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T E C H N I C A L    M E M O R A N D U M   
 

 
 
 
 
 

Subject: Potential Water Supply Alternative - Scenarios 1 through 4 

Workshop #2   March 17 – 19, 2004 
 
PURPOSE 
This memo describes four scenarios that could be used to solve or partially solve 
problems associated with the impacts of Sacramento River meander on the M&T/Llano 
Seco Pumping Plant and fish screen facility.  Also included is a simple analysis of the 
legal and economics of each scenario examined. Presently, the fish screen installed on the 
intake of the diversion does not meet fish screen criteria established by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries) (formerly National 
Marine Fisheries Service) or the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  This 
problem has been caused by significant deposition of alluvial sediment from the 
meandering streambed of the Sacramento River.      
 
BACKGROUND 
In response to discussions held at the November Steering Committee Workshop, MWH 
was asked to prepare a Technical Memorandum (TM) that would further develop 
preliminary costs (see separate TM) for conceptual purposes for each of the scenarios 
described below.  It is important to note that more information will be required for each 
scenario to accurately assess and evaluate probable outcomes.   
 
SCENARIO DESCRIPTIONS 
Scenario No. 1 – Install Additional “Tee” Fish Screen Approximately 500 Feet 
Westerly of the Existing Diversion 
 
For this scenario, an additional diversion intake would be located on the bank opposite 
the existing diversion.  The conveyance would be a 96-inch pipe micro-tunneled under 
the river below the scour zone.  A caisson would be placed on the land-side of the levee 
near the pumping plant and another caisson would be located on the west bank 700 feet 
across the river.  After the pipe and new caissons were in place, a new intake would be 
constructed from the west bank caisson into the stream for the water diversion.  The new 
intake would be similar to the existing intake located on the east bank.     
 
Problems with associated with Scenario No. 1 include the following: 
 
• Would the west bank caisson be acceptable to state and federal agencies? 
• Would the river meander away from the west bank caisson?  
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• Would water still flow by gravity to the existing wet well?  (Costs would increase if a 
booster pump were required.) 

• Would the fish screens be operable in the future based on possible or projected 
continued meandering of the river? 

• Would the Reclamation Board allow a gate to be installed in the east bank caisson in 
lieu of a gate on the river-side of the levee? 

 
Scenario No. 2 – Groundwater Extracted with Production Wells 
 
This scenario consists of drilling and casing 23 new production groundwater wells.  A 
test well would first have to be installed followed by a series of monitoring wells to 
determine yield and drawdown impacts on the groundwater basin.  After these wells were 
installed, data would indicate the spacing and number of wells required to produce 150 
cubic feet per second (cfs).   
 
For this scenario, spacing would be 250 feet, and it has been assumed that yield would be 
about 3,200 gallons per minute (gpm) (7 cfs).  Wells would be installed on the land-side 
of the levee.  Installation of wells would begin about 1,250 feet north of the existing 
pumping station and end 3,250 feet south of the pump station.  Discharge from these 
wells would be directed into a pipe conveyance system that would connect to the existing 
72-inch pipeline to the main canal.  Nineteen larger producing wells would be needed, 
with an additional four wells about 1,000 feet to the east.  The wells were assumed to be 
located near farm access roads. 
 
Well installation concerns include the following:  
 
• This scenario depends on the diversion being credited with the take of water from the 

river, not from the safe groundwater yield of the area.    
• Lowering the water table in this groundwater basin would need to be acceptable to the 

public, for other wells located within the same groundwater basin now, and in the 
future.   

• The landowners would need to agree to the selected location of the production wells 
providing the water supply.   

• The groundwater policy for Butte County would need to be waived for this scenario 
to be used. 

• A test well would need to be constructed with a series of monitoring wells in the area 
to determine the impacts of extended pumping on the surrounding groundwater 
elevations. 

• Operation and maintenance costs would increase over costs for the existing operation. 
• There would be additional lift from the ground water elevation and pushing the water 

through the pipe into the wet well or directly into the existing pipe and up into the 
conveyance. 

• Maintenance of the motors and wells would also cause significant increase in costs. 
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Scenario No. 3 – Groundwater Extracted from Ranney Wells 
 
Ranney wells would have many of the same problems as production wells. (However, 
they would take up less area, and thus likely cause less disruption for the landowner.)  
Groundwater vs. surface water rights and impacts are the same. This option also would 
require a test well to be drilled to determine the impact of the Ranney wells on 
groundwater elevations. 
 
Concerns about the Ranney Wells scenario are as follows:  
 
• Yields of water obtainable with various locations of intakes such as laterals upstream 

and downstream and not our under the river of do the laterals all. Have to be located 
under the cropland.   

• Maintenance costs would be incurred for the horizontal laterals of the main well 
structure.  

• Additional pumps and motors would be required to lift water from the well into the 
conveyance. 

• Construction would be required of conveyance from well to well and the connection 
to the existing 72-inch pipeline and to the conveyance canal.  

• Operation and maintenance costs would increase for this scenario because of 
additional structures and some unknowns. 

 
Scenario No. 4 – Installation of Rock Groins Similar to the Cal-Trans Project at 
Butte City  
 
The Butte City Bridge Project has been closely followed during the M&T/Llano Seco 
Fish Screen Project.  The first stage the Butte City Bridge Project was completing the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR).  Next was physical modeling at UC Davis of the 
river channel for determining the length, spacing, and number of groins required for 
directing the river channel while protecting the bridge structure.  The Sacramento River 
channel was soon to move to the west side of the area, which would leave the bridge 
without an approach on the west end.  In lieu of extending or reconstructing the bridge, it 
was decided to use the groins to direct the river channel back towards the left, or east, 
bank; Cal-Trans engineers designed the groin structures.  This project will be advertised 
for bid in early March 2004, when engineering drawings will be reviewed.   
 
In the meantime, it has been assumed that a similar solution could exist for the 
M&T/Llano Seco (as identified by the Stillwell Water Sciences report – August 13, 
2001).  The procedures and costs for M&T/Llano Seco would be roughly the same as 
those of the Butte City Bridge Project.  Environmental costs and modeling costs are 
known; engineering costs are unknown but Cal Trans is discussing a total project cost of 
about $7-8 million.  The engineers estimate of construction costs is $3.8 million, leaving 
modeling, environmental, engineering, and mitigation costs at about $3.2 million to $4.2 
million.   
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This scenario will be evaluated in depth if the other scenarios cause impacts unacceptable 
to landowners and agencies.  In addition, a groin on the east bank above the mouth of Big 
Chico Creek would need to be included in any modeling to determine if that groin would 
impact the area of concern.  The time for implementing such a solution would be at least 
3-5 years. 
 
Conclusion 
 
When additional modeling for the groins or the test wells and monitoring wells have been 
completed, the best scenario for correcting the problem can be better determined.  After 
direction for further work is given, results of the subsequent investigations should 
provide sufficient information and detail to address the concerns and engineering 
unknowns discussed in this review.   
 
