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425 California Street, Suite 810
San Francisco, CA 94104

628/231-2500
sheredling.com

90-DAY NOTICE OF ENDANGERMENT AND INTENT TO SUE PURSUANT TO THE
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT

March 27, 2017
By Registered Mail, Return Receipt Requested

Lisa Disbrow, Acting Secretary of the Air Force
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington D.C. 20330-1670

Re: Sacramento Suburban Water District

Dear Secretary Disbrow,

I. Introduction

The Sacramento Suburban Water District (Sac Suburban or the District) hereby notifies
the United States Air Force (Air Force) that the District intends to file suit against the Air Force
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 USC § 6901, et seq., for Air
Force activities that contributed to the release of hexavalent chromium (Cr6) into groundwater
aquifers in and around the former McClellan Air Force Base (Base or McClellan) near
Sacramento, California, causing an imminent and substantial endangerment to health and the
environment. The District provides this 90-day notice of the endangerment, as well as its intent
to bring suit, pursuant to 42 USC § 6972(b)(2)(A) and 40 CFR part 254. The District seeks relief
in the form of abatement of Cr6 in the District’s public water supply and drinking water wells,
such that water delivered to the public by the District does not contain Cr6.

II. The District

The District is a County Water District under California Water Code § 30000 et seq., and
is therefore a “person” entitled to bring a citizen suit within the meaning of RCRA. 42 USC §
6972; 42 USC § 6903(15) (“person” means . . . corporation (including government corporation)
[or a] political subdivision of a state). The District currently supplies drinking water to
customers in Sacramento County, California. Exhibit A is a map locating the District in relation
to the Base and other public water districts in the area.

The District provides water to its almost 175,000 customers from 74 active groundwater
wells. Exhibit B is a map showing the location of the District’s wells in relation to the former
McClellan AFB. Treatment at all District wells consists of wellhead chlorination. Thirty-one
wells in the southern portion of SSWD also include fluoridation. Two SSWD wells have
manganese/iron removal treatment systems. Otherwise, the District’s wells comply with all State
primary and secondary contamination limits for drinking water – except Cr6. In addition, the
District contracts to import treated surface water from Placer County Water Agency and the City
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of Sacramento. However, the District must rely primarily on its groundwater supplies because
surface water supplies are available only in certain wet years.

The District’s 2017 Draft Master Plan anticipates needing a peak production capacity of
39,576 acre feet of drinking water by 2031, which represents an approximately 4,500 acre foot
increase from average production 2008-2013. Additionally, there are approximately 433 private
wells located within the District’s service area that draw from the same groundwater aquifer as
the District. These well owners may reasonably be anticipated to eventually abandon their
private wells due to water quality concerns and tie in to the District’s system.

III. Air Force and McClellan Air Force Base Are Subject to RCRA Enforcement as a
Past and Present Contributor to Hazardous Waste Handling, Storage, Treatment,
Transportation and Disposal

The Air Force is subject to citizen enforcement of RCRA. “[Any] person may commence
a civil action on his own behalf . . . against any person, including the United States and any other
governmental instrumentality or agency . . . who has contributed or is contributing to the past or
present handling, storage, treatment, transportation or disposal of any solid or hazardous
waste . . .” 42 USC § 6972(a)(1)(B).

The Air Force and its predecessor the Army Air Corps operated McClellan from 1936
until its closure under BRAC IV in 2001. Throughout that period, Air Force operated chrome
plating shops, painting operations, and otherwise used, handled, stored, treated, transported
and/or disposed of chromic acid and related chromium products and wastes that include Cr6 at
McClellan. The Air Force carried out such Cr6-related activities at several sites at McClellan.
Pursuant to those activities, hexavalent chromium was released into the Main Base Groundwater
Plume that is present under all Air Force-designated parcels/legal lots at McClellan. See U.S.
AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY, FINDING OF SUITABILITY FOR EARLY TRANSFER (FOSET
#1), Exhibit 2, Table 1, p. 67, July 2009. Air Force has identified 326 waste areas of known or
suspected contamination at McClellan.

A few specific Air Force activities that likely contributed to the presence of Cr6 in the
groundwater plume, and consequentially the District’s wells, are discussed below. Note that this
list is intended to illustrate the scope of Air Force activities at McClellan that contributed to the
past or present handling, storage, treatment, transportation or disposal of Cr6; it is not a complete
list.

Historic Building 343 at Air Force Parcel A4d/Legal Lot 107A housed a plating shop
where plating, battery storage and maintenance, sandblasting, buffing, and lacquer
operations were conducted up until 1962, when it was converted to a warehouse for
nonhazardous materials. Building 343 was also identified as a pretreatment facility,
which included chromium and cadmium recovery and residual chromium reduction. U.S.
AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY, FINDING OF SUITABILITY FOR EARLY TRANSFER

(FOSET #2), Exhibit 2, Table 4, p. 118, May 2012.
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Air Force operated Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWTP) #1, located at Air
Force parcel B2/Legal Lot 114B. IWTP #1 treated industrial wastewater containing
chromic acid from base operations from 1954 to 1972. This facility was demolished in
1994. Public records prepared as recently as 2012 show chromium contamination at this
site. Id. at Exhibit 2, Table 8, p. 218.

