficient and a new Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be 
prepared to fully disclose the impacts, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  A commitment of such large quantities of CVP water, in a region that is suffering severe 
environmental and water quality impacts caused by CVP operations, raises serious questions that 
deserve careful accounting and analysis.   Unfortunately this DEIS/EIR fails to provide such analysis 
and documentation and does not provide a comprehensive analysis of alternatives or impacts in the 
area of origin, areas of transmission, and the areas of delivery.   We incorporate by reference the 
comments from AquAlliance, the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, and the California 
Water Impact Network for the 2010/2011 Water Transfer Program.2 
 

The Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) has based its DEIS/EIR on the false premise that the 
previous “temporary” 10-year water transfer program of the SJEC, which involved transfer of 
130,000 acre feet under the present 2005-2014 water sale and transfer program, is the 
environmental baseline.  Such a baseline is tantamount with comparing the project to its self when 
in fact; the previous temporary program was never adequately evaluated.    
 

The DEIR/EIS fails to consider “place of use” restrictions under California water rights law 
that may limit some or all of the potential transfers.  The proposed water is provided by the CVP to 
“substitute” for water that was historically drawn from the San Joaquin River by the Exchange 
Contractors.  The SJEC have a combination of riparian and appropriative water rights that are 
limited to “use on their lands.”  The DEIS/EIR is silent on how this sale of water will comply with 
the State Water Resources Control Board requirements for approval of change in place of use for 
this water.  Nor is there an explanation of how these proposed water sales are consistent with 
public trust obligations, Fish and Game Code Section 5937, the needs of area of origin water users, 
or the CVPIA obligations to provide CVP project yield to meet the needs of fish and wildlife, salmon 
and mitigate the impacts of the CVP project upon the San Francisco Bay Delta Estuary.  Further it 
appears the aggressive time frame for approvals of such vague, open-ended transfers is designed to 
circumvent existing state law and specifically the Delta Stewardship Council Delta Restoration Plan. 
 

Absent from the DEIS/EIR are any of the required monitoring reports from the previous 
transfer project.3  Without the required monitoring reports, the public is left in the dark regarding 
this new proposal to sell up to 150,000 acre feet annually over a 25 year period.    No information is 
provided regarding the impacts of these water sales to downstream users, the San Joaquin River, 
South Delta, the refuges, water quality, endangered species and the San Francisco Bay Delta Estuary 
from the previous or proposed new transfers.     For example, reduced flows in combination with 
below normal water years and transfers out of the basin are known to have significant impacts on 
water quality, fish, wildlife and the flows in the San Joaquin River.    In 2009, the highest quantity of 
water was transferred by the SJEC since 2000 [see below].  This is the same year selenium levels on 
the San Joaquin River spiked above safe drinking water levels and consistently were in excess of 
safe levels for spawning salmon [see Figure  1]  

                                                 
2
 See https://c-win.org/webfm_send/241 

 
3 See Section 13.4 Compliance Monitoring Program Final EIS/EIR Water Transfer Program for the SJREC 2005 
-2014. 

https://c-win.org/webfm_send/241
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http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629  Appendix B  

 
 
 

 
 

Since only the incremental increase transfer of 20,000 acre feet is considered in the project 
impacts instead of the full 150,000 AFY, the estimates for impacts to the San Joaquin River both 
flow and water quality are underestimated and not disclosed.4  The disclosure of impacts to the 

                                                 
4
 http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629  Appendix B pgs 5-6  “ Even with 

potential flow changes identified for the San Joaquin River, no significant environmental impacts were cited. 
However, it was identified that the water supply of the CVP may be affected by changes in San Joaquin River 

http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629
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river and fisheries is further confounded by the failure to consider the combined impacts of 
diversions up to 150,000 cfs to Stockton East and flows necessary to ensure salmon survival and 
impacts to other endangered fish and wildlife. 
 

The proposed resale of this water represents a potential financial windfall for SJEC at the 
expense of taxpayers.  Reports of gaming the system by reselling cheap water obtained from the 
CVP back to the CVP for fish and wildlife benefits at exorbitant prices, and thus fleecing the 
taxpayer, are well documented.5   Without accurate accounting of the baseline conditions and 
amounts of water transferred or sold, the public cannot determine how much, if any of this water, 
truly comes from conservation and how much water would have gone to other water uses or the 
environment.   
 

The proposed transfer is extremely vague about the specific transfers that would occur.  
There is little or no analysis provided. The proposed transfer expands the recipients of this 
transferred water to additional CVP and SWP contractors in Alameda, Contra Costa, Monterey, 
Santa Cruz, and Kern counties.  No details or impacts analysis on induced growth is provided.  
Anywhere from zero to 150,000 acre feet per year could be sold to Santa Clara Valley Water District 
for some combination of agricultural, industrial and/or municipal uses.  Yet, no information is 
provided regarding the impacts.  Similarly anywhere from zero to 150,000 acre feet per year could 
be sold to Westlands Water District for irrigation of toxic soils that would likely  create further 
polluted ground and surface water problems, which are harmful to endangered species and 
migratory birds as these toxic waters are brought to the surface due to agricultural operations or 
proposed treatment options.  
 
  With so little specific information, the water transfers cannot be properly evaluated.  The 
potential far-reaching impacts on the San Joaquin River, San Francisco Bay Delta Estuary supplies, 
and water quality in the lower San Joaquin River and the South Delta, New Melones operations, 
refuge supply channels, and endangered species — among many potential impacts—remain 
undisclosed and unevaluated.   The full range of alternatives is not considered. 
 

1.  Impact Analysis:  The DEIS/EIR claims there would be no impact  from the proposed 
transfer program without providing any details of the proposed transfers, analyzing the 
impacts of the existing “temporary” transfer program, or providing any of the monitoring 
data promised under the previous program.  Furthermore, without analysis or details, the 
documents claim there are no cumulative impacts despite the large number of proposed or 
existing transfers from the same contractors or the assignment of CVP contractors to others. 
[See Figure 2 for a sample of some of the approved water sales to Westlands Water District & 
others from the same geographical location.]  