ECONOMIC AND LEGAL ASPECTS OF THE SCENARIOS 
 
Legal discussions in this section of the TM are based on knowledge of the CA State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) water rights policies and regulations and not 
on case law or any interpretation of laws or ordinances.  
 
Economics are based on any increase of operation and maintenance costs compared to the 
present operation and maintenance of the fish screens and pumping plant.  Possible 
additional capital costs that may be incurred beyond these estimates for construction also 
are discussed. 
 
Scenario No. 1 – Install Additional “Tee” Fish Screen Approximately 500 Feet 
Westerly of the Existing Screen 
 
Legal 
Scenario No. 1, “chasing the river,” would consist of constructing a new caisson on the 
opposite bank of the river and then constructing a new intake for diverting the surface 
water supply. Since this scenario would involve the same water supply and place of use 
(POU), no change in the legality of the water rights would occur.  The California State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) would need to be notified of the change in 
point of diversion, and that the surface water POU would remain the same; no further 
legal obligation would apply, as this scenario would fully comply with present water 
rights laws and regulations. 
 
Economics   
Economically, costs for operation and maintenance would remain the same with this 
scenario.  Additional costs would be incurred if the intake would have to be relocated 
again in the future or if the screens had to be removed for some reason.  Accessibility to 
the other bank offers more difficulty from the standpoint of acessability and convenience 
of observing the operations of the system.  Also, a minor amount of additional head 
would be needed due to drawdown in the wet well to cause the water to flow to the east 
bank. In addition, this scenario possibly could require additional costs in the future for 
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further meandering of the river channel, which would result in this newly installed new 
fish screen site being out of compliance with the fish screen criteria. 
 
Scenario No. 2 – Groundwater Extracted with Production Wells 
 
Legal 
Scenario No. 2 consists of installing high production groundwater wells on the land-side 
of the levee.  The majority of the wells would be located just outside the land-side toe of 
the levee and would likely be considered as a take of water from the flow of the 
Sacramento River.  These wells would fall into the category of taking groundwater in lieu 
of surface water but still depleting the seepage (groundwater) that likely would have 
entered the Sacramento River as accretion flows.  Therefore, it can be concluded that the 
groundwater wells are drawing from surface flows of the Sacramento River.  This 
information would need to be furnished to the SWRCB.  The water user would have to 
report the quantities of water used as being diverted from the Sacramento River under 
water rights.   
 
The M&T Chico Ranch attorney, Mr. Jeff Meith, was of the opinion that Butte County 
groundwater ordinance Chapter 33 would not apply to this groundwater pumping option. 
According to Mr. Meith, even though the water supply is removed from the groundwater 
pool, the basin is close enough to the river that a large portion of the groundwater in this 
part of the basin is moving into the flow of the river.  
 
Economics 
This scenario involves additional costs, including operation costs of pumping the water 
from the groundwater basin into the conveyance system and up to the main canal.  Also, 
these additional facilities would require some degree of maintenance.  Even if the 
existing pumping plant were taken out of use, operating costs for this type of system 
would exceed the costs of the present diversion and conveyance.   
 
Scenario No. 3 – Groundwater Extracted with Ranney Wells 
 
Legal 
Legal issues for this scenario are very similar to Scenario No. 2 in that water would be 
extracted from the groundwater basin in lieu of surface water.  The water pumped with 
this system would be credited as much from surface water of the river as water from the 
safe yield of the groundwater basin.  In this case, also, the water supply from the Ranney 
wells should be reported to the SWRCB as a diversion under M&T’s water rights.  The 
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) would also account for the water as both base and project 
water supply, as it applies to the water rights settlement contract currently held by M&T 
Chico Ranch with the USBR.  Similar to Scenario No. 2, this scenario likely would be 
exempt from the Butte County groundwater policy.   
 
Economics 
This scenario, like Scenario No. 2, would have increased costs because water would need 
to be lifted from groundwater, energy would be needed for pushing the water through the 
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conveyance into the existing pipeline, and operation and maintenance costs would be 
incurred.  In addition, failure or the lateral and caisson systems would be possible.   
 
Scenario No. 4  - Installation of Rock Groins Similar to the Cal-Trans Project at 
Butte City 
 
Legal 
Groins have been placed up and down the Sacramento River and in other meandering 
channels over the years to direct the water and meandering to suit the needs of adjacent 
lands.  With the current preservation of the meandering channel, the number of groins has 
been reduced, and when the groins were placed to provide desired solutions, there would 
be mitigation requirements.  Regarding legal liabilities, the constructor could be 
considered the owner. Since the river channel is owned by the state, the owner (builder) 
could be liable for maintenance, and any disrepair and accidents that occur because of the 
structure.  This also could involve liability on the part of the “owner.” So anything that 
happens because of the structure could be a legal liability to the builder.  An official legal 
opinion relating to liability should be obtained to clarify this issue. 
 
Economics 
After capital costs, operation and maintenance cost likely would not be incurred.  
However, if a major flood occurred that caused a large amount of debris to collect on or 
around the groin, there could be expenses to clear the debris away.  If a sheetpile wall 
were constructed in the center of the rock structure, any deterioration of the structure 
would be highly unlikely.  It is also unlikely that deterioration of the structure would 
cause a change in the function (providing protection to the diversion structure) and 
therefore repairs would not be required.  
 
Conclusions 
 
Legally, the simplest scenarios would be the new intake (Scenario No. 1) and the groins 
(Scenario No. 4).  The groundwater scenarios involve surface water rights vs. 
groundwater rights, which would not be an insurmountable problem but could be a 
complication. 
 
Economically, costs for the new intake (Scenario No. 1) and groins (Scenario No. 4) are 
about equal to what is now being spent for operations and maintenance.  The 
groundwater options would involve an increase in costs due to additional conveyance, 
pumps required to lift the water, and pressure needed to convey the water up to the 
present point of diversion.   
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Subject: Preliminary Cost Estimates, legal and economic discussion for Potential Water 
Supply Alternative – Scenarios 1 through 3 

Workshop #2   March 17 – 19, 2004 
 
Following are descriptions (including preliminary cost estimates) for construction work that 
would be necessary for each of the three scenarios currently under consideration for the purpose 
of maintaining a 150-cfs water supply for M&T Chico Ranch at the Parrott Pumping Plant 
facility.  Under each scenario, the existing pumping plant would remain in operation until the 
final tie-in work, which could be performed during the irrigation off-season. 
 
Scenario No. 1 - Install Additional "Tee" Fish Screen Approximately 500 Feet Westerly of the 
Existing Screen  
 
Under Scenario No. 1, caisson structures would be constructed on both sides of the river, with 
the east side structure located just outside the levee (adjacent to the existing pump station), and 
the west side structure located approximately 100 feet westerly of the existing river bank (a 
potential problem with the west side caisson is the acceptability of constructing the concrete 
structure at a location that may someday be within the active river channel).  The caisson 
structures would serve two purposes (1) as jacking (east side) and receiving (west side) pits 
during installation of 700 lineal feet of 96-inch diameter piping (which would be installed below 
the maximum scour depth) by means of micro tunneling, and (2) for conveyance, as described 
below. 
 
