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Figure 2. Sources of high-chloride water to wells, Eastern San Joaquin Ground-Water
Subbasin, California.
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American River Application History

Application 29657 filed by County in 1990

Following Failure of Auburn Dam
Project/Folsom South CVP

Diversion December — June

DEI

Diversion Site Amended in 2003 to
Freeport on Sacramento River

————— - e

'}

Original Sites — South Fork & Nimbus \-‘ui!iﬁ%’i"\
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Application 29657 — Current Status

Oct 2010

Cancellation Notice of Water Right
Application

Nov 2010

Petition for Reconsideration
Feb 2011

Writ of Mandate
June 2011

Reinstatement




FRWA
Freeport Project

Project Facilities
Water intake facility
& pumping plant
72 to 84-inch
pipeline

155 cfs EBMUD
FSCC pipeline

E. SUTTER ,r R :,M:._a
c Y } ¢
e ! PLACER SR
ol . ! CounTY -Bouth Fork F
L 0w R o Point of Diversion
= e Y /‘I:'l” .
:f ==} . __IF'\‘A
— -} :
5./ - \
% & w 50 o J7
o =i [t ELDORADO, 7 3
YoLO i counTy:! el
COUNTY ATY g e
R - - 2 [
wETgt q [ et
- ot i AR
= P j._.f
| i J‘""ﬂ'u"’r'
1
1 Fresport ‘ 4
|Fnhtﬂinh&rﬂnﬂ /
, y /
| t—“ o
| 3
-r ] AMADOR
| a T COUNTY
] o
I -
Ll & Mol
7 ¢ (o9 Folsum Sug;h Lanal g rdue-
s 1 jé’ Conrigétion Pnpelune W
COUNTY | S0 R 1‘_.95-\1*?:, I
.-5 v giver, b el T
”___.l "'_“‘""-L‘ X '-““‘_-_.{'.:J__.“ 2% 1'-:-"‘"'1 ::ilnl'ﬂn-_.u.-n.
’r‘;—t’ > 2' 1‘1."'“‘ 1{/[5:/ ] i o 'l-llétg‘
I." by 7 i) -'\-'\N 1_'?‘/ A L \ T . v 4
J Lodigh PLE - \ ¢
/f' — [ r.' o A
T !
’;f/ﬁd Ii' i ‘#} JGL*'ﬂ 5 sl ey |.|1...|~¢-r.4~" River
W4 @ 8 e SV caavers
o S - 7 b | ™ counTy
s R, 5 V4l « T . ;
O e B i -H” s | N
5 ; £/ & .
Pumping ' —= e et / l e
Plant I'-E_ .':rI.OC"!uEDll Y DL i \,
- |/§ \\
- $ SAN JOAQUIN 1| gt BT
CONTRACOSTA v COUNTY ',{,*’”“"‘ mEH
COUNTY | 5 |
B, w i
4 ] £ Place of Use !
i e E, | STANISLAUS
B ___,,,ar-"F £ | COUNTY
{7 e H _ roms
B S i ¥ wistinge R Iff_ﬂ'f
.0 4 8Miles
‘ | I N
i ]




Sacramento River Intake

16 Fish Screens: approx. 10 ft. each
Fish Screen Cap: 290 cfs




Eight vertical
turbine pumps
w/ 2,000 hp
motors

185 mgd/day

Three
sediment
settling basins




Sacramento Co. Treatment Plant, Plpelme &
Pumping Statlons




Freeport Facility Costs

Total Freeport Project Cost = $922 M /

EBMUD Cost = $481M

Construction $346M
Non-Construction $135M (28%)

Dry Year Supply

Cost Sharing Formulas
Frequency of use
Volume conveyed
Sunk cost/maintenance
Water banking contract




Groundwater Banking Authority JPA
(2001)

Section 1.03. Goal. ...The Authority’s
short-term goals are as follows:

(a) To participate in the design and

Implementation of the Freeport Regional
Diversion Project so as to provide benefits
to project participants and San Joaguin




of the American River

Water to be Appropriated under
Application 29657

(acre-feet per year)

Direct Diversion 147,000

Storage 147,000
Total 147,000
Diversion Rate 350 cfs
Period of Diversion ~ Dec 1-Jun

or Collection 30

Feb 9,
Priority Date 1990
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Engineering Feasibility Analyses

Alternatives

Determine water availability Water Treatment Plants
Feasibility Analysis Water Treatment Plants via Jack
Develop alternatives