   

                                                                                                                                                             
flows….. As stated above, it was concluded in previous analysis tail water recapture is the primary component 
that directly affects San Joaquin River hydrology. It is assumed that a portion of temporary land fallowing could 
affect San Joaquin River hydrology to a minor extent.” 
 
5 Reports found that as one of the West Coast's largest estuaries plunged to the brink of collapse from 2000 to 
2007, state water officials pumped unprecedented amounts of water out of the Delta, then delivered virtually 
the same water at a 150% mark-up soaking taxpayers. [See Contra Costa Times @ 
http://www.revivethesanjoaquin.org/content/pumping-water-and-cash-delta] 

 

http://www.revivethesanjoaquin.org/content/pumping-water-and-cash-delta
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2. Compliance with other laws:  The DEIS/EIR states the proposed action would deliver 
water through existing facilities to a vague list of  water contractors and refuges that already 
receive delivered water and therefore the proposed action would have no impacts.  

 
 2.1. The project impacts, including the impacts on downstream users or areas of origin, are not 
provided.  Potential increases from New Melones Reservoir to address water quality problems 
caused by the project are not addressed.  The Federal Circuit Court of Appeals decision, Stockton 
East Water District v U.S., 07-5142 and the impact of this water sale program on meeting salinity 
and selenium standards in the San Joaquin River is not addressed.   And yet, without information 
either as to where the water will be sold or impacts on areas it is being sold from, the DEIS/EIR 
asserts the project “would have no effect on birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) or other federal statutes.   This declaration is unsubstantiated.   
 
2.2.   According to the DEIS/EIR the tail water recapture has averaged (from 2003 to 2010) 
134,161 acre feet a year (AFY), yet the existing conditions analysis only considers the effects of 
80,000 AFY and fails to address impacts to the surrounding endangered species, including the 
giant garter snake.   The analysis does not address impacts on critical habitat and Grasslands 
wetland supply channels, or the cumulative impacts of these proposed water sales with other 
federal water exchanges, sales, assignments and transfers.  Further impacts from the Grassland 
Bypass Project water quality selenium waivers for approximately another decade are not 
analyzed in relation to the reduced return flows and proposal to discharge the Selenium 
Demonstration Project waste into the same discharge canals flowing through national and state 
wild life refuges and preserves.  The previous 10 years of water sales are justified under the 
assumption that no loss or degradation of listed species habitat as a result of the transfer is valid.  
Yet, no information or monitoring data is provided to support this conclusion in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
2.3. At a time when the CVP project has failed to meet its obligations under the CVPIA6 to double 
salmon populations, and when salmon restoration measures critical to meeting the CVP’s 
mitigation responsibilities are in process, the project’s failure to consider a full range of 
alternatives and impacts to salmon are especially egregious.  Absent from this DEIS/EIR analysis 
is information regarding the predicted flow reductions in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis due 
to these water sales.  These flow reductions were estimated in 2004 to vary from 0 to 11 percent.  
During the late spring out-migration period for anadromous fish, flows were estimated to be 
reduced by 3 to 8 percent (Table 4-44 of the SJREC EIS/R USBR 2004).  No information is 
presented, nor are the required monitoring results provided to support the conclusion that this 
reduction in flows will not have an impact on the San Joaquin River and other downstream 
beneficial uses.  The DEIS/EIR fails to consider a full range of alternatives to mitigate the 
project’s impacts to adjacent State and Federal Wildlife refuges and wetlands.   The project 
include window dressing that some of the water “could” go to meet federal CVP yield obligations 
to fish and wildlife.  It is difficult to see that this is little more than “green” packaging.  No 
analysis of alternative or viable refuge water supply mitigation measures is considered.  See the 
USFWS conveyance proposal dated January 2012 attached, which would save millions in 
wheeling charges, power charges and provide significant new amounts of Level 4 refuge 

                                                 
6 Central Valley Project Improvement Act of 1992 § 3405, Water Transfers, Improved Water Management & 
Conservation “No transfer will be authorized 'if it results in a significant reduction in quantity or quality of 
water currently used for fish and wildlife purposes ... alternative measures and mitigation activities will be 
developed and implemented as integral and concurrent elements of any such transfer to provide fish and wildlife 
benefits substantially equivalent to those lost as a consequence of such transfer ((§3405(a)(1)(L)). [emphasis 
added] 
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supplies, if the conserved portion of the water [loss due to seepage and conveyance] was 
allocated to the refuges.  
 
2.4.  The status-quo premise of this non-analysis, as with the DEIS/EIR’s vague assurances and 
excuse for its lack any impact analysis, lacks any defensible substance and leaves only a 
comparison of actions that are essentially exactly the same.    This premise is flat wrong.  The 
CVPIA does not mandate water transfers.  To the contrary, it expressly confers discretion on 
USBR to provide this flexibility after environmental impacts and weighing of fish and wildlife 
impacts and water needed for those beneficial uses has taken place.  The alternatives for water 
conserved need to be broader than merely reselling water outside of the CVP service area, to 
municipal and industrial buyers or to further irrigate toxic soils on the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley.  As can be seen from the chart below for the same time period as the previous 
SJEC water sales, water exports from the federal and state water projects increased and fish 
populations plummeted.   