A sheet pile cofferdam would be installed on the west side of the river for the purpose of 
constructing a new intake facility, complete with four 54-inch diameter tee fish screens (same as 
the existing screens, with submergence equal to greater than the existing screens), and the intake 
would be connected to the caisson structure with 150 lineal feet of 96-inch diameter piping.  
Four 6-inch diameter air-burst pipelines would be routed from the new intake facility to the 
existing pump station through the 96-inch diameter piping.  Deflection H-piles would be 
installed upstream of the new intake facility (which may require some sort of above-water 
marking to identify the hazard to boating), followed by placement of riprap on the three exposed 
sides of the facility, including the west side river bank. 
 
On the east side of the river, a 96-inch x 96-inch electrically operated slide gate would be 
installed in the caisson structure, and the structure would be connected to the existing pump 
structure with 120-inch diameter piping.  It should be noted that there would be a significant 
increase in costs if the slide gate is required to be located on the water side of the levee. 
 
As shown on the attached spreadsheet, the estimated cost to construct Scenario No. 1, including a 
20 percent contingency, is $6,391,800.  The annual energy cost would not be impacted by this 
scenario, which for comparison purposes is estimated to be approximately $131,000 (based on 
45,000 acre-feet of water lifted 30 feet at $0.09 per kWh). 



 

 

 
Scenario No. 2 - Ground Water Extracted with Production Wells 
 
Under Scenario No. 2, the 150 cfs water supply would be maintained through extracting ground 
water from 23 new production wells, although some test work would be necessary to verify the 
quantity of wells required, including the allowable spacing.  In addition, a study of the potential 
impact to surrounding ground water wells would be necessary.  Construction of the facilities 
would have both long and short-term impacts on farmed land within the project area.  Nineteen 
wells (7 cfs each) would be located immediately adjacent to the river levee, starting 
approximately 1,250 feet northerly of the existing pumping plant, and ending approximately 
2,750 feet southerly of the plant, with a spacing between wells of 250 feet.  Each of the four 
remaining wells (4.5 cfs each) would be located a minimum of 1,000 feet from the "7 cfs" wells.  
The wells would be equipped with pumping units, complete with discharge piping, butterfly 
valve, check valve, and electrical work.  The transmission piping necessary to transport well 
water to the existing pumping facility ranges from 16 to 66 inches in diameter, and the 
transmission piping would be connected to the existing pump station manifold piping. 
 
As shown on the attached spreadsheet, the estimated cost to construct Scenario No. 2, including a 
20 percent contingency, is $5,984,400.  The estimated annual energy cost is approximately 
$330,000 (based on 45,000 acre-feet of water lifted 75 feet at $0.09 per kWh). 
 
Scenario No. 3 - Ground Water Extracted with Ranney Wells 
 
Under Scenario No. 3, the 150 cfs water supply would be maintained through extracting ground 
water from 4 Ranney wells, although some test work would be necessary to verify the quantity of 
wells required, including a study of the potential impact to surrounding ground water wells. 
Construction of the facilities would have both long and short-term impacts on farmed land within 
the project area.  The wells would be located immediately adjacent to the river levee, starting 
approximately 1,250 feet northerly of the existing pumping plant, and ending approximately 
2,750 feet southerly of the plant, with a minimum spacing between wells of 1,000 feet.  Each 
well would be equipped with a 37.5-cfs pumping unit, complete with discharge piping, butterfly 
valve, check valve, and electrical work. The transmission piping necessary to transport well 
water to the existing pumping facility ranges from 36 to 60 inches in diameter, and the 
transmission piping would be connected to the existing pump station manifold piping.  
Approximately 1 mile of overhead electrical line would be constructed to provide power for the 
wells.  
 
As shown on the attached spreadsheet, the estimated cost to construct Scenario No. 3, including a 
20 percent contingency, is $15,376,200.  The estimated annual energy cost is approximately 
$153,000 (based on 45,000 acre-feet of water lifted 35 feet at $0.09 per kWh). 
 
It should be noted that, under this scenario, there would be a significant change in 
construction costs if the results of the above-mentioned testing support either decreasing or 
adding to the quantity of wells.  For example, if the supply can be meet with two Ranney 
wells, the construction costs under this scenario would be approximately $8,400,000.  
However, if it is determined that six wells are necessary, the approximate cost would be 
$22,400,000. 



M&T Chico Ranch
Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate (1)

Scenario No. 1 - Install Additional Tee Fish Screen

Unit Total
Description Quantity Unit Cost Cost

Caisson bore structures 2 ea $750,000 $1,500,000

96-inch dia. pipe (between bore structures) 700 lf $4,000 $2,800,000

96-inch x 96-inch electrically operated slide gate 1 ea $75,000 $75,000

96-inch dia. pipe (between west bore and new screen facility) 150 lf $960 $144,000

120-inch dia. pipe (connection to existing pump structure) ls $75,000

6-inch air burst piping 4,200 lf $25 $105,000

Sheet pile cofferdam (250 lf x 40' long) 10,000 ft2 $25 $250,000

Cofferdam dewatering ls $50,000

Structural footing slab and seal concrete 200 yds3 $400 $80,000

54-inch dia. tee fish screen with 66-inch dia. manifold piping ls $175,000

Riprap 250 yds3 $90 $22,500

Deflection H-piles ls $50,000

SUBTOTAL $5,326,500

 CONTINGENCY @ 20% $1,065,300

TOTAL $6,391,800 (2)

(1)  The estimate of construction costs are at the feasibility level, and therefore very preliminary in nature.
(2)  Excludes operations, maintenance and replacement costs.



M&T Chico Ranch
Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate (1)

Scenario No. 2 - Ground Water Extracted with Production Wells

Unit Total
Description Quantity Unit Cost Cost

7.0 cfs production well 19 ea $100,000 $1,900,000

4.5 cfs production well 4 ea $60,000 $240,000

Well site electrical work 23 ea $30,000 $690,000

Overhead electrical line (1.5 miles) ls $115,000

Well pump discharge piping with butterfly and check valve 23 ea $30,000 $690,000

Transmission piping:
   16-inch dia. 4,000 lf $48 $192,000
   30-inch dia. 2,500 lf $120 $300,000
   42-inch dia. 1,250 lf $168 $210,000
   54-inch dia. 1,250 lf $216 $270,000
   66-inch dia. 1,250 lf $264 $330,000

Connect to existing facility ls $50,000

SUBTOTAL $4,987,000

 CONTINGENCY @ 20% $997,400

TOTAL $5,984,400 (2)

(1)  The estimate of construction costs are at the feasibility level, and therefore very preliminary in nature.
(2)  Excludes operations, maintenance and replacement costs.