Historic Building 431, located on Air Force parcel B2/Legal Lot 120 housed a jet engine
testing facility from 1955 to 1992. Air Force handled and stored Cr6 and other hazardous
substances during engine testing. An underground wastewater storage tank that likely
held Cr6 was located under or near Building 431, and a specific Cr6 storage tank was
located inside the building. Id. at p. 211.

Historic Building 666 at Air Force parcel A6d/Legal Lot 148A housed a Base plating
shop from the late 1950s until 1980. From 1980 to 1982, Building 666 was used to store
hazardous waste. From 1988 to 2008, the site was covered by the concrete building
foundation and several covered trenches and pits. These trenches and pits had concrete
walls and floors. In 2008, the foundation, trenches and pits were removed, and the site is
now unpaved soil. Cr6 was considered a contaminant of concern at this site as recently
as July, 2009. U.S. AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY, FINDING OF SUITABILITY FOR

EARLY TRANSFER (FOSET #1), p. 121, July 2009.

Parcel B2/Legal Lot 114A was used as eight evaporation beds to dewater sludge
discharged from the Base’s IWTP #1 from 1972 – 1992. The area around the drying beds
was mostly unpaved. Sludge was held in the beds for 2-3 months and then transferred to
a disposal site. Public records prepared as recently as 2012 show chromium
contamination in this area that ostensibly came from the industrial wastewater treatment
and evaporation. Id. at p. 200. IWTP #1 received wastewater containing chromic acid
from base operations from 1954 to 1972. FOSET #2 at Exhibit 2, Table 8, p. 218.

Air Force operated a metal plating shop, a hazardous material storage area, and IWTP #2
at Air Force Parcel B1b. Beginning in 1979, liquid waste from plating operations
containing chromium and other hazardous materials was separated and piped to IWTP
#2. IWTP #2 discharged the treated wastewater via an industrial waste line. A hazardous
waste staging area that likely contained Cr6 was located on this parcel just east of historic
Building 243 Bay G. Public records prepared as recently as 2012 show metal
contamination at this site. Id. at Exhibit 2, Table 16, p. 364.

In 1995, 4099 kg of Chromium in compounds was stored at Building 667, the Radome
repair shop and radar test facility. Although it was represented that “all” of the 4099 kg
were removed, available records do not indicate when, how and where the material was
disposed. U.S. AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY, FINDING OF SUITABILITY FOR EARLY

TRANSFER (FOSET), p. 140, June 2007.



Secretary Lisa Disbrow
US Air Force
March 27, 2017
Page 4

4

In short, Air Force handled, stored, treated, transported and disposed of chromic acid,
chromium compounds, and Cr6 for the duration of the Base’s lifespan, from the 1930s to 2001.
Cr6 is known to have percolated into the groundwater plume below the Base and has migrated
into adjacent groundwater supplies, including those tapped by the District.

IV. Cr6 from the Base Has Contaminated the District’s Wells and Groundwater Supply

The Air Force’s handling, storage, treatment, transportation and disposal of chromic acid
contributed to releases of Cr6 at multiple locations at McClellan. Cr6 is well-documented to
have contaminated underlying soil and groundwater with very high concentrations of Cr6 at the
Base. As part of closure activities, the Base initiated cleanup activities to remove Cr6. In
addition, Base remediation activities have been reported to include discharges of water
containing concentrations of Cr6 that exceeded the discharge standard to surface waters.

Exhibit C shows the location of the District’s existing wells in relation to the Base and
the historic maximum Cr6 sampling results from each well for the period 2001-2015.1 As the
map demonstrates, the District’s current production wells are distributed throughout the District.
Cr6 has reached the majority of the District’s currently active production wells. Id. In many of
the wells, the concentrations of Cr6 already exceed the State MCL of 10 ppb.

The District’s 2017 Draft Master Plan anticipates needing a peak production capacity of
39,576 acre feet of drinking water by 2031 based on existing conditions. In addition, new
municipal wells may be required to supply additional and/or replacement demand. The District
will need treatment facilities to remove Cr6 from this drinking water production.

Additionally, hundreds of homes and businesses using private wells located within the
District’s boundaries, and may also suffer from Cr6 contamination emanating from the Base.
The District anticipates these water users may switch to obtaining their drinking water from the
District because of Cr6 contamination.

Hydrogeologic records demonstrate that groundwater flowed from the Base toward,
through and past the District for decades while releases of Cr6 occurred at the Base and
thereafter once the Cr6 reached the subsurface and groundwater. Extremely high concentrations
of Cr6 are recorded in groundwater underlying the Base. Not surprisingly, the highest
concentrations of Cr6 – both overall and in the District’s wells – are generally nearest the Base
and decrease with distance from the Base. See Exhibit C (well locations and historic Cr6 levels).
The hydraulic head conditions in the aquifer moved Cr6 contamination southerly and
northeasterly from under the plating sites and disposal pits at the Base to the District’s wells. In
addition, as noted, pumping by nearby public water wells and agricultural wells created seasonal
local groundwater depressions that also moved Cr6 away from the Base and to the District’s
wells.