 

 
Figure 1:  Annual Delta Exports and Fall Run Salmon Returns 2001-2009 source Water 4 Fish 

http://water4fish.org/ 
 

NEPA requires USBR to disclose the impacts from these vague set of water sales and to 
conduct a thorough analysis of alternatives providing this transferred water to other beneficial uses 
or reduced diversions from the Delta as a result of implementing water conservation measures.  
Most of the conservation measures have been funded by USBR or State grants.  Thus, alternatives 
and benefits from these measures funded by the taxpayer should accrue to the public trust values 
and public beneficial uses rather than to a select group of industrial farming operations such as 
Westlands or Paramount Farms, which is the controlling interest in the Kern Water Bank.    For 
example, under the existing DEIS/EIR readers are not told how much of this water will be delivered 
to Westlands Water District, which has a massive pollution problem that violates federal and state 
anti-degradation policies.(See Figures 2 & 3)  Putting water on these toxic soils increases pollution 
and harms other beneficial uses.  In addition, the proposed water sales program expands the areas 

http://water4fish.org/
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to contractors in Alameda, Contra Costa, Monterey, Santa Cruz, Santa Clara, San Benito and Kern 
Counties.  No information is provided regarding the ESA Section 7 or Section 10 water deliveries to 
these expanded counties and specifically Kern and Santa Clara Counties. The same comparative 
analysis is required in place of the DEIS/EIR’s non-analysis of the project’s compliance with the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act 
and the Clean Water Act.  USBR’s failure to undertake a substantive analysis of this project, along 
with the cumulative impacts of numerous other water transfer projects identified in the DEIS/EIR 
and their compliance with all these other environmental laws, perpetuates a pattern and practice 
that violates NEPA.   
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In short, the DEIS/EIR ignores most of the Project’s impacts, limits the Study Area to the 
lands receiving the water deliveries, fails to update the water needs assessment for districts that 
are selected to receive the water, and provides limited information on impacts to areas from where 
the water is taken.     The DEIS/EIR ignores the fact that each water delivery requires a water 
diversion, and that each water diversion has an environmental impact on its water sources.    In this 
case, the water is stored in Shasta Reservoir and diverted to the SJEC.  The impacts of this continued 
diversion, as opposed to reducing these water diversions and the impacts caused are not analyzed.   
The DEIS/EIR is also deficient in its explanation of the programs, amounts and locations that will be 
used to produce the transferable water.  No information is provided or maps or descriptions of 
exactly where the 50,000 acres of land idling will take place.  Nor have the detailed impacts from 
this idling been provided. 
 

These are inexcusable deficiencies for any DEIS/EIR, but particularly for one prepared by a 
Federal Agency with primary responsibility for protecting the public trust and ensuring the 
provisions of the CVPIA are carried out prior to transfers for sale of water for 25 years. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your consideration of our comments. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

    
Carolee Krieger    Jim Metropulos 
Executive Director     Senior Advocate 
California Water Impact Network  Sierra Club California  

 caroleekrieger@cox.net   jim.metropulos@sierraclub.org 
  

            
Conner Everts     Bill Jennings 
Executive Director    Executive Director 
Southern California Watershed Alliance   California Sportfishing Protection Alliance 
connere@west.net    deltakeep@me.com  
 

    
Adam Lazar     Wenonah Hauter 
Staff Attorney     Executive Director 
Center for Biological Diversity  Food and Water Watch 
adamlazar@gmail.com    whauter@fwwatch.org  

       
Bruce Tokars                   Barbara Vlamis,  
Executive Director    Executive Director 
Salmon Water Now     AquAlliance  
btokars@salmonwaternow.org   barbarav@aqualliance.net 
 

              
Zeke Grader                                   Larry Collins  
Executive Director     President   
Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s Asso. Crab Boat Owners Association 
zgrader@ifrfish.org 

mailto:caroleekrieger@cox.net
mailto:jim.metropulos@sierraclub.org
mailto:connere@west.net
mailto:deltakeep@me.com
mailto:adamlazar@gmail.com
mailto:whauter@fwwatch.org
mailto:btokars@salmonwaternow.org
mailto:barbarav@aqualliance.net
mailto:zgrader@ifrfish.org
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Siobahn Dolan 
Director 
Desal Response Group 
 
 

 
 
Cc:   Phil Isenberg, Delta Stewardship Council 
 Tom Howard, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board 
 Interested Parties 
 
Attachment:  January 2012 USFWS Grasslands Wetlands Supply Refuge Conveyance 
Proposal 
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Refuge water supplies delivered to the South Grasslands, and some of the supplies 
delivered to the North Grasslands Wildlife Area are conveyed through the Delta Mendota 
Canal (DMC) and then routed through Central California Irrigation District’s (CCID) 
Main Canal.  At approximately Milepost 92 (the Mileposts measure distance of the DMC 
from the Delta pumps) the DMC is within 2 miles of the south Grasslands.  The DMC 
then continues for an additional 24.5 miles to its terminus at Milepost 116.46 in the 
Mendota Pool.  The last 19.5 miles of the DMC to its terminus at the Mendota Pool is a 
dirt-lined or poorly lined canal resulting in significant water losses to the shallow 
groundwater aquifer.   
 
After leaving the DMC, refuge water supplies for the Grasslands wetlands then travel 
through a private conveyance called the Main Canal, owned by CCID.  This constitutes 
an almost 50-mile U-turn that Grasslands refuge water needs to travel (from Milepost 92) 
before it is conveyed to the south Grasslands wetland supply channels (Figure 1).  Refuge 
water supplies to the north Grasslands wetlands can continue on in the Main Canal for 
approximately an additional 25-mile distance.  Over that distance refuge waters are 
degraded by inputs of salts, selenium, boron, mercury and other constituents. 
 
This proposal would provide a separate conveyance for refuge water supplies to the 
Grasslands Areas.  A separate conveyance would improve the quality of water delivered 
to these wetland areas, and ultimately, for reasons explained below, would be more cost 
effective than the current system used.  Separate conveyance would also reduce the 
distance these water supplies would travel through open conveyances, and would 
conserve water currently lost from seepage and evaporation (estimated to be between 
15% and 25%).  
 