M&T Chico Ranch
Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate (1)

Scenario No. 3 - Ground Water Extracted with Ranney Wells

Unit Total
Description Quantity Unit Cost Cost

Ranney well 4 ea $2,800,000 $11,200,000

Pumping unit (37.5 cfs) 4 ea $75,000 $300,000

Miscellaneous metalwork 4 ea $8,000 $32,000

Electrical work 4 ea $75,000 $300,000

Overhead electrical line (1 mile) ls $70,000

Pump discharge piping (36-inch dia. x 30-foot long) with 
butterfly and check valve

4 ea $50,000 $200,000

Transmission piping:
   36-inch dia. 1,500 lf $126 $189,000
   48-inch dia. 1,250 lf $168 $210,000
   60-inch dia. 1,250 lf $210 $262,500

Connect to existing facility ls $50,000

SUBTOTAL $12,813,500

 CONTINGENCY @ 20% $2,562,700

TOTAL $15,376,200 (2)

(1)  The estimate of construction costs are at the feasibility level, and therefore very preliminary in nature.
(2)  Excludes operations, maintenance and replacement costs.



ECONOMICS AND LEGAL ASPECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 
The legal discussions here are based on knowledge of the SWRCD water rights policies 
and regulations.  The information is not based on case law or any interpretation of laws or 
ordinances.  
The economics are based on any increase of operation and maintenance costs as 
compared to the present operation and maintenance of the fish screens and pumping 
plant.  There may be some discussions of possible additional capital costs that may be 
incurred beyond this review and construction. 
 
Scenario No. 1 – Install Additional “Tee” Fish Screen approximately 500 feet 
Westerly of the Existing Screen 
 
Legal 
Alternative No. 1 of “chasing the river” which consists of constructing a new caisson on 
the opposite bank of the river and then constructing a new intake for diverting the surface 
water supply has to be evaluated for both economics and legality.  Since this alternative 
remains with the same water supply and place of use there would be literally no change in 
the legality of the water rights.  The California State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) should be notified of the change of point of diversion and that the place of use 
of the surface water remains the same and that would be the end of the obligation.  
Everything would be back in full compliance with the present laws and regulations for 
water rights. 
 
Economics   
On the economics of this alternative the costs for operation and maintenance would 
remain the same.  Additional costs would be incurred if the intake would have to be 
relocated again in the future.  There would also be additional costs if the screens had to 
be removed for some reason.  Accessibility to the other bank offers more difficulty.  
There would also be a minor amount of additional head because of drawdown in the wet 
well to cause the water to flow to the east bank. 
This is one alternative that could possibly require additional costs in the future for further 
meandering of the river channel and leaving the new fish screen site out of compliance 
with the fish screen criteria. 
 
Scenario No. 2 – Ground Water Extracted with Production Wells 
 
Legal 
Alternative No. 2 is scenario of the placement of high production groundwater wells on 
the land side of the levee.  The majority of the wells would be located just outside of the 
land side toe of the levee and would likely be considered as a take of water from the flow 
of the Sacramento River.  These wells would fall into the category of taking ground water 
in lieu of surface water but still depleting the seepage (ground water) that would of quite 
likely entered the Sacramento River as accretion flows.  Therefore the conclusion can be 
drawn that the groundwater wells are drawing from the surface flows of the Sacramento 
River.  The SWRCB would need to be furnished that information.  The water user should 



report the quantities of water used as being diverted from the Sacramento River under the 
water rights.   
In discussions with the attorney, of M&T Chico Ranch, Mr. Jeff Meith, he was of the 
opinion that the Butte Co. groundwater ordinance Chapter 33 would not apply to this 
groundwater pumping option.  The logic is that the water supply even though it is 
removed from the groundwater pool, the basin is close enough to the river that a large 
portion of the groundwater in this portion of the basin is moving into the flow of the 
river.  
 
Economics 
There are additional costs associated with this alternative.  The operation costs of 
pumping the water from the groundwater basin and then into the conveyance system and 
up to the main canal.  There will also be some maintenance of these additional facilities.  
Even if the existing pumping plant were taken out of use the operating costs for this type 
of system would exceed the costs of the present diversion and conveyance.   
 
Scenario No. 3 – Ground Water Extracted with Ranney Wells 
 
Legal 
The legality of this scenario is very similar to No. 2 in that it is extracting of water from 
the ground water basin in lieu of the surface water.  The depletion is as much surface 
water as from the safe yield of the ground water basin.  In this case also the water supply 
from the Ranney collectors should be reported to the SWRCB as a diversion under the 
water rights.  The USBR will also account for the water as both base and project water 
supply as it applies to the water rights settlement contract.  This would as explained in 
scenario No. 2, be exempt from the Butte Co. groundwater policy.   
 
Economics 
This scenario like the production wells would increase the costs because of lifting the 
water from the groundwater and provide the energy to push through the conveyance into 
the existing pipeline.  There would be related operation and maintenance costs also.  
There is always the possibility of failure in the lateral and caisson systems.   
 
Scenario No. 4  - Installation of the Rock Groins Similar to the Cal-Trans Project at 
Butte City 
 
Legal 
Groins have been placed up and down the Sacramento River as well as other meandering 
channels over the years to direct the water and meandering to suit the need of adjacent 
lands.  With the current preservation of the meandering channel the number of groins 
have been reduced and when the groins are placed to provide the desired solutions there 
are mitigation requirements.   
As to legal liabilities the constructor is likely considered the owner since the river 
channel is owned by the state, the owner (builder) is liable for maintenance and any 
disrepair and accidents that occur because of the structure may involve liability on the 



part of the “owner”.  This is a statement and is not valid in the courts of law but a legal 
opinion relating to liability should likely be obtained to clarify the issue. 
 
Economics 
After the capital costs there would not likely be any operation costs and likely not any 
maintenance cost.  If there was a major flood that would cause a lot of debris to collect on 
or around the groin then there may be some expense to clear the debris from the rock 
groin.  If a sheetpile wall is constructed in the center of the structure it is highly unlikely 
that there be any deterioration of the rock structure itself.  It is also likely that some 
deterioration of the structure may not cause a change in protection and no change would  
be required. 
 
Conclusions 
From the legal analysis the simplest alternatives are the new intake and groins.  The 
groundwater scenarios involve the water rights of surface vs. ground water.  It isn’t and 
insurmountable problem but provides confusion of the issue.   
The economics of the new intake and groins are about a push in relation to what is now 
being spent for operations and maintenance.  The groundwater options involve the 
increase of costs because of the additional pumps and conveyance but also the lift of the 
water and the pressure to convey the water up to the present point of diversion.   
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Subject: Riverine Impacts to M&T Chico Ranch Diversion and Chico Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 

Workshop #2   March 17 – 19, 2004 

 
Background 
 
As part of a major effort to reduce the risk of mortality for salmonid species within the 
Sacramento River Basin, the M&T Chico Ranch diversion pumps, once located on Big 
Chico Creek, were relocated to the mainstem Sacramento River channel in 1997.  This 
project involved moving the diversion for the Llano Seco Rancho (Llano Seco) and M&T 
Chico Ranch (M&T) by constructing state-of-the-art fish screens on the pumping facility 
in the new location on the Sacramento River. At full capacity, the new diversion can 
supply water at 150 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the Sacramento River to M&T Chico 
Ranch, Llano Seco Rancho, the Llano Seco Unit of the Sacramento River National 
Wildlife Refuge, and the Llano Seco Unit of the Upper Butte Basin Wildlife Area.  As a 
year-round pumping facility, the M&T/Llano Seco pumping plant delivers water to 
15,000 acres of farmland and refuge land.  
 