1 Data accessed from the California State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water water quality
database.
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Cr6 is a mobile and persistent compound in groundwater. The Base, in short, is a
substantial, if not the sole, source of the Cr6 contamination in the District’s wells.

Below is a summary of the status of each of the District’s wells that have been impacted
by Cr6 contamination, with historic concentrations of Cr6 at each well site. Red highlight
indicates a historic Cr6 concentration that exceeded the MCL.

Well ID Cr+6 (ppb)

27 - Melrose/Channing (Raw) 6.5
31A - Watt/Elkhorn (RAW) 2.9
52 - WEDDIGEN/GOTHBERG (RAW) 4.8
56A - FAIRBAIN/KARL (RAW) 3.4
58 - THIRTY SECOND/ELKHORN (RAW) 5.0
59A - BAINBRIDGE/HOLMES SCHOOL (RAW) 5.1
64 - GALBRATH/ANTELOPE WOODS (RAW) 12.0
MC10 - McCLELLAN PARK (RAW) 8.9
MCC1 - CAPEHAERT (RAW) (MCC1) (Standby) 13.0
MCC2 (Destroyed) 11.0
MCC3 - CAPEHAERT (RAW) (Standby) 12.0
N 1 - EVERGREEN (RAW) 1.9
N 3 - ENGLE (RAW) 4.8
N 5 - HILLSDALE (RAW) 7.5
N 7 - ROSEBUD (RAW) 3.8
N 8 - FIELD (RAW) 1.8
N 9 - CAMERON (RAW) 4.2
N10 - WALNUT (RAW) 5.9
N12 - ST. JOHNS (RAW) 4.2
N14 - ORANGE GROVE (RAW) 4.0
N15 - CABANA (RAW) 7.4
N17 - OAKDALE (RAW) 6.0
N20 - CYPRESS (RAW) 0.5
N22 - RIVER COLLEGE (RAW) 5.5
N23A - FREEWAY 2013 - RAW 5.8
N24 - DON JULIO (RAW) 7.8
N25 - SUTTER (RAW) 7.9
N26 - MONUMENT (RAW) 8.2
N29 - MERRIHILL (RAW) 4.6
N30 - PARKOAKS (RAW) 4.1
N31 - BARRETT MEADOWS (RAW) (Inactive)
N32A - POKER LANE CENTER N32A (RAW) 3.7
N32B - POKER LANE EAST N32B (RAW) 3.0
N32C - POKER LANE WEST N32C (RAW)
(Standby) 12.0
N33 - WALERGA (RAW) (Standby) 11.0
N34 - COTTAGE (RAW) 10.0
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Well ID Cr+6 (ppb)

N35 - ANTELOPE NORTH (RAW) 2.7
N36 - VERNER (RAW) 0.1
N38 - COYLE WELL (RAW) 3.2
2A - El Prado/Park Estates (Raw) 7.1
3A - Kubel/Armstrong (Raw) 5.0
4B - BELL/MARCONI (RAW) 2.6
5 - BELL/EL CAMINO (RAW) (Inactive)
9 - RAVENWOOD/EASTERN (RAW) 5.4

12 - HERNANDO/SANTA ANITA PARK (RAW) 4.6
13 - CALDERWOOD/MARCONI (RAW) 4.3
14 - MARCONI SOUTH/FULTON (RAW) 7.0
18 - RIDING CLUB/LADINO (RAW) 3.1
20A - WATT/ARDEN (RAW) 4.5
22 - WEST/BECERRA (RAW) 3.4
23 - MARCONI NORTH/FULTON P.O. (RAW) 5.4
24 - BECERRA/WOODCREST (RAW) 6.9
25 - THOR/MERCURY (RAW) 4.6
26 - GREENWOOD/MARCONI (RAW) 5.0
28 - RED ROBIN/DARWIN (RAW) 7.9
30 - ROCKBRIDGE/BOWLING GREEN (RAW) 4.2
32A - EDEN/ROOT (RAW) 1.2
33A - AUBURN/NORRIS (RAW) 4.8
34 - La Cienega/Melrose (Raw) (Standby)
35 - ULYSSES/MERCURY (RAW) 1.4
37 - MORSE/COTTAGE (RAW) 7.7
38 - WATT/AUBURN (RAW) (Standby) 11.0
39 - Thomas/Elkhorn (RAW) (Standby) 12.0
40 - AUBURN/YARD (RAW) 8.7
40A - AUBURN/YARD (RAW) 2.9
41 - ALBATROSS/IRIS (RAW) 7.3
43 - EDISON/TRUAX (RAW) 6.6
45 - JAMESTOWN/MIDDELBERRY (RAW) 2.7
46 - JONAS/SIERRA MILLS (RAW) 6.4
47 - COPENHAGEN/ARDEN (RAW) 1.5
55A - STEWART/LYNNDALE (RAW) 3.9
60 - WHITNEY/CONCETTA (RAW) 3.6
65 - MERRILY/ANNADALE (RAW) 7.6
66 - EASTERN/WOODSIDE CHURCH (RAW) 3.7
68 - NORTHROP/DORNAJO (RAW) 2.1
69 - HILLDALE/COOPER (RAW) 4.0
70 - SIERRA/BLACKMER (RAW) 1.8
71 - RIVER DRIVE (RAW) 2.2
72 - RIVER WALKNETP (RAW) 2.6
73 - RIVER WALKNETP EAST (RAW) 3.3
74 - RIVER WALKNETP SOUTH (RAW) 3.3
75 - ENTERPRISE/NORTHROP (RAW) (inactive)
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Well ID Cr+6 (ppb)