Water Conservation Benefit 
When CVPIA was enacted in 1992, its language mandated that by 2002 all Level 4 
refuge water supplies would be provided each year (subject to shortage provisions) to the 
19 refuges included in the CVPIA. Summer water for wetlands in the private duck clubs 
of the Grasslands is provided from Incremental Level 4 refuge water supplies.  
Incremental Level 4 is that amount of refuge water up to and above Level 2 supply that 
would be needed to fully implement optimal habitat management practices on the refuge 
and is the supply that is used in the Grasslands for permanent and semi-permanent 
wetland habitat management in the spring and summer.  Section 3406 (d) of the CVPIA 
mandated that full Level 4 refuge water supply needs would be met by 2002 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvpia/3406d/3406d.html#3406d).  Yet, each year has become a 
challenge to acquire Incremental Level 4 water supplies from willing sellers on the spot 
market.  Since 2002, Incremental Level 4 deliveries to the private duck clubs in the 
Grasslands have routinely fallen short of the 55,000 acre-foot (AF) quantity mandated by 
CVPIA to be provided.  In FY 2008, roughly 33% of Incremental Level 4 supplies were 
acquired (~18,000 AF).  In FY 2007, roughly 44% of CVPIA mandated quantities were 
acquired (~24,000 AF) (D. Garrison, USFWS, Region 8 Refuge Water Acquisition 
Specialist, pers. comm. 2009).  Reclamation typically announces availability of  
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Figure 1. Map of Surface Water Hydrography and Canals, Grasslands Wetlands Vicinity 
 

 
 
Incremental Level 4 supplies as late as August reducing the likelihood that summer water 
habitat will be made available on the private duck clubs of the Grasslands (K. Forrest, 
Refuge Manager, San Luis NWR Complex, pers. comm. 2007).  These land management 
changes and reduced availability of summer water has coincided with the apparent 
population declines of the state and federally listed giant garter snake in the Grasslands 
Wetlands (Beam and Menges 1997, Hansen 1988; Hansen 1996; Paquin et al. 2006).  

The US Fish and Wildlife Service believes that while a small amount of the currently 
undelivered Incremental Level 4 supply would be used for additional winter wetland 
maintenance flows, a vast majority of that amount would be applied on CVPIA refuges 
and duck clubs in the San Joaquin Valley throughout the spring and summer period.  This 
water would be used to manage several types of habitats, including riparian zones and 
deeper hemi-marsh with a mix of open water and emergent vegetation, which would 
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provide reliable, diverse, and high-quality summer water habitat for special status species 
such as the threatened giant garter snake. Reclamation analyzed the delivery of full Level 
4 refuge water supplies for the San Joaquin River Basin in the Final EA/IS for Refuge 
Water Supply, Long-term Water Supply Agreements (USBR et al. 2001).  In that 
document, Reclamation identified that Level 4 deliveries to public and private wetlands 
in the San Joaquin River Region would result in an additional 6,240 acres of permanent 
ponds, 57,680 acres of seasonal marshes, and 7,700 acres of watergrass and smartweed 
habitats, an increase of 31,600 acres over the No Action Alternative acreage. 

While this action would not guarantee additional water to the Grasslands area, it would 
reduce the loss of a significant amount of water through conveyance and would 
incrementally improve CVP reliability.  We estimate that this proposal could conserve up 
to 31,000 acre-feet of water per year (currently lost during conveyance from evaporation 
and groundwater seepage) based on 25% canal loss and a delivery of level 2 refuge water 
amount equal to 125,000 af/year. This freed-up water could be made available to meet 
Incremental Level 4 refuge water needs, providing summer water habitat to listed species 
such as the giant garter snake.  
 
Cost Savings benefit by Eliminating Wheeling Costs 
Implementation of this proposal could provide a significant cost savings by eliminating 
the need to pay wheeling costs associated with delivery of refuge water supplies through 
CCID conveyance facilities currently estimated at $14 per acre-foot (about $1.75 million 
per year) of refuge water delivered through the Main Canal (a CCID canal) to the 
Grassland wetlands.  To minimize the economic impact to CCID over this loss of 
Wheeling revenue, Reclamation could consider reallocation of monies currently 
expended to pay for wheeling of refuge water to the Grasslands into a program similar to 
the former CVPIA program 3406 (b) (22) which sunsetted in 2002.  The (b)(22) program 
provided financial incentives to encourage farmers to keep fields flooded during 
appropriate time periods for the purposes of waterfowl habitat creation and maintenance 
and for Central Valley Project yield enhancement.  Such a financial incentive program to 
encourage rice production in the vicinity of the Grasslands is one of the recovery 
strategies mentioned in the draft recovery plan for the giant garter snake. 
 
Water Quality Improvement Benefit 
Although water quality in the Grassland Area wetland supply channels has improved 
since the onset of programs that remove subsurface drainwater contamination from these 
channels in the mid-1990s, water quality in these channels is still degraded below 
established water quality objectives to protect designated beneficial uses including fish 
and wildlife.  The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) included the 
Grassland Marshes (Grasslands Area Wetland Supply Channels) on the 2006 303(d) list 
of impaired water bodies for California as a result of non-compliance with selenium 
water quality objectives and an existing TMDL for those channels (SWRCB 2007).  In 
addition, the SWRCB included the Grassland Marshes on the 303(d) list of impaired 
water bodies for and Electrical Conductivity (SWRCB 2007).  The SWRCB also listed 
Salt Slough (a Grassland Wetland Supply Channel) on the 2006 303(d) list of impaired 
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water bodies for Boron, Chlorpyrifos, Diazinon, Electrical Conductivity, Selenium and 
Unknown Toxicity (SWRCB 2007). 
 
A source of selenium in the Grasslands wetland supply channels has been identified to be 
supply water in the DMC (Eppinger and Chilcott, 2002).  In the 1950s, Reclamation 
installed check drains and six shallow groundwater sumps (DMC sumps) between 
Mileposts 99 and 110, parallel to the DMC, to collect small quantities of seepage water or 
surface runoff to prevent accumulation and possible damage to the canal bank or adjacent 
lands.  Water collected in the subsurface drains is discharged into the DMC by the sumps 
through six drainage inlet structures.  Although flow from Reclamation’s DMC sumps is 
relatively small (the cumulative volume of drainage from the six DMC sumps averages 
3.3 acre-feet per day and 110 acre-feet per month from USBR 2008), selenium 
concentrations in discharged water have ranged from 57 - 2,100 µg/L between 1985 and 
2000 (USBR April 2002).  Reclamation monitoring data up to 1994 revealed water 
discharged from sump “K” exceeded California’s hazardous waste threshold for selenium 
in water (1,000 µg/L) in one or more months sampled annually.  Since 2003, selenium in 
water from DMC sump “K” was at or exceeded this State Hazardous Waste threshold for 
selenium on two separate dates (May 20, 2003 and April 26, 2006:  source USBR 2008).  
 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board staff indicated a close correlation 
between selenium in DMC and CCID’s Main Canal source water and selenium in 
wetland supply channels, during the non-flood water years of 1999 and 2000 (Eppinger 
and Chilcott 2002).  This staff report noted that when the source water had elevated 
selenium concentrations (above 2 µg/L) a corresponding increase in selenium 
concentration was noted in the wetland water supply channels. 
 