The new site is just downstream from the confluence of Big Chico Creek and the 
Sacramento River on the east bank of the Sacramento River. The City of Chico’s 
wastewater treatment plant (WTP) outfall is also on the east bank, approximately 300 feet 
downstream from the pumping plant (see Attachment 1 for location map). 
 
After project completion, geomorphic changes in the Sacramento River channel, in the 
vicinity of the M&T/Llano Seco diversion pumps, have formed a gravel bar that poses a 
significant risk to continued pumping and operation of the Chico WTP outfall. The 
primary threat is to maintaining the fish screen criteria for fish screen operations at the 
M&T/Llano Seco facility. This encroaching gravel bar, appurtenant to Bidwell State 
Park, just upstream of the M&T/Llano Seco pumping plant, also potentially threatens the 
City of Chico WTP outfall.  Both facilities are in danger of being severed from the 
Sacramento River because the pumping plant intake is now in an eddy behind the gravel 
bar located at the mouth of Big Chico Creek.  Subsequently, the intake screens are no 
longer receiving sufficient sweeping flows consistent with National Marine Fisheries 
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) fish screen criteria due 
to the deposition of sediment.  Eddy currents are also unable to maintain a clean screen as 
originally designed.  As a result of these changes, there is potential that anadromous fish 
in the Sacramento River and Big Chico Creek would be adversely impacted by 
nonfunctioning fish screens.  Should the M&T/Llano Seco pumps become inoperable, 



 

 

valuable private, state, and federal wetland refuges and the irrigated agricultural lands 
would be impacted from a reduction or loss of water supplied by the M&T/Llano Seco 
pumps.   
 
M&T Chico Ranch and Llano Seco Rancho Water  Supplies and 
Demands 
 
Water Supply  
 
Water supplies for these two ranches have varied over the years.  M&T Chico Ranch was 
dependent on a water right (pre-1914) filed with the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) for a pumping plant diversion located on Big Chico Creek and also 
water rights on the Sacramento River and Butte Creek.  The Butte Creek water right was 
based on natural flow but also on supplemental flows brought into the Butte Creek basin 
by a Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) trans-basin diversion from the adjacent river basin 
for the purpose of power production.  The Sacramento River water diversion is controlled 
by the CVP Water Rights Settlement Contract No. 14-06-200-940A, signed in 1964.  
This water rights settlement contract allowed M&T Chico Ranch to divert from the 
Sacramento River in lieu of water rights with SWRCB.  The contract limited the ranch to 
17,956 AF during the months of April through October each year.  The water right on 
Butte Creek also has been used as part of the surface water supply. A diversion dam 
(Parrott-Phelan) located on Butte Creek diverts water into a conveyance canal that was 
constructed on the right bank of Butte Creek.  The conveyance channel leads to a natural 
drainage channel, known as Edgar Slough. The natural channel enters the M&T Chico 
Ranch property just south of the Chico WTP. 
 
Llano Seco Rancho water supply is also obtained from a number of sources.  The ranch 
lands are adjacent to the Sacramento River and therefore have a riparian water right to 
divert Sacramento River water that can be applied to all lands in the holding.  A number 
of pump locations over the years have provided surface water supply from the river. The 
water rights on Butte Creek are also dedicated to serving lands within Llano Seco. Other 
areas of the holding have been served through a developed groundwater supply pumped 
through the conveyance system or through return flows from adjacent fields.  
 
In 1991, an agreement was reached between M&T Chico Ranch and Llano Seco Rancho 
(owned by Parrott Investment Co. [PIC]) for joint use of diversion points on the 
Sacramento River and Butte Creek to provide water supplies for the two holdings.  A 
later agreement allowed the two entities to reach an agreement with Reclamation and 
CDFG to increase diversions from the Sacramento River by 40 cfs in trade for leaving 40 
cfs in Butte Creek from October 1 of one year through June 30 of each year following.  
This would enhance the flows of Butte Creek downstream for environmental purposes 
such as fish migration and habitat.  CDFG would administer the Butte Creek flows to 
protect them from diversion by other water right holders.  
 
The quantity of water pumped at the point of diversion on Big Chico Creek was 120 
cubic feet per second (cfs).  Prior to construction of the pumping plant diversion on the 



 

 

Sacramento River the point of diversion was changed from Big Chico Creek to the 
relocated pumping plant on the Sacramento River.  
 
The water is diverted for supplying the area farmed by M&T Ranch and also the holding 
of Llano Seco.  In addition to the agricultural operations both ownership’s have lands that 
are dedicated to waterfowl management in addition to the agricultural crops. There are 
state and national wildlife refuges within Llano Seco that receive a water supply from this 
diversion on the Sacramento River.  All of these uses are dependent on the diversion from 
the Sacramento River in conjunction with a water right from Butte Creek. 
 
Prior to the construction of the relocated pumping plant CA Dept. of Fish and Game 
negotiated an agreement with both of the landowners, also the holders of the Butte Creek 
water right, an agreement involving the US Bureau of Reclamation (CV Project) for 
exchanging Butte Creek water rights by increasing the diversion from the Sacramento 
River.  This exchange was to take place from October 1 to June 30 each season.  The 
landowners agreed to reduce the diversion from Butte Creek during this period and the 
water would flow down Butte Creek into the Sutter Bypass and ultimately the 
Sacramento River.  CA Fish and Game agreed to protect the diversion from diversion by 
junior water right holders.  
  
Irrigated Acres for Crops and Habitat Management 
 
This section discusses current land use and water use, demand, and supply for M&T 
Chico Ranch and Llano Seco Rancho.  This information is provided in this TM to show 
the areas served and the water requirements that are needed to maintain the current level 
of economy for the area.  The area served reaches out to improve the way of life for the 
agricultural community as well as the sportsman and environmental restoration of the 
major water projects.     
M&T Chico Ranch has 6,719 irrigated acres, as shown in Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) Central Valley Project (CVP) Water Rights Settlement Contract No. 14-
06-200-940A. M&T Chico Ranch Manager, Mr. Les Heringer, Jr., furnished data for 
acres farmed and irrigated for this Technical Memorandum (TM): the cropping pattern at 
M&T Chico Ranch for 2003 was 158 acres of dry beans, 1,654 acres of rice, 117 acres of 
sunflowers, 2,061 acres of almond trees, 708 acres of prunes and 1,222 acres of walnuts, 
for a total of 5,912 acres.  The remainder of ranch land is managed habitat (sloughs) or is 
left fallow for other reasons.  In addition, 225 acres of wetlands are being maintained, for 
a total of approximately 800 noncultivated acres; the ranch manages the water for these 
noncrop lands. 
Llano Seco Rancho’s land holding is 11,337.2 acres. Llano Seco Rancho Manager Mr. 
Dave Sieperda, provided 2003 cropping pattern information for this TM. In 2003, Llano 
Seco Rancho used 645.8 acres for various irrigated row crops and 200 acres for rice. 
Another 616 acres was used for irrigated pastureland for a total of 1,461.8 acres of 
currently irrigated croplands managed by Llano Seco staff. In addition, 2,399.8 acres of 
cropland are entitled to receive riparian water from the Sacramento River but aren’t 
presently being irrigated. The remainder of ranch land, 3,475.6 acres, is managed for 



 

 

habitat and uses about 75 percent of the amount of water that would be required to 
produce crops.  
 