76 - FULTON/FAIR OAKS (RAW) 4.6
77 - LARCH/NORTHROP (RAW) 1.5

V. Cr6 Contamination in Sacramento Suburban’s Wells is an Imminent and
Substantial Endangerment to Health

RCRA provides injunctive relief from solid or hazardous waste that may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to health or the environment. 42 USC § 6972(a)(1)(B).
Air Force is in violation of § 6972 by having contributed to the past handling, storage, treatment,
transportation and disposal of Cr6 in such a manner that the District is pumping contaminated
drinking water into its customers’ homes.

Cr6 is a dangerous substance. As described by the California Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).

A 2007 National Toxicology Program (NTP) study found significant numbers of
gastrointestinal tumors in male and female rats and mice that consumed drinking
water with chromium 6. In addition, OEHHA’s analysis of data collected from
China found increased rates of stomach cancer in people exposed to high levels of
chromium 6 from drinking water.

Scientific studies have found a higher than average rate of lung and gastrointestinal
cancers in workers who inhaled chromium 6 on the job. There is substantial
evidence that chromium 6 can damage DNA.

OEHHA, FACT SHEET - FINAL PUBLIC HEALTH GOAL FOR HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM, p. 3 (July
2011), available at http://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/water/public-health-
goal/cr6phg072911.pdf.

Because of these grave health concerns, California defined a public health goal of Cr6
concentrations in drinking water at no more than 0.02 ppb, id. at 1, and imposed a Maximum
Contaminant Level (MCL) of no more than 10 ppb. 22 CCR § 64431. As noted above,
sampling at many of the District’s wells indicates that Cr6 levels meet or exceed the California
MCL. Exhibits C and D. All of them exceed the PHG.

Exposure to Cr6 in concentrations exceeding state-recognized health and safety limits is a
serious health threat, raising reasonable cause for concern that human beings may be exposed to
a risk of harm if remedial action is not taken. Such exposure more than meets the bar for
substantial endangerment. See e.g. Interfaith Community Organization v. Honeywell Intern.,
Inc., 399 F.3d 248, 258 (3rd Cir. 2005) (“ICO”); United States v. Price, 688 F.2d 204, 213–14
(3d Cir.1982) (RCRA citizen suit provisions provide “‘expansive language’ conferring upon the
courts the authority to grant affirmative equitable relief to the extent necessary to eliminate any
risk posed by toxic wastes.”) (emphasis added).
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Moreover, the pathway to exposure in the instant case is particularly nefarious. Drinking
water is a basic human need. District customers – including children, women of childbearing
age, those with impaired immune systems, and others – are exposed to Cr6 through drinking,
bathing, washing, and all other uses of domestic water. That exposure is imminent – the District
must continue to provide a domestic water supply, and District customers will continue to
consume it.

VI. Conclusion

Air Force conduct has contributed to an imminent and substantial endangerment to health
in violation of RCRA, 42 USC § 6792(a)(1)(B), in the form of Cr6 contamination in the
District’s drinking water wells. If this matter has not been resolved, the District intends to file a
lawsuit at the expiration of the 90-day delay period set forth in 42 USC § 6972(b)(2)(A). The
District’s claims include, but are not limited to, federal and state statutory claims, as well as
common law claims, for the contamination of its wells.

VII. Mailing Address and Representation

The District’s mailing address is:

3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95821-5346
Phone: (916) 972-7639

The undersigned are attorneys for Sacramento Suburban Water District. Please direct all
correspondence related to this Notice to:

Sher Edling LLP
425 California Street, Suite 810
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel: (628) 231-2500

Respectfully Submitted,

Victor M. Sher
Matthew K. Edling
Timothy R. Sloane

Attorneys for Claimant
Sacramento Suburban Water District
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cc: By Mail

Acting Director Catherine McCabe
Environmental Protection Agency
1101A
12000 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Acting Regional Administrator Alexis Strauss
Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthorne St.
San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Attorney General Jeff Sessions
U.S. Dept. of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Director Barbara A. Lee
California Department of Toxic Substances Control Headquarters
PO Box 806
Sacramento, CA 95812-0806

Exhibits Attached:

Exhibit A: Map of District in relation to the Base and other public water districts in the area.
Exhibit B: SSWD Service Areas and Well Location Map.
Exhibit C: Historic hexavalent chromium sampling concentrations at each of District’s wells.















425 California Street, Suite 810
San Francisco, CA 94104

628/231-2500
sheredling.com

CLAIM FOR DAMAGES PURSUANT TO FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT

March 30, 2017

By Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested

United States Air Force
Claims and Tort Litigation Division
1500 West Perimeter Road, Suite 1700
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

Re: Claim of Sacramento Suburban Water District
Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2671 et seq.