Since 2002, Reclamation has monitored the DMC sumps for selenium on a weekly basis.  
Reclamation water quality monitoring data from various points along the DMC from 
2003 to 2007 indicate that between O’Neil Forebay and the Mendota Pool, from 582 to 
1,283 pounds of selenium have been added to the DMC supply water annually (see 
Figure 2 below).  Depending on the year, from 67 to 100 percent of that added load 
downstream of O’Neil Forebay is from the DMC sumps and the remainder of the added 
load is from unaccounted sources (e.g., DMC check drains) (USBR 2008). 
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Figure 2. 

 
1. Selenium loads from Unknown Sources were calculated by subtracting the selenium loads from the DMC sumps and at O’Neil Forebay 

from the selenium loads at the DMC Terminus (MP-116.48 at Bass Ave).  In the case of 2006, the input from Unknown Sources was a 

negative number, and therefore assumed to be zero. 

2.  For the month of September 2007 a monthly selenium load was not available for O’Neil Forebay.  For the purposes of this analysis, a 

monthly load was calculated as the average of the monthly selenium loads at this location from September for the years 2003-2006. 

 
Water quality sampling of the DMC sumps from 2002 through 2007 by Reclamation has 
documented elevated concentrations of total mercury in the sump water currently being 
pumped into the DMC.  Total mercury in water from the DMC sumps has ranged from 
200 ng/L to 3,000 ng/L and is currently being pumped into the DMC upstream of 
Mendota Pool (USBR 2008). 
 
Implementation of this proposal would eliminate 50-miles of the DMC and CCID’s Main 
Canal currently used to convey refuge water to the Grasslands.  Water conveyed through 
these reaches of the DMC and Main Canal receives inputs of salts and drainwater 
contaminants that degrade the quality of water delivered to the Grasslands wetlands (e.g., 
inputs include DMC sumps and groundwater pump-ins and exchanges of the San Joaquin 
Exchange Contractors and Mendota Pool pumpers). 
 
 Significant Cost Savings benefit by eliminating the need for a DMC Drain 
As part of the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation planning effort, Reclamation 
proposed the building of a DMC Drain to intercept groundwater at the DMC sumps and 
convey it to the Grassland Bypass Project’s drainage reuse area for reuse, treatment and 
disposal of approximately 1,100 AF/year of contaminated subsurface agricultural 
drainage water. The DMC Drain was envisioned to consist of two pipelines. The 
upstream pipeline would convey drainwater 300 feet from Sump A over the DMC and 
into the adjoining reuse area. The other 39,700 feet of buried pipeline would collect 
drainwater from the other five sumps and convey it along the southwestern side of the 
canal to the southeastern corner of the reuse area (USBR 2006).  The cost of building the 
DMC Drain was estimated to be nearly $10 million based on cost estimates (2006 dollar 
costs) from the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Feasibility Report for the cost 
of building the DMC Drain (pipeline) and the replacement of existing pumps along the 
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DMC to collect and convey the DMC sump drainage (S. Irvine, USBR in litt. 
11.11.2010) and provided in Attachment A.   
 
Implementation of this proposal would eliminate the need to build a DMC Drain/pipeline 
to route drainwater from the DMC sumps over to the Grassland Bypass Project’s 
drainage reuse area.  The Grassland Drainers requested that Reclamation pay for the 
construction of a drainage treatment plant at a cost of $50 million in exchange for 
handling the added load of drainage contaminants from the DMC sumps and DMC Drain 
and share in the cost of operation of the treatment plant for handling the added drainage 
load from DMC sumps in the drainage reuse area (J. McGahan, in litt. 3.22.2010) and 
provided in Attachment B. 
 
Summary of Benefits of this proposal to build separate refuge water conveyance for 

the Grasslands would include: 

 
1. Reduction in conveyance losses (from evaporation and groundwater seepage) 

thereby conserving up to 31,000 acre-feet of water (based on 25% canal loss and a 
delivery of level 2 refuge water amount equal to 125,000 af).  Some of this freed 
up water could be allocated to meet level 4 refuge water need. 

2. Cost savings by eliminating the need to pay wheeling costs associated with 
delivery of refuge water supplies through CCID conveyance facilities currently 
estimated at $14 per acre-foot (estimated about $1.75 million per year) of refuge 
water delivered through the Main Canal (a CCID canal) to the Grassland Area 
wetlands. 

3. Improvement in water quality by removing a section of the DMC and CCID’s 
Main Canal currently used to convey refuge water to the Grasslands that receives 
inputs of salts and drainwater contaminants (e.g., DMC sumps and San Joaquin 
Exchange Contractor groundwater pump-ins and exchanges). 

4. Elimination of the need to build a DMC Drain/pipeline to route drainwater over to 
the Grassland Bypass Project’s drainage reuse area, at a cost savings of $10 
million (2006 dollar costs). 

5.  Elimination of the need to pay the Grassland Drainers $50 million for handling 
the added drainage load from DMC sumps in the Grassland Bypass Project’s 
drainage reuse area. 
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CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 

SHEET...li-OF .-l.§... 