Within the Llano Seco holding, another 2,479 acres are under the management or 
easement of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); 177.5 of these acres 
are listed as irrigated pasture.  Water used for the remaining 2,301.5 acres is about 75 
percent of the water supply level would be needed for producing crops.  
 
Finally, CDFG manages 1,521 acres of Llano Seco lands for waterfowl management. 
Again, water used for this acreage is about 75 percent of the water supply used for crop 
production.   
 
Water Demands  
 
M&T Chico Ranch. Water demands for M&T Chico Ranch lands are probably slightly 
less than for Llano Seco Rancho because M&T experiences fewer conveyance losses and 
has somewhat higher irrigation efficiencies.  Conveyance losses and irrigation 
efficiencies are assumed, for purposes of this TM, to be about 20 percent and 80 percent, 
respectively. Lower conveyance losses result from shorter distances from diversion to 
fields and irrigation efficiencies are based on irrigation methods.   
 
Also, some row crops at M&T have less consumptive use than at Llano Seco Rancho. 
Consumptive water use would be about 40 inches for tree and row crops, and with 
reduced conveyance losses and greater irrigation efficiencies, the demand per acre would 
be about 4.8 acre-feet (AF)/acre.  Demand for total irrigated acreage would be 28,400 
AF.   
 
Demand for habitat would be about 3.0 AF/acre; M&T’s 800 acres of habitat would 
require 2,400 AF.  Water deliveries for habitat and land management would have an 
added 30 percent for conveyance losses added but would be considered 100 percent 
efficient for consumptive use.   
 
Therefore, present water diversion demands for M&T include 28,400 AF for M&T 
irrigated land and 2,400 AF for habitat management, for a total demand of 26,800 AF in 
an average year. 
 
Llano Seco Rancho. For Llano Seco Rancho, irrigated acreage consumes 42 inches of 
water during the growing season. If irrigation practices are 65 to 70 per cent efficient and 
conveyance is 70 per cent efficient, water requirements at the diversion points would be 
5.9 AF/acre for irrigated crop lands.  This calculates to a demand of 9,700 AF for 
croplands.   
 
Habitat lands consume about 31 inches of water to maintain water levels and produce 
food for waterfowl. Habitat requirements would be 3.4 AF /acre, for a total habitat 
demand of 24,800 AF for the waterfowl and habitat lands managed by Llano Seco, 
USFWS, and CDFG.   



 

 

 
Therefore, present water diversion demands for Llano Seco Rancho include 9,700 AF for 
croplands and 24,800 AF for habitat, for a total demand 34,500 AF, excluding the 
additional area that could come under irrigation in the future.  Potential demand for these 
currently uncultivated 2,399.8 acres of cropland would increase delivery requirement by 
14,200 AF for a total future demand of 48,700 AF. 
 
The canal and channel are used as the conveyance for this part of the surface water 
supply.  
 
Chico Wastewater Treatment Plant 
 
The City of Chico Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is located on River Road on the 
east side of the M&T Chico Ranch boundary.  The Chico WWTP outfall has been in 
place since the WWTP was constructed in 1972.  This outfall consists of a 42-inch 
pipeline that outlets into a diffuser system (7-inch to 12-inch risers) on the east bank of 
the Sacramento River.  The outfall is located about 300 feet downstream of the point of 
diversion for the M&T/Llano Seco ranches.   
 
The Chico WWTP diffuser also is being impacted (isolated) by the formation of the 
gravel bar in the Sacramento River, similar to impacts on the diversion intake for 
M&T/Llano Seco ranches.  Downstream flow in the area of the diffuser is being reduced, 
which in turn reduces the mixing and dilution of the WWTP effluent.   
 
Expansions of the Chico WWTP in the last 5 years have required that some additional 
diffusers be added at the end of the pipeline.  After high flows in 1986, the diffuser 
structure became detached from the outlet pipe making the diffuser ineffective. In the low 
water years of 1991 and 1992 apparently it was discovered that the diffuser had become 
detached and a repair had to be made.  The repair was to remove a section of the outlet 
pipe and move the diffuser structure back into position.  This moved the diffuser closer to 
the east bank reducing the exposure to the extreme higher flows in the river.  
 
Currently, additional expansion of the Chico WWTP is being studied.  Problems caused 
by the gravel deposit are of concern for this expansion effort.  If the current condition 
continues in the river, other arrangements must be made for mixing river water and 
WWTP effluent. 
 
Previous Investigations 
 
Past evaluations of the river channels and levees were made to select the current pumping 
site on the Sacramento River.  Historical maps and aerial photographs compiled by 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) indicate that, since 1896, the river has 
not meandered east of its current location at the pumping plant, which is located on a 
geologic control.  Because the bank is relatively stable, it was chosen as the site for the 
new pumping plant. At this location, however, the Sacramento River has historically 
migrated to the west. As recently as 1935, the west bank was approximately 1,000 feet 



 

 

west of its current location.  Between 1995 and 2001, the Sacramento River shifted 500 
feet to the west (an average of 83 feet/year).  As the river migrated in this direction, flow 
velocities at the pump intake and outfall were reduced and sediment deposition increased. 
In addition, aerial photographs indicate that the mouth of Big Chico Creek has shifted 
both upstream and downstream from its current location over recent decades. 
 
Concurrent with the lateral migration of the Sacramento River channel, a gravel bar at the 
apex of the meander has enlarged and migrated downstream toward the pump facility. 
Between 1995 and 1999, the gravel bar migrated over 1,100 feet downstream.   Between 
1999 and 2001, the gravel bar moved an additional 600 feet downstream.  Diving surveys 
in May 2001 showed that the riverbed aggraded approximately 5 feet relative to past 
surveys at the City of Chico diffuser, and two of the seven diffuser nozzles were buried 
by sediment (Sierra View Divers, 2001).  A similar survey conducted in May 2001 at the 
M&T/Llano Seco pumps revealed that the channel bed was encroaching on the bottoms 
of the fish screens. These surveys noted that sediment deposition reduced the clearance 
under the intake from 6 feet to 2 to 3 feet. The date of the previous survey was not given 
in the report, but the divers estimated that the screens would stop functioning normally 
within 2 years if the current rate of deposition continues (Sierra View Divers, 2001).  
(Attachment 2 illustrates the migration of the bed from 1997 to 2001.) 
 
The Sacramento River Conservation Area (SRCA) Program (SB 1086) reviewed this 
problem and, with funding from CALFED, commissioned Stillwater Sciences to identify 
near-term and long-term alternatives to maintain operation of the pumps and outfall.  (See 
Attachment 3)  Stillwater Sciences examined historical maps and aerial photographs 
from 1923 through 1999. These maps indicate that river migration historically occurred 
upstream of the pumping plant. As with DWR’s research, Stillwater Sciences found that 
the Sacramento River has historically migrated to the west at this location. As recently as 
1935 the east bank was approximately 1,000 feet west of its current location. As noted 
earlier, the river shifted 500 feet toward the west bank between 1995 and 2001.  
 