Dear Air Force Claims Officer,

I. Introduction

This claim, submitted by the Sacramento Suburban Water District (“Claimant” or
“District”) pursuant to the Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2671 et seq., seeks damages
resulting from contamination of the District’s public drinking water supply by hexavalent
chromium (“Cr6”) pollution emanating from the former McClellan Air Force Base (the “Base”).
Historic metal plating operations at the Base have led to widespread Cr6 contamination of the
groundwater from which the District draws its drinking water, and to contamination of the
District’s wells. This contamination, much of which exceeds the Maximum Contaminant Level
(“MCL”) for Cr6 in drinking water established by the State of California, has already caused the
District to incur substantial costs, and will continue to cause the District to incur costs for
decades, to remove the Cr6 from water drawn through the wells and provide its customers with
clean, safe water. The District currently estimates its damages arising out of the Cr6
contamination emanating from the Base total $1,118,120,402.00 (present value, 2017 dollars),
and submits this claim for that amount.

II. Certification of Authorization

This firm represents the District in this claim. See Exhibit A (Certification of
Authorization).

III. The District

The District is a County Water District formed and operating under California Water
Code section 30000, et seq. The District currently supplies drinking water to customers in the
communities of Arden/Arcade, Foothill Farms, and portions of Citrus Heights, Carmichael, Fair
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Oaks, North Highlands, Sacramento, Antelope, and the McClellan Business Park, in
northwestern Sacramento County, California. Exhibit B is a map locating the District in relation
to the Base and identifying the locations of the District’s groundwater wells. As the map
demonstrates, the District’s current production wells are distributed throughout the District.

SSWD provides water to its almost 175,000 customers from 74 active groundwater wells.
Treatment at all District wells consists of wellhead chlorination. Thirty-one wells in the southern
portion of SSWD also include fluoridation. Two SSWD wells have manganese/iron removal
treatment systems. Otherwise, the District’s wells comply with all State primary and secondary
contamination limits for drinking water – except Cr6.

Additionally, there are approximately 433 private wells located within the District’s
service area that draw from the same groundwater aquifer as the District. These well owners
may reasonably be anticipated to eventually abandon their private wells and tie in to the
District’s supply to obtain treated drinking water free of Cr6. This additional demand could
force the District to increase its treated groundwater production.

IV. Cr6 From the Base has Contaminated the District’s Wells and Groundwater Supply

A review of historic land use near the District reveals that past industrial activities at the
Base included chrome plating shops (along with other industrial activities), as well as disposal
pits, all of which resulted in releases of Cr6 at multiple locations. Cr6 is well-documented to
have contaminated underlying soil and groundwater with very high concentrations of Cr6 at the
Base. As part of closure activities, the Base initiated cleanup activities to remove Cr6. In
addition, Base remediation activities have been reported to include discharges of water
containing concentrations of Cr6 that exceeded the discharge standard to surface waters.

Exhibit C is a map showing the locations of the District’s existing wells in relation to the
Base and the maximum reported Cr6 concentrations in those wells for the period 2001-2015. As
the map demonstrates, Cr6 has reached nearly all of the District’s currently active production
wells. Nine District wells have produced water with concentrations of Cr6 that exceed the MCL;
27 rcent or more of the MCL; and 47 wells are below
MCL. Most of the wells that are near or exceed the Cr6 MCL are located near McClellan or in
the path of the historic groundwater gradient away from McClellan. The District has removed
from service seven wells, or about 10 percent of all of its wells, due to Cr6 contamination,
including one well that was destroyed.

In addition, new municipal wells will be required to supply additional and/or replacement
demand. The District’s 2017 Draft Master Plan anticipates needing a peak production capacity
of 39,576 acre feet of drinking water by 2031, which represents an approximately 4,500 acre foot
increase from average production 2008-2013. The District will need treatment facilities to
remove Cr6 from this additional production.
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Cr6 is a mobile and persistent compound in groundwater. Extremely high concentrations
of Cr6 are recorded in groundwater underlying the former Base, the footprint of which is now
within the District’s service area. Hydrogeologic records demonstrate that groundwater flowed
from the Base toward, through and past the District in both the southern and northeastern reaches
of the District while releases of Cr6 occurred at the Base and thereafter once the Cr6 reached the
subsurface and groundwater. During the height of contaminating activities in the period 1950 –
1970, the direction of groundwater flow from the Base was primarily to the North – straight into
an array of some of the most heavily impacted of the District’s wells – and to the Northwest.
This flow gradient developed in response to a pumping depression formed as a result of
groundwater extraction for agricultural supply and from municipal wells operated by the District
and other water purveyors near the Base. At other times, groundwater flowed southerly into the
District’s South Service Area.