IPROJECT PREPARED BY 

Central Valley Project Regional Office, Sacramento, CA 
DIVISION ESTIMATE DATE 

West San Joaquin Division July 2007 (Rvised after DEC) 
UNIT ESTIMATE TYPE 

San Luis Unit - Drainage System - Northerly Area Feasibility 
FEATURE PRICE LEVEL 

Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Feasibility Study April 2006 

~ fil~ f-~ (J 

~ ~ffi 35 2 f- TOTAL FIELD NONCONTRACT CONSTRUCTION 

~~ 
LU DESCRIPTION QUANTITY Z PRICE AMOUNT FIELD COST 

COST COST COST '" t: :0 w w'" o.tl 
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07 03 DELTA - MENDOTA CANAL DRAINAGE PIPELINE 7,175,000 1,925,000 9,100,000 

Overall pipe length 10.80 miles, diameter range 10" to 18", HDPE pipe. 

100 Land and Rights - This pipe system is constructed on the ROW of the 0 
Delta Mendota Canal (an existing federal facility) and the Northerly 
Reuse Area. ROW costs are included with other features. 

152 Waterways 7,000,000 

1 Excavation 200,000 cy 4.50 900,000 
2 Backfill 200,000 cy 3.00 600,000 
3 Compacting backfill 1,300 cy 8.50 11,050 
4 Select fill (bedding) 130 cy 55.00 7,150 
5 Excavation - Trench box 10,000 cy 15.00 150,000 
6 Backfill - Trench box 9,600 cy 7.00 67,200 
7 Compacting backfill- Trench box 24,700 cy 20.00 494,000 
8 Select fill (bedding) - Trench box 2,500 cy 60.00 150,000 
9 Unwatering 1 Is 500,000.00 500,000 

Fumish and Lay the following HDPE Pipe 
10 10 inch DR32.5 5,800 If 19.00 110,200 
11 12 inch DR32.5 28,000 If 29.00 812,000 
12 14 inch DR32.5 8,700 If 33.00 287,100 
13 18 inch DR32.5 14,500 If 50.00 725,000 
14 Mobilization (+1- 5'10) 240,685 
15 Unlisted Items (+/-15'10) 745,615 

Subtotal 5,800,000 
Contingencies (+1- 20%) 1,200,000 

Field Cost - Waterways 7,000,000 
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CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 

SHEET~OF...112.... 

PROJECT PREPARED BY 
Central Valley Project Regional Office, Sacramento, CA 

DIVISION ESTIMATE DATE 

West San Joaquin Division July 2007 (Rvised after DEC) 
UNIT 

1 ESTIMATE TYPE 

San Luis Unit - Drainage System - Northerly Area Feasibility 
FEATURE PRICE LEVEL 

Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Feasibility Study April 2006 

~ 
:'i fil~ 

~~ 
u -ex: ::E .... 
~ ~~ ~ DESCRIPTION QUANTITY Z PRICE AMOUNT FIELD COST 

TOTAL FIELD NONCONTRACT CONSTRUCTION 

ffi .. 8 ::> COST COST COST .. ~It « 

~ 

07 03 DELTA - MENDOTA CANAL DRAINAGE PIPELINE (continued) 

153 Waterway Structures 175,000 

1 Pipe Crossings, Roads: Pipe Dia 24" and less 2 Is 60,000.00 120,000 
2 Mobilization (+1- 5%) 6,000 
3 Unlisted Items (+1- 15%) 19,000 

Subtotal 145,000 
Contingencies (+1- 20%) 30,000 

Field Cost - Waterway Structures 175,000 

FACILITATING SERVICES ( 2%) 
INVESTIGATIONS ( 3%) 
DESIGNS & SPECIFICATIONS ~10%) 

CONSTRUCTION SUPERVISION 1 12%) 

OTHER COSTS (+1-27%) 1,925,000 



March 22, 2010

Michael Paul Jackson, P.E.
Area Manager
South Central California Area Office
1243 N Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Subject: License Agreement to discharge DMC Sumps into the Grassland Bypass Project

Dear Michael:

You have requested that the Grassland Basin Drainers provide you the details of a
proposed license agreement to discharge the DMC sumps into the Grassland Bypass
Project. This letter describes the benefits and proposed basis for Reclamation to enter
into such a license agreement.

First, the DMC sump discharge has been identified as causing water supplies that are
delivered to wetlands to exceed water quality objectives (2 ppb monthly mean) or to
"use" all the available dilution capacity that is available in the fresh water supplies from
the DMC or other sources in Mendota Pool. Supply water upstream of the sumps in the
DMC is generally very low, not approaching the 2 ppb objective. A 2 ppb concentration
is very easily exceeded with any selenium discharge into the system or available from
natural sources . If the water delivered into wetland channels is approaching 2 ppb then
any additional natural loading will cause the concentration to exceed 2 ppb and violate
standards. Replumbing the sumps so they no longer discharge into the DMC will
therefore assist USBR in meeting its obligation to deliver water supplies of acceptable
quality to wetlands without contributing to selenium exceedances from DMC operations.

Second, USBR programs, such as the San Luis Drain Feature Reevaluation FEIS
identifies replumbing the sumps, so entering into a license agreement will assist in
implementation of that program. Further, the SLDFRE identifies implementation of the
Westside Regional Drainage Plan as providing long-term drainage service to the area
within and outside the San Luis Unit that is within the Grassland Basin Drainage Service
Area. The Grassland Bypass Project is a key provision of the initial stages of that Plan,
and the San Joaquin River Improvement Project is a critical component on an ongoing
basis .

Third, Reclamation will realize the benefits of participating in an established, ongoing
drainage management project that has a proven track record , existing infrastructure, and
permits in place in order to address the issue of the DMC sumps. The Grassland Bypass
is a long standing project, with initial components developed in the early 1990's and
formalized in 1996. Infrastructure has been developed and permitting has been obtained
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to allow for management of drainwater, while at the same time allowing some of the
water to be discharged to the San Joaquin River

While Reclamation has been party to the Use Agreement and has assisted with substantial
financial support in the form of monitoring costs assumed and more recently, with
assistance agreements to support infrastructure improvements, the Grassland Area
Farmers have already provided both the lead role and enormous investments in
developing, managing and operating the Project since 1996. Some of these investments
include funding the Grassland Bypass Channel, operation and maintenance of the portion
of the San Luis Drain in the Use Agreement, development, operation and maintenance of
the San Joaquin River Improvement Project and with irrigation efficiency and
infrastructure improvements in the farming area. With this in mind, the USBR needs not
only to pay for an ongoing share of the additional load that will be managed by the
project once the sumps are re-directed, but also a license fee to "buy in" to the project
that has already been developed.