Develop engineering adequate Ag In-Lieu

Tone Pipeline

for: Ag In-Lieu w/ MORE Water & Duck
] Creek Reservoir

= Cost comparison Ag In-Lieu w/ Small Duck Creek
= Environmental comparison Reservoir

Performance Measures (30)

Environmental assessment Regional Banking

Recharge Ponds




Analysis

Ag In-Lieu
Suitability
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Analysis Con

Recharge
Pond o
Suitability i
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Alternatives

Recharge Pond
Project

Bear Ck/Pixley
44 kaflyr




S 72" Folsom South Canal
y Connection Pipaline
{Under Construction)

Slip Line Existing Pipeline
with 42" HOPE Pipe

| \Ses Figura 1h for Continuation | By

San Joaquin County
Public Works Department Project 073570 | August 2008 Figure 1a




Dedicated Recharge Basins




Alternatives

Regional Banking
Project

(Recharge ponds
+ Injection wells)

Shared costs w/
Project Partners
AWA, CCWD,

EBMUD, others

58 kaf/yr




Alternatives

Ag In-Lieu w/
75 kaf Duck Creek
Reservoir

43 kaflyr

requirements ($80/af)




Alternatives

Freeport Element
& MORE WATER

Project

150 kaf Duck Creek
Reservoir
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Creek Reservoir Site

Spring 2011 = 426,000 acre feet




Unit Costs(5/af)

Est. Unit C

ost an

d Project Yiel

B Unit Costs (5 /af)
Regional Agency Ly

apital Repayment

W Operating Unit Co:
m Average Annual Yi

kaffyr)

c1

WTPs

Cc2

C2b

G1a

WTPs/ JTone WTPs/ JTone

Pipeline

Canal

G1b
In-Lieu w/
Duck Ck/

MORE

G1c
In-Lieu w/
Duck Ck/
Freeport

G2 G2b

Recharge

Ponds Ponds
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Recharge

R1

Regional
Banking

R1b
Regional
Banking
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Average Annual Yield (kaf/yr)




Staff Recommendations:

Accept the Phase 1 Engineering Feasibility
Study Report

Complete Phase 2 Scoping and Contract
Negotiations

To Carry Forward Promising Alternatives into
Project Level Environmental Analysis

Engage with EBMUD, SCWA, & FRWA for
Access and Use of the Freeport Project




.w: San Joaguin CounNTy
Freeport Element
of the American River Use Strategy
Phase I: Draft Feasibility Study

Volume 1

ALIGLIST 20t

Questions?




Elevation in Feet

Freeport Pipeline Hydraulic Gradeline

FSCC Pipeline and Proposed Duck Creek Pipeline HGL (Estimated)
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Freeport Alternatives

Max Diversion  Max Recharge
Rate (cfs) Rate (cfs)

Cl Delivery to Water Treatment Plants 79 79 American River"™

Alternative Recharge Method Water Source(s)

C2 Delivery to Water Treatment Plants via Jack Tone Pipeline 155 155 American River "™
Ag In-Lieu (w/o storage) 155 155 American River"
Ag In-Lieu (w/150 kaf Duck Creek Reservoir) 1,155 355 American™ & Mokelumne Rivers"
Ag In-Lieu (w/75 kaf Duck Creek Reservoir) 155 200 American River"
Recharge Ponds 155 155 American River"

Regional Banking 182 182 American" & Mokelumne Rivers"

Key:

\1 San Joaguin County water right filing 29657 on the South Fork American River (diverted from the Sacramento River at Freeport)
\2 Mokelumne River Power and Water Authority water right filing 29835 on the Mokelumene River

\3 EBMUD, Amador Co, and Calaveras Co water rights
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Performance
Measures (