Not surprisingly, the highest concentrations of Cr6 – both overall and in the District’s
wells – are generally near the Base and tend to be higher along these historic groundwater
migratory routes. See Exhibit C (well locations and historic Cr6 levels) and Exhibit D (Historic
Groundwater Elevation Contour Maps). The hydraulic head conditions in the aquifer moved Cr6
contamination from under the plating sites and disposal pits at the Base to the District’s wells.
The Base is, in short, a substantial, if not the sole, source of the Cr6 contamination in the
District’s wells.

V. The District’s Underlying Claims

The District’s underlying claims for the contamination of its wells include, but are not
limited to, federal and state statutory claims, as well as common law claims.

The FTCA provides that the United States “shall be liable … in the same manner and to
the same extent as a private individual under like circumstance” with some exceptions (like
punitive damages) (28 U.S.C. § 2674), and supports recovery for any “negligent or wrongful act
or omission” (28 U.S.C. § 2675(a) (emphasis added)). Nothing in the FTCA requires a claimant
to provide citations to statutes nor descriptions of common law and statutory claims. See, e.g.,
Glade ex rel. Lundskow v. United States, 692 F.3d 718, 722 (7th Cir. 2012) (“The administrative
[FTCA] claim need not set forth a legal theory, but it must allege facts that would clue a legally
trained reader to the theory’s applicability”); Rooney v. United States, 634 F.2d 1238, 1241–43
(9th Cir. 1980) (medical malpractice cause of action allowed in litigation where claimant
identified only negligence in administrative claim, but described poor medical treatment therein).
Without in any way limiting the particular legal theories on which the District might rely in
litigation, we note that the facts stated in the claim support the following legal theories, among
others:

a. Nuisance. California law has since at least 1872 defined a nuisance as “[a]nything
which is injurious to health, …or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an
obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property….” “Under [California] laws, polluted water is a public
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nuisance, … and any person who creates or helps create and maintain a nuisance is
liable for its abatement and damages.” State of Cal., on Behalf of California Dep't of
Toxic Substances Control v. Campbell, 138 F.3d 772, 782 (9th Cir. 1998); Newhall
Land & Farming Co. v. Superior Court, 19 Cal. App. 4th 334, 341 (1993) (“Pollution
of water constitutes a public nuisance…. In fact, water pollution occurring as a result
of treatment or discharge of wastes … is a public nuisance per se”). By tortiously
allowing Cr6 to exit the Air Force Base property and contaminate the District’s public
drinking water supply the Air Force created or helped to create and maintain a
nuisance.

b. Negligence. The District will prove at trial that the United States owed a duty to act
with ordinary care concerning the handling and disposition of chromium in its
operations at the former Base, and that government employees breached that duty by
allowing Cr6 to enter the subsurface and leave the Base property, thereby injuring the
District. Clark v. United States, 660 F. Supp. 1164 (W.D. Wash. 1987), aff'd, 856
F.2d 1433 (9th Cir. 1988), is instructive. There, the Air Force’s failure to abide by
Washington state anti-contamination laws and its own internal guidance concerning
hazardous waste handling and disposal supported negligence per se and liability
under the FTCA for contamination of drinking water wells. 660 F. Supp. at 1176.
The Air Force’s internal manuals directing the treatment and disposal of hazardous
wastes limited its discretion to determine where and how such wastes were disposed.
Those internal regulations, in combination with the waste disposal laws of the State of
Washington, established a nondiscretionary duty of care to prevent water supply
contamination on neighboring property. Id. at 1172. The Air Force breached that
duty, was found negligent per se and held liable for the plaintiff’s injuries. Id. at
1173–75. California’s anti-contamination laws are even stronger than Washington’s
on these points, and similarly support liability under the FTCA under the
circumstances of this case.

c. Negligence per se. California’s nuisance and water pollution control statutes bind the
federal government for purposes of negligence per se analyses. See, e.g., id. at 1177.
The Air Force violated, inter alia, the State’s mandatory duty to avoid discharges of
pollution to the groundwaters of state, including statutes that prohibit: (1) wastewater
discharges that cause contamination, pollution, and nuisance, e.g., Cal. Health &
Safety Code § 5411 (“No person shall discharge … waste, in any manner which will
result in contamination, pollution or nuisance”); (2) depositing refuse or deleterious
substances in places where they can pass into state waters, e.g., Cal. Fish & Game
Code § 5650(b) (“It is unlawful to deposit in, permit to pass into, or place where it
can pass into the waters of this state” refuse or deleterious substances); and/or (3)
creating conditions of contamination, pollution, nuisance and/or causing discharges of
hazardous substances, Cal. Water Code § 13050(k-m, p) (defining contamination,
pollution, nuisance and hazardous substance).
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d. Trespass. As a public water supplier, the District holds a usufructuary interest in the
underground water pumped by its wells. This interest equates to a possessory,
protectable interest in real property. See, e.g, Nat'l Audubon Soc'y v. Superior Court,
33 Cal. 3d 419, 441 (1983). Unpermitted contamination represents a trespass against
the District’s real property interest. See, e.g., In re Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether
(MTBE) Products Liability Litigation, 725 F.3df 65, 199-20 (2nd Cir. 2013)
(“MTBE”) (MTBE contamination of drinking water a trespass); Mangini v. Aerojet-
Gen. Corp., 230 Cal. App. 3d 1125, 1141 (Cal. Ct. App. 1991) (wrongful disposal of
hazardous waste and failure to clean it up constitute trespass). The District never
granted the United States permission to place its Cr6 in the District’s water supply,
and the United States committed a trespass by causing the Cr6 contamination.