Costs for various components of the Grassland Bypass Project have been estimated using
the best available data. Many of these components have not been fully developed and
therefore cost data is not available. With that qualification, we include an estimate of the
ongoing costs in the attached table. We also include an initial estimate of what costs
would be the obligation of the USBR and what costs would be proportioned to all
participants. Costs are also dependant on things like what loads are discharged out the
San Luis Drain into Mud Slough. These discharges, if they exceed allowable selenium
loads, can trigger incentive fees and in years 6-10 of the new Use Agreement
supplemental mitigation fees. Of course, the actual fees are unknown until actual
discharges are known. These discharges also depend on water year types which are
unknown. With that said, we include a best estimate of discharges.

The last major step in completion of the Westside Regional Drainage Plan is treatment to
eliminate irrigation-induced drainage to Mud Slough and the San Joaquin River. Full
funding has yet to be developed for this project. We assume that funding will come from
local, state and federal sources, and that the USBR would continue to act as a partner in
developing the funding for this final stage.

Attached is a longer description of the issues related to taking the DMC sumps into the
Grassland Bypass Project.

Very truly yours,

~Lrul}r~
Joseph C. McGahan
Drainage Coordinator
Grassland Basin Drainers



One time One time

Shared Costs: 10.2% 11.7% 89.8% to 88.3%
1 Improvements to China Island/Blue Goose 200,000$       one time 23,364$         176,636$            
2 SJRIP Operations 800,000$       annual 81,651$           to 93,457$       718,349$     to 706,543$     
3 GBD Budget 1,500,000$    annual 153,095$         to 175,231$     1,346,905$  to 1,324,769$  
4 Incentive Fees 541,125$       to 1,200,000$  Years 6-10 55,229$           to 140,185$     485,896$     to 1,059,815$  
5 Incentive fees for salt Assume $0
6 Supplemental Mitigation Fees (Se) 112,500$       to 187,500$     Years 6-10 11,482$           to 21,904$       101,018$     to 165,596$     

Subtotal 23,364$         301,458$         to 430,777$     176,636$            2,652,167$  to 3,256,723$  

USBR Buy-in Costs:
7 Plumb sumps into the SJRIP 500,000$       one time 500,000$       
8 Develop additional 700 acres reuse area 4,340,000$    one time 4,340,000$    
9 Mitigation Water 480,000$       annual 480,000$         to 480,000$     

10 Kit Fox Compensation Habitat 500,000$       annual 500,000$         to 500,000$     
Subtotal 4,840,000$    980,000$         to 980,000$     

Total 4,863,364$    1,281,458$      to 1,410,777$  176,636$            2,652,167$  to 3,256,723$  

Funding to be developed:
11 Treatment 50,000,000$  one time 50,000,000$  

Annual
USBR ShareEstimated Cost GBD Share

Annual
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Proposed License Agreement Between Panoche Drainage District or_______ and the 
USBR to incorporate the DMC Sumps into the Grassland Bypass Project 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Delta Mendota Canal (DMC) sumps are located in a reach of the DMC between 
Milepost 100.86 and 109.5 (from approximately Brannon Ave. to Washoe Ave).  These 
sumps were installed under a long-term commitment by Reclamation to mitigate for 
drainage impacts in the unlined portion of the Delta-Mendota Canal resulting from its 
construction and operation.  These sumps have been identified as discharging selenium, 
salt, boron and other constituents to the DMC which in turn delivers water to the 
Grassland wetland areas.  The USBR has identified average discharges of 1,300 acre-feet, 
732 pounds selenium and 8,268 tons of salt per year for the period July 2002 through 
June 2009 (USBR, June 2009 DMC Water Quality Monitoring Report, Tables 8a and 8b). 
These DMC sumps are not part of the Grassland Bypass Project, a local project to 
manage drainage discharges from the Grassland Drainage Area, but are discharged into 
the water supply for the area.  The Grassland Bypass Project is under regulation (through 
Waste Discharge Requirements from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board WDR 5-01-234 and under the terms of the 2010-2019 Use Agreement No. 10-WC-
20-3975 for discharges of selenium with monthly and annual selenium and salt limits.  
Selenium load limits for 2010 vary depending on year type of from 1,658 pounds in a 
critical year to 4,480 pounds in a wet year.  DMC sumps could amount to 44% of the 
allowable load in a critical year. 
 
The Grassland Bypass Project incorporates projects to reduce discharges to the San 
Joaquin River and comply with the regulations.  One main component is the San Joaquin 
River Improvement Project or SJRIP.  The time schedule for full implementation of the 
project was recently extended for a period of 2010 to 2019.  The reason for the extension 
is to allow time for funding and technology to implement the final components of the 
project to eliminate agricultural discharges to Mud Slough (North) and the San Joaquin 
River. 
 
It is the desire of the USBR and the USF&WS to incorporate these sumps into the SJRIP 
so that their discharge is no longer part of freshwater deliveries to wetland areas.  This 
desire is characterized in several governing documents for the 2010-2019 Use Agreement 
as follows: 
 
The Grassland Bypass Project, 2010-2019 EIS/EIR states: 
“The GBD have requested that Reclamation enter into a process to identify and negotiate 
terms to include Reclamation’s Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) sumps into the GBP and 
SJRIP facility reuse area and to remove DMC sump discharges from the Delta-Mendota 
Canal. These sumps were installed under a long-term commitment by Reclamation to 
mitigate for drainage impacts in the unlined portion of the Delta-Mendota Canal 
resulting from its construction and operation. The DMC sumps provide a benefit to 
Central Valley Project operations generally and are separate from the Grassland Bypass 
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Project. Therefore, any agreement to reroute the sumps for disposal through the 
Grassland Bypass Project must address Reclamation’s responsibility for treatment and 
disposal of this additional subsurface drainage water and how this reduction fits into the 
respective obligations under the Regional Board’s salt, boron and selenium TMDLs.” 
 