The gravel bar was not visible in the 1964 aerial photographs, but was visible in the 1979 
photo about halfway between its present location and the revetment at River Road. 
Although the bar is at the mouth of Big Chico Creek, Stillwater Sciences concluded that 
it is composed primarily of Sacramento River sediment. Although some of the material 
may be coming from bank erosion in the immediate vicinity, Stillwater Sciences staff 
believes most of the material is likely being transported from further upstream. The report 
concludes: 
 

The deposition of the gravel bar at the pump intake and the City outfall is 
not the result of localized processes.  Rather, the deposition of the gravel 
bar is the result of large-scale channel migration processes. As such, 
measures that address only short-term, local conditions or processes will 
likely provide only short-term, stop-gap benefits.  Larger-scale measures 
that address longer-term, larger-scale processes will likely provide more 
persistent benefits.   

 



 

 

Stillwater Sciences identified five possible alternatives to maintain operation of the 
pumps and outfall: 
 
Alternative 1 - Dredge (excavate) sediment from the bar upstream of the pump intake and           
                        City of Chico outfall  
 
Alternative 2 - Cut a channel across the bar to redirect flow in the Sacramento River 
 
Alternative 3 - Dredge the bar and armor the west bank across from the pump intake and          
                        City of Chico outfall   
 
Alternative 4 - Excavate/dredge sediment from the bar and install spur dikes on the west 
 
Alternative 5 - Redesign or replace the pumping plant 
 
Stillwater Sciences concludes that Alternatives 4 and 5 are the most likely to succeed in 
the long term. 
 
In November 2001 a total of 144,000 cubic yards of material were excavated and 
removed from the bar. Divers examined the fish screens again in April 2002. The level of 
gravel was found to be 2 to 4 feet below the screens (Sierra View Divers, 2002). In the 
opinion of the divers, excavation of the gravel bar had temporarily slowed encroachment 
of the gravel into the screen structure. 
 
Long-Term Planning Study  
 
A long-term planning study was proposed and included in an application for CALFED 
funding. The plan was approved as a Directed Action in October 2002.  The revised 
application was completed early in 2003 and is included as Attachment 4. 
 
In summary, this plan will consist of gathering existing data, convening a Steering 
Committee comprising stakeholders and recognized experts, researching existing 
conditions in the river, understanding fluvial geomorphology, monitoring the gravel bar, 
gathering data from surveyors, hydrologists, bio-engineers and geo-technical engineers, 
and preparing a river model to assist in determining an appropriate long-term solution.  
The approach associated with the long-term planning study is explained in detail below. 
 

1. Gather existing studies and reports on the Sacramento River’s fluvial 
geomorphology to obtain a general understanding of the river and its processes.  
Determine what information that was used to place the pumps in the current 
location and compare these data to compiled data and existing conditions.  
Review and analyze proposed alternatives presented by Stillwater Sciences in its 
report entitled, “Final Draft of M&T Ranch and Llano Seco Wildlife Refuge 
Pump Intake.”  Conduct an exhaustive literature search pertaining to research and 
development of innovative fish-friendly water diversion technologies/engineering 
that are designed to operate in or around a dynamic river system (see Performance 



 

 

Measure No. 5).   The performance measures pointed out are from the Cal Fed 
(now California Bay Delta Agency) application filed to obtain funding to correct 
the river channel situation included is this document as Attachment No. 4 on page 
26 of 40. 

 
2. Convene a Steering Committee comprising stakeholders, recognized experts, and 

CALFED representatives to review and evaluate existing data, identify data gaps, 
and identify alternatives to be examined and developed to reach a long-term 
solution.  This process will be facilitated by Ducks Unlimited, Inc. (see 
Performance Measure No. 1). 

 
3. Ayres Associates and MWH will work closely with the Steering Committee to 

determine the methods of maintaining an effective, fish-friendly diversion while 
maintaining a river meander and responding to the concerns of those affected by 
the project.  Performance and model development meetings will be held with the 
Steering Committee to develop a river model and to receive input for a long-term 
planning study.  Stakeholders include M&T Chico Ranch, Llano Seco Ranch, 
City of Chico, Bidwell State Park, USFWS, CDFG, DWR, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, landowners Walter Stiles, Jr., and Val Shaw, M.D., and the 
Sacramento River Conservation Area.  This process will likely be iterative with 
various sets of promising project elements combined, simulated, and brought back 
for consideration (see Performance Measure No. 5). 

 
4. As a short-term protection measure, perform gravel bar monitoring to document 

the current size and outer boundaries of the existing gravel bar.  Divers will 
inspect the gravel bar annually and collect necessary data on the southern 
migration of the gravel bar. A general monitoring plan will be detailed and 
initiated to supplement existing data and augment ongoing monitoring.  A 
physical monitoring plan will be developed to establish a firm understanding of 
existing conditions and enable informative assessments of pre- and post-project 
performance with respect to natural processes in the Sacramento River (see 
Performance Measure No. 3). 

 
5. Collect various data such as hydraulic and geotechnical information to compile a 

list of design criteria to be used in developing a river model and in the final design 
of the preferred alternative (see Performance Measure No. 5). 

 
6. Develop a river model to analyze the hydraulic effects of implementing various 

alternatives.  Ayers Associate will prepare the model (see Performance Measure 
No. 6). 

 
7. Using the river model, develop conceptual designs of selected alternatives to 

determine a cost-efficient and feasible alternative that will be recommended as the 
long-term solution to the sediment deposition at the M&T/Llano Seco pumping 
plant while maintaining and protecting native habitat (see Performance Measure 
No. 8). 



 

 

 
8. Conduct a Biological Assessment to determine environmental effects on the 

natural habitat within the Sacramento River (see Performance Measure No. 7). 
 

9. Prepare the Long-Term Planning Study.  The study will explain the problem, list 
the alternatives, justify the preferred alternative, and summarize the benefits 
associated with implementing the preferred alternative. The Long-Term Planning 
Study will be reviewed by the Steering Committee, City of Chico Public Works, 
and CALFED Technical Committees (see Performance Measures No. 9 and No. 
10). 
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Subject: Optional Fish Screen Criteria  

Workshop #2   March 17 – 19, 2004 
 
 
During 1996 the M&T pumping station was moved from Big Chico Creek to the present 
location on the Sacramento River immediately downstream of the mouth of Big Chico 
Creek near River Mile 193.   The relocation was done for two reasons.  At maximum 
capacity the previous pump station consumed the entire flow of Big Chico Creek and 
drew water approximately 0.75 miles up the channel of Big Chico Creek from the 
Sacramento River.  This condition often existed during periods of adult salmon and 
steelhead migration, thus eliminating access to Big Chico Creek.  Secondly, the previous 
pumping station had never been fitted with a juvenile fish screen and was potentially 
entraining juveniles exiting Big Chico Creek as well those from the Upper Sacramento 
River and tributaries.   
 