In addition, the District notes two further legal claims that apply to these circumstances:

e. Resource Conservation & Recovery Act. RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6972(a)(1)(B)
authorizes suit against “any person, including the United States, … who has
contributed or is contributing to the past or present handling, storage, treatment,
transportation or disposal of any solid or hazardous waste which may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to health or the environment.” The District’s
remedies under RCRA include an injunction and attorneys’ fees. On-going efforts at
the Base pursuant to other statutes have no effect on the District’s RCRA remedies, as
they do not even purport to address the Cr6 contamination off the Base that has
affected the District’s wells. On March 27, 2017, the District served on the Air Force
a 90-Day Notice of Endangerment and Intent to Sue under RCRA to abate the Cr6 in
the District’s wells.

f. Taking. Finally (for purposes of this letter), the District may, in addition to the
various legal claims and remedies listed above, pursue compensation from the United
States for an improper “taking” of its property. Cr6 contamination has rendered the
District’s usufructuary interest in its drinking water supply either useless or subjected
it to a servitude, entitling the District to damages in compensation. See, e.g., Hansen
v. United States, 65 Cl.Ct. 76 (2005) (pesticide contamination of groundwater from
neighboring federal land may be both tort and taking); Clark v. United States, 8 Cl.
Ct. 649 (1985) (similarly allowing taking claim based on government contamination
of underground water, despite tortious nature of invasion of plaintiff’s property).

VI. The District’s Damages are $1,118,120,402.00

As a result of the pervasive Cr6 contamination in its wells and groundwater supply, the
District must install treatment, modify its wells and water distribution system, and anticipate the
addition of private well customers to its services in order to supply water without Cr6 to its
current and future customers. The contamination will require the District to, among other
measures, build treatment facilities, acquire land, drill replacement wells, and add new
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transmission capability to move water from new or existing wells and/or treatment facilities to
distribution, and operate and maintain these facilities.

Because Cr6 contamination is currently most severe in the shallower aquifers, the District
anticipates many, if not all, of the consumers who currently rely on private wells will need to
switch to District water supply.

The District is entitled to recover pursuant to its claim all “past, present and future
damages flowing from” the tortious conduct at issue, including anticipatory damages, that
resulted in Cr6 contamination of its wells. MTBE, 725 F.3d at 111; Castro v. Cty. of Los
Angeles, 797 F.3d 654, 675–77 (9th Cir.), reh'g en banc granted, 809 F.3d 536 (9th Cir. 2015),
and on reh'g en banc, 833 F.3d 1060 (9th Cir. 2016), cert. denied sub nom. Los Angeles Cty.,
Cal. v. Castro, No. 16-655, 2017 WL 276190 (U.S. Jan. 23, 2017); Cal. Civ. Code § 3283
(“damages may be awarded, in a judicial proceeding, for detriment resulting after the
commencement thereof, or certain to result in the future”). In MTBE, defendant Exxon argued
that plaintiff New York City could not recover the costs of removing MTBE from drinking water
because to do so “asked the jury to peer into a crystal ball and make myriad predictions about
what might or might not occur decades from now depending on how the [City] uses a facility
that it has not yet started to build and that it might never complete.” 725 F.3d at 110. The court
of appeals rejected Exxon’s argument, finding it “mistakenly conflates the nature of the City’s
claimed damages with its injury.” Id. Moreover, as the court noted, “there is nothing unusual
about” a plaintiff seeking to “recover past, present and future damages flowing from [the
defendant’s] conduct.” Id. at 111; accord, e.g. Brix v. People's Mut. Life Ins. Co., 2 Cal. 2d 446,
453 (1935); Green Wood Indus. Co. v. Forceman Int'l Dev. Grp., Inc., 156 Cal. App. 4th 766,
776–77 (2007); 6 Witkin, Summary 10th Torts § 1552 (2005).

Moreover, 28 U.S.C. § 2675(a) actually requires that claimants pursue anticipated
damages at the administrative phase. See, e.g., Donahue v. U.S. Transp. Sec. Admin., 457 F.
Supp. 2d 137, 144 (E.D.N.Y. 2006) (“There is no requirement that the [sum certain] amount
stated be ‘reasonable’; that it be a precise measure of damages; or that the demand be otherwise
qualified. All that is required is that the demand be stated in a ‘sum certain’”); accord, e.g.,
Lebron v. United States, 279 F.3d 321, 330 (5th Cir. 2002) (pleading all anticipated damages at
the time the administrative claim is filed provides the defendant agency the opportunity to full
notice of its maximum potential liability in the case and determine whether it will seek
settlement); Tookes v. United States, 811 F. Supp. 2d 322, 333–35 (D.D.C. 2011) (it was
claimant’s burden to “guard against a worst-case scenario in preparing an administrative claim
and declaring [the] sum-certain”).