The December 21, 2009, Record of Decision regarding execution of a new Use 
Agreement for the continued use of the San Luis Drain, 2010-2019, states on page 7:  “In 
addition to the MMRP, Reclamation and the Authority will comply will all the terms and 
conditions found in the incidental take statement appended to the 2009 Biological 
Opinion. 
 
With regard to the DMC sumps, the Final BO, 2010-2019 Use Agreement or the 
Grassland Bypass Project, December 2009, File NO. 81420-2009-F-1-36 includes under 
the Terms and Conditions for Giant Garter Snake that: 
“3. Reclamation will include a commitment in the GBP Extension ROD that by October 
1, 2012, subject to any necessary negotiations with the Authority and any required 
regulatory agencies, as appropriate, Reclamation and/or the Authority will complete the 
necessary infrastructure to route the drainage from the DMC sumps (described in the 
Environmental Baseline of this opinion) to the SJRIP drainage reuse area.  Reclamation 
will negotiate with the Water Authority the necessary terms to include Reclamation’s 
DMC sumps into the GBP and SJRIP facility reuse area.” 
 
The USBR has appropriated funds to begin this process as follows: 
 
2009 SJR Salinity Management Grant (USBR Appropriations to Panoche DD) has 
$500,000 appropriated to: 
2.6 Modification of Existing Delta-Mendota Canal Interceptor Sump Discharge  
The recipient will develop and construct the Modification of Existing Delta-Mendota 
Canal Interceptor Sump Discharge to construct new discharge pipelines for each sump 
and reroute the discharge into the regional drainage system where it will be managed with 
the Grassland Drainage Area drain water through recirculation and reuse. The project will 
include the installation of up to 6 new electric pumps and corresponding electrical 
controls, construction of new discharge pipelines to the new discharge location, 
construction of pipe crossings of the Delta-Mendota Canal where required and in 
accordance with Reclamation standards, and discharge facilities, including energy 
dissipaters, metering, and valves, as required.  
2.6.1 Environmental Compliance for the project, including, but not limited to, a CEQA 
Categorical Exemption.  
2.6.2 Project Design as needed to construct the project.  
2.6.3 Project Construction as needed to construct the project. 
 
It is the intent of Panoche Drainage District and Firebaugh Canal Water District as the 
owners of the San Joaquin River Improvement Project and Panoche Drainage District as 
the primary operator of the Grassland Bypass Project and the USBR to enter into a 
license agreement to permit the discharge of water from the DMC sumps into the SJRIP 
and for ongoing operation costs.  A tentative physical plan has been developed in a 
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January 22, 2009 memo by Summers Engineering, incorporated by reference, to do the 
actual plumbing.  This is a tentative plan and will need further development.  Provisions 
to address several issues are required to be incorporated into the license agreement, 
including but not limited to: 
 

 Cost of plumbing the sumps into the SJRIP. 
 Additional selenium and salt load and applicable fees per the Use 

Agreement. 
 Mitigation costs for the Grassland Bypass Project. 
 Additional annual operation and maintenance costs. 

 
There are obligations incorporated into the 2010-2019 Use Agreement and Biological 
Opinion.  These include the requirement to provide water on mitigation ground for the 
continued use of Mud Slough within federal and state refuges during the term of the 
2010-2019 Use Agreement.  There is also a requirement in the Biological Opinion to 
provide compensation habitat for kit fox impacts within the SJRIP, as well as to proceed 
with infrastructure improvements to protect giant garter snake and avian species. 
 
 
 
CONCEPTUAL PRELIMINARY PROJECT COSTS 
 
Estimated and placeholder costs for items related to the 2010-2019 Use Agreement are as 
follows: 
 
1. Cost to plumb the sumps into the SJRIP.  $500,000.  USBR 100% license cost. 
 
2. Improvements to China Island (DF&G) and Blues Goose (USF&WS) to provide 
mitigation for continued use of Mud Slough = $200,000.  Shared cost. 
 
3. Water for mitigation ground:    1,600 acre-feet per year at $300 per acre foot = 
$480,000 per year.  USBR 100% license cost. 
 
4. Annual SJRIP operation costs (needs to include future treatment) related to the 
additional load from the DMC sumps:  $800,000 per year not including treatment.  
Shared cost. 
 
5. Kit fox compensation habitat:  Up to 1,000 acres at $5,000 per acre.  Assume $500,000 
per year for 10 years.  USBR 100% license cost. 
 
6. Purchase and develop additional 700 acres in addition to the existing 6,200 acres to 
bring total SJRIP area to 6,900 acres.    700 acres * $5,000 per acre purchase and $1,200 
per acre develop = $4,340,000 one time cost. USBR 100% license cost. 
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7. Incentive Fees - $/lb of selenium depending on water year type and/or monthly or 
annual exceedances and how these relate to the additional 732 lbs/year of selenium taken 
into the project from the DMC sumps.  Shared cost. 
 
8. Supplemental mitigation starting in 2015 for every pound of selenium discharged and 
how these relate to the additional 732 lbs/year of selenium taken into the project from the 
DMC sums.  Shared cost. 
 
9. GBD Budget:  $1,500,000 per year related to additional load from DMC sumps.  
Shared cost. 
 
10. Treatment.   The current cost of treatment is unknown and pilot plants are in planning 
to determine this cost.  The estimate in the Westside Regional Drainage Plan of 
$50,000,000 was used here.  These costs would be 100% USBR license cost. 
 
Shared cost would be based on the discharge from the DMC sumps, estimated to be 732 
lbs of selenium per year compared to the selenium load generated within the Grassland 
Drainage Area, estimated to be 6,440 lbs selenium in a wet year type (2005 basis) and 
5,534 lbs of selenium in a critical year. 
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