The relocated pumping station was designed with a capacity of 150 cfs and fitted with 
four cylindrical tee-screens, each 15 feet long and 54 inches in diameter, covered with 
stainless steel wedge-wire screen material.  The screens were designed to comply with 
criteria established by the California Department of Fish and Game (February 1993) and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (1995) as follows: 
 
Approach Velocity CDFG – 0.33 fps 

NMFS – 0.40 fps 
Sweeping Velocity CDFG – “at least two times the allowable approach velocity” 

NMFS – “greater than the approach velocity” 
Screen Slot CDFG – 0.094 inches (3/32” or 2.39 mm) 

NMFS – 1.75 mm (0.0689 inches) slot 
Open Area CDFG – Minimum 50% open area 

NMFS – Minimum 27 % open area 
    
The M&T diversion falls under California Fish and Game Code Section 5900 et seq.  
Specifically Section 5900 (b) defines those diversion structures which potentially require 
a fish screen to include pipes, millraces, ditches, flumes, siphons, tunnels, canals, and any 
other conduits of diversion used for the purpose of taking or receiving water from any 
river, creek, stream or lake.   Section 6020 provides for juvenile fish screens on any 
diversion with a capacity of 250 cfs or less.  Specifically, such diversions will be 
assigned a lower priority until those diversions over 250 cfs have been screened unless 
such a diversion is located within the essential habitat of a State listed species, or within 
the Critical Habitat of federally listed species.  Additionally, Section 5901 regulates 
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devices or structures which impede, or tend to prevent or impede, the passing of fish up 
and down stream.     
 
Federal fish screen requirements applicable to the M&T pumps are administered by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service under authority of the Endangered Species Act, the 
Federal Power Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  
The M&T pumps in both the present and previous location are and were within the 
federally designated critical habitat of the Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon 
(Federal Register June 16, 1993), and within the critical habitat designation for the 
Central Valley spring-run Chinook and steelhead, which is currently under review based 
upon the April 30, 2002 NMFS consent decree.  Thus both state and federal fish screen 
requirements for salmonids are applicable at the M&T site.  Due to the recent shift in the 
channel of the Sacramento River the screens were not in compliance with the sweeping 
velocity criteria for much of the time. In addition, sedimentation was potentially 
diminishing screen surface area affecting compliance with approach velocity criteria. The 
river shift was eliminating connectivity of Big Chico Creek with the Sacramento River at 
the highest pumping volumes.  Removal of the upstream gravel bar temporarily restored 
the function of the screens to the original design criteria.  However, continued movement 
of the river to the west will once again diminish or eliminate compliance with applicable 
state and federal requirements. 
 
Various alternatives for addressing river channel movement are being considered, each 
with the potential to require modification to the existing structure or to require new and 
innovative approaches to providing both juvenile and adult fish passage.  California State 
fish screen policy allows variances to existing screen criteria to accommodate new 
technology or to address species-specific or site-specific circumstances. Such variances 
require review and concurrence by the appropriate Regional Manager, and concurrence 
from both the Deputy Directors of the Habitat Conservation Division and the Wildlife 
and Inland Fisheries Division.  Evaluation and monitoring may be required to 
demonstrate that any variance does not result in reduced levels of protection.  Federal fish 
screen criteria allow variances where site constraints or extenuating circumstances 
warrant waiver or modification of one or more of the criteria and are considered on a 
project-by-project basis. 
 
Potential modifications to the existing structure to restore or maintain compliance include 
moving the screens, increasing screen area, and installing in-conduit screens. 
 
Moving the Screens 
This alternative involves removing the four-cylinder manifold and screens and extending 
the intake pipe out into the river to a location with suitable depth. There the screen 
manifold would be installed over the pipe and anchored to the bottom. A protective rack 
similar to the existing one would also have to be built. Moving the screens downstream is 
not an option since the intake would interfere with the City of Chico sewage plant outfall 
and the intake might draw in the effluent from the plant. This alternative is also 
susceptible to further river channel migration, which could move the channel away from 
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the intake. River training work is necessary to insure a long-term water supply with this 
alternative. 
 
Increasing Screen Area 
In CDFG screening criteria provision is made for installing fish screens where no 
sweeping flow exists such as a reservoir or lake. Such an installation requires a reduced 
approach velocity to the screens of 0.0625 feet per second. This is about 20% of the 0.33 
feet per second required with sweeping velocity. A variance from the 0.0625 feet per 
second would be possible under the provisions mentioned above. NOAA Fisheries has 
considered wavers to the approach velocity requirements in areas of lower sweeping 
flow. The approach velocity would be below 0.20 feet per second at a diversion rate of 
150 cfs. If waivers were granted the array of cylindrical screen already in place would 
have to be doubled. Even if twice the screen area were installed, the screens still could be 
partially occluded by the migrating gravel bar. 
 
In-Conduit Screens 
Screens could be placed in the intake conduit leading from the existing cylindrical 
screens to the pump station.  In this alternative the existing screens would be removed, 
and the intake pipe would be extended out into the river to a stable channel. One of two 
types of screens could be built between the pump station and levee.  These are: 
1. Vertical plate fish screens – These screens would be built by removing a length of 

pipe and install the screen structure. The screens consist of vertical flat plate screens 
in a “V” platform with screens on one or both sides of the “V” in an open channel. A 
bypass pipe would be installed from the screens back to the river to return fish to the 
river. The screens would be fitted with a cleaning system of brushes or a backwash 
system. This system creates its own sweeping flow by virtue of its shape. A bypass 
pump would have to be installed to obtain the head necessary to return fish to the 
river. With this additional head the bypass could return the fish a great distance 
downstream. The bypass flow would be about 15 to 25 cfs. 

2. Modular Inclined Screens – These screens are placed at an angle in a pressurized 
rectangular conduit.  The upstream edge of the rectangular screen is on the floor with 
the screen sloping up in the downstream direction. The fish are guided along the 
screens until finding a bypass at the top of the screens. This bypass flow would also 
have to be pumped to return the fish to the river. This screen does not meet screening 
the criteria of NOAA Fisheries and CDFG, since its approach velocity is about 1 foot 
per second. It has been tested and shown to have good fish survival although it is not 
fully approved by either agency. A waiver would be required to build this fish screen. 
To build this screen the pipe between the levee and pump station would be removed 
and a concrete conduit to house the screen would be installed. Transitions upstream 
and downstream of the screen conduit would also be installed. 
 
Both of these screens require pumping fish back to the river. “Fish friendly” pumping 
has been tested and found to pass fish safely, and has been installed in areas where 
endangered species are migrating. Early test results using marked fish are good. This 
alternative has the drawback that a suitable location in the river must be found for the 
pipe intake. In addition, this alternative is not desirable since the fish have to pass 
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through a pipe from the pipe intake in the river to the screens and then return through 
another pipe back to the river. 
 
All alternatives calling for modification of the screens require that the intake be 
located in an area of river where a stable channel can be found or trained to remain. 

 
 

 