Reliability and
Sustainability
Economics
Compatibility

nvironmental Constraints
Implementability

3/16/09

SICO Freeport Element of the American River Use Strategy

rev? 0 c1 c2 Gla G1b Gle G2 R1
In-Lieuw/  In-Lieuw/  In-Lieu w/
WTPs/ JTone Recharge
Performance Measures No Action WTPs In-Lieu Duck Ck/ Duck Ck/ Duck Ck/ 9
Pipeline Ponds
MORE Freeport Freeport
1. Water Availability w0 () 173 ) 25 () 107 () 177 () 227 () 24 (1) 556
(4+) Bear CI, Duck () NSJdistsys, |(H) NSJdistsys, (M) NS distsys,
2. Availability of Conveyances o) (04) Bear Ok DUk () Bearck (U NS (1) o) dstoye, () NS () NSadistsys  |(M) NS3 distsys
(M+) Nonel (L+) Potable L+) Potable
and iu‘stlalnr 3. Water Quality conined sane R R () None () None () None () None () Inection
abili i
Y [4 Adaptabilty to Cimate Change - increased flood | |, (L) Bear Ck, Pey|(4) Bear CK Pey| o) pus x| DUSKE () Falfize Duck| () ear Ci/ Piey [() Bear i Pey
flows (+) s, Duck Ck si () Reservoir Ck Res si si
(L) Continued | (V) Needfuly-  [(M) Needfully-  |(M) Needfuly-  |(M#) Needfuly- [(H-) Need fully- (+) More dry year
5. Hydrology and Water Quality - water quantity |decline redundant GW |redundant GW |redundant GW redundant GW redundant GW i drawdown
6 Lifecycle Capial, Operations and Matenance | -y ver o iy 7 o o o220 o 0 -
Economics [Sests including Banking Revenues, Mitigation and leepening
7. Power Cost Sensitivity to Energy Prices ;m;‘::lx'“ () %0 L 310 () 210 () 220 (L) 380 v 210 () 180
8. Compatibility with Existing Cultural Practices 0 010 ¢ 0/0 ¢ 070 ¢ 010 ) 070 o 0r2a08  [@) 7467443 ) 746444
9. Compatibility with Existing Facilities ) ) wre W) wre () In-Lieu () In-Lieu/ Ponds [(v+) In-Lieu (H+) Ponds ) RIEIL D
Compati-
bility (L) Potential loss of (M+) Half-size Duck|(H-) Rechar
g 2 ) ge (H) Regioal Project/
10. Compatibilty with Anticipated Future Facilities ot ded () (+) Jack Tone pL | () Duck cires |0 ponds Fors
11. Compatibility with Planned Growth and Land (L) Overdraft may (H) 0/0/Duck Ck [(L+) 1,480 /0/ Half-| (M+) 0/1/
Uses limit planned growth | ©/© [9) @0 [ @O Res size Duck CkRes | M*) /1 [Regional banking
() Temp 37/ Pemn|(H) Temp102/ () Temp220/  |(4) Tempaso/  [(H) Temp207/  |(u) Temp58/Perm (1) Temp 129/
13. Agricultural Resources ) 0/0 I [ R (@i & oA Chere
14. Air Quality - Energy Use/ Greenhouse gases () 0 (M+) 2400 () 6200 (L) 21000 (M) 5900 (M) 8500 (M) 6200 i) Sz
g ly 9y g [EBMUD offset)
(L) California tiger |(M+) Sanford's
(L) califor salamander, arrownead, (M+) Sanford's
|salamander, (M+) Midvalley fairy |Sanford's Swainson's hawk, (M+) Swainson's (H) Vemal pool arrowhead,
15. Biological Resources - terrestrial species (H) 0 midvalley fairy shrimp, vernal pool |arrowhead, midvalley fairy [ L% Swainson's hawk,
shrimp, vemal pool |tadpool shrimy | midvalley fai hrimp, prairie awk, peelrie falcon (EECEERTE vernal pool tadpole
P, P Ipc P y fairy P, pr P Ipe
tadpole shrimp shrimp, vernal pool |falcon, vemal pool shrimp
adpooi shrimp___|tadpole shiimp
16. Biological Resources - riparian areas and oak - () 3ac/0 (M) 5ac/05 (M) 5 ac/ 0 Riparian [(L) 43 acl0: (4 1ac/0 A,
trees ) Riparian/ 132 Oaks |Riparian / 309 Oaks [/ 295 Oaks iparian/ 548 Oaks [Riparian / 243 Oaks |Riparian /159 Oaks (%3P
17. Biological Resources - wetlands, including (44 0.5 wetiands + (M4 0.2 wettands +|(M+) 0.6 wetiands + (L) 234 wetlands 4
Envi YO[;' vernal pools [ © vernal pools [(59) @owsEnEs vernal pools vernal pools |vernal pools (IS Clestancs) (S cestancs
menta
Constraints ) cottisuved [ 1250 [0 ORcsrved |00 Odsubed (00 ORdsued | 1z o) maat
18. Biological Resources - aquatic species ) 0 habiat, Deta efecs|dsuveanabras [0 DNE | hebiasoet | hebet Dele | aiurbed habtar fasturbed habiat
Dela effects fic s s Dela effects Deta effects
20. Cultural Resources (H) 0/0 (M+) 0/1 (L) 173 (M) 1/1 (L) 172 (L) 172 (H) 0/0 (H) 070
: 3 : 3 aa Kallyr, |(M) Sac: 44 Kaib,
23. Hydrology and Water Qualiy - water (0 ;22 (4 Sacs (103 S (1o csalcan (%) 8o 3kt 1 SEELCS ) Sk
thdrawals and qualit [liw) @ 79 cfs; Mok: O kaffyr,|155 fs MokiO g 0 cfsi10  [kaflyr, 1155 cfs; g |125 OfS: Mok atlyr, Ocfs; 24 |katiyr, 177 cfs; 24
withdrawals and quality 0 cfs; 34 miles. |AFiyr, 0 cfs; 2 miles | = R "“I!ys‘ "% |katlyr, 0cis; 9 miles | 7 € e g
) 37Use of Sac (V) 57Use of Sac [(M) 13/ Use of Sac|(V) 1/ Use of Sac
24. Hydrology and Water Quality - drainage and [River Water (minon; |(M) 6 /Use of Sac - |gier Water (minon:|River Water (minor): [River Water (minon); | (W) 4/Use of Sac () 91 Use of Sac
flooding () 0 [Potential water qual |River Water (minor) |otential water qual [Potential water qual [Potential water qual [River Water (minon) |River Water (minor)
reduction in e reduction in reduction in reduction in /1 5
(H-) 3Crossings/ |(M-) 3 Crossings/ (M) 1 Crossing / (L) 2 Crossings / (L-) Reservoir/ 2 (H-) Ponds/ 1 (M+) Ponds/ 1
25. Construction Impacts ¢ 07070 61 Drivewys /12 137 Driveways /24 [115 Driveways /44 194 Driveways /83  [Crossings /84 [Crossing /31 Crossing /105
P
pipes pipes pipes ipes Driveways / 29 pipes| Driveways / 13 pipes|Driveways / 31 pipes|
(©) Purveyor (©) Purveyor (M+) Dual supply, |(V#) Dual supply, () Percolaion |(#) Percolaion,
[demand demand [l ErElCTEy Duck Ck Res Du rates Injecti/extract
26-27. Technical Feasibilit ’
Y () 2x Freeport pL|™ F1eePOMPL |t o ¢ conort pL|(M) 2x FreeportpL |(M) FreePOMPL ) proonoipy  |(M) 2¢ Freeport PL
(4) 2xFreeportPLp, 3 yokR xing, () 2 (U0 2 Freepor P tap, Hatsize Duckc ((4) FesPer P fiap, ol xn
0. 9 Cal R xing P, P, Ck Res 9 [MokAq tap Bixler PP|
(M) 15 permits /8 |(M) 15 permits /7 |(M) 15 permits /6 |(M) 15 permits /6 |(L) 16 permits /6 |(M) 14 permits /6 |(L) 15 permits /7
28. Institutional and Permitting Issues approvals approvals pprovals approvals lapprovals approvals lapprovals
29. Flexibility to Adapt to Changing Conditions () = (04 vack Tone PL_[(v) R () o) oot e
2 y P! ging Sources dutls
Implement- sources
ability N N () Halfsize Duck |(H) Recharge [(M+) Regional
30. Public Acceptance / Public Support o) () Jack Tone PL |(M#) (044) Duck ok res (&) He Lk T e
(M) Potenialoss of (M) Haltsize Duck. [(M#) Recharge
31. Land Availability [ wonti (00 ) ) M ouckckres (801 Corks ™
(H) Known (H) Known (M+) Intermitient, |(v#+) Intermittent,  [(H-) Known (M) Beneficiaries |(M*) Beneficiaries
distributed benefits |distributed benefits [beneficiaries less defined less defined;
32 - 34. Equity and Community Values () Saline migration |v) o) o) ) ) ) )
L) A o) ) ) o) o) o o)
Overall () () ™M) (M+) ™) () () (M+)




Performance Measure Weighting

Cl C2 Gla Glb Glc G2 R1

In-Lieuw/  In-Lieu w/ ,
No Action WTPs WTEs/qTone In-Lieu Duck Ck/ Duck Ck/ Recharge Reglqnal
Pipeline MORE . t Ponds Banking
Standard reepor

Evenly Weighted x1

Reliability/Sustainability Weighted x15

Economics Weighted x36

Compatibility Weighted x19

Environmental Weighted x8

Implementalbility Weighted x9

Cost & Yield (Unit Cost) x36




Regional Banking

Wet Years Dry Years

]

'1 Calaveras

Direct
Diivarsion

Water available
through
exchange

- Mokelumne River

Bank Extract

Surface S | Stored
Water i | Water

| San Joaquin San Joaquin
Exdraci Slored Waler

Indi N W {
ool Groundwater Groundwater

Recharge |