Indeed, failing to allow the District to recover all damages that it proves will reasonably
flow from the Air Force’s tortious conduct “would work a palpable and considerable hardship.”
MTBE, 725 F.3d at 111. Denying the District the right to recover all of its injuries “would
effectively foreclose the possibility of relief – a hardship and inequity of the highest order.” Id.
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The District has already incurred, or budgeted and will incur in fiscal year 2017,
$3,645,240.00 related to Cr6 treatment and planning. Exhibit E attached hereto is an itemization
of those damages.

As reflected on Exhibit F, the capital costs associated with dealing with Cr6 in the
District’s existing system total $698,666,100.00 (2017 dollars), including the cost of treatment,
property acquisition, and other expenses. Exhibit G sets forth the cost of acquiring real property
on which treatment facilities will be constructed as $37,350,500.00. As reflected on Exhibit H
the annual costs of operating and maintaining facilities to deal with Cr6 total $3,962,000.00 per
year, with additional periodic costs (e.g., media replacement, painting and recoating) of
$48,895,000.00 every 10 years. Exhibit I sets forth the present value of these annual and
periodic costs over 40 years of operation as $294,161,826.00.

As reflected on Exhibit J, the capital costs associated with adding new production to the
District’s system in response to new demand associated with former private well users migrating
to the District’s system are $71,345,000.00. Per Exhibit K, the District estimates the annual and
periodic operation and maintenance costs associated with these facilities over 40 years as
$15,680,000.00. Exhibit L sets forth the present value of these operating and maintenance costs
as $12,951,736.00.

Accordingly, total damages for which the District that are the subject of this claim are
$1,118,120,402.00 (2017 dollars).

VII. Insurance

The District has no insurance that would cover its Cr6-related costs.

VIII. Discovery Within Two Years

The District’s claim is timely. A claim “accrues” when the plaintiff knows or reasonably
should know both the existence and cause of the injury. Slaaten v. United States, 990 F.2d 1038,
1041 (8th Cir. 1993) citing United States v. Kubrick, 444 U.S. 111, 121–23 (1979). In this
connection we note two salient facts:

First, the mere presence of Cr6 contamination at the Base, off the Base, or even in the
District’s wells, does not necessarily constitute injury for purposes of triggering the applicable
statute of limitations. Rather, the District did not suffer injury until, at the earliest, compliance
with the State of California’s Maximum Contaminant Level for Cr6 became mandatory. See,
e.g., City of Pomona v. SQM N. Am. Corp., 750 F.3d 1036, 1051 (9th Cir. 2014) (affirming
denial of summary judgment on limitations before adoption of MCL for perchlorate). California
did not adopt its MCL for Cr6 until July 1, 2014; indeed, pursuant to special legislation
concerning Cr6 the District’s compliance for water delivered to the public does not become
mandatory until January 1, 2020.
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Second, the Air Force has consistently maintained – to the public, to regulators, and to
the District – that the former McClellan AFB is not and indeed cannot have been the source of
the Cr6 in the District’s wells. To the District’s knowledge, the Air Force maintains this position
to this day. The Air Force’s position on this issue equitably tolls its attempted assertion of any
applicable statute of limitations. See, e.g., Wong v. Beebe, 732 F.3d 1030, 1033 (9th Cir. 2013)
(en banc) (§ 2401(b) not jurisdictional and subject to equitable tolling). The District did not
discover, and could not reasonably have discovered, that the Base was the source of the Cr6 in its
wells earlier than two years before the date of this Claim. Indeed, the Base has consistently
denied that any Cr6 originating from the Base could have left the site, much less contaminated
the District’s wells.

Please direct any questions about this matter to the undersigned. If the Air Force feels
this claim is insufficiently documented, we invite you to expedite resolution by denying the
claim immediately so the parties may proceed to litigation and the mutual discovery provided by
the courts. Alternatively, we would of course present any reasonable settlement offer to the
District, and will do so upon your transmittal of one to us. If the matter has not been resolved
earlier, the District intends to file a lawsuit to recover these damages within the time set forth in
28 C.F.R. § 2675(a) and 28 C.F.R. § 14.9(a).

Respectfully submitted,

SHER EDLING LLP

Victor M. Sher
Matthew K. Edling
Timothy R. Sloane

Attorneys for Claimant
Sacramento Suburban Water District

Exhibits

A Certification of Authorization
B District Service Area in relation to McClellan AFB
C Well Locations and Historic Cr6 Concentrations
D Historic Groundwater Elevation Contour Maps
E Cr6 Costs and Budget to Date
F Capital Costs
G Property Acquisition Costs
H Operating and Maintenance Costs
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I Present Value of Operating and Maintenance Costs (40 years)
J Capital Costs – Private Well Migration
K Operating and Maintenance Costs – Private Well Migration
L Present Value of Operating and Maintenance Costs - Private Well Migration (40 years)
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Exhibit E

Sacramento Suburban Water District

Cr6 Costs and Budget to Date (February 16, 2017)

Expenditure Cost

Chromium VI Operations Plan $86,240.00

Chromium VI Well Field Assessment $59,000.00

Replacement Palm Well (#N6A) (budgeted for 2017) $500,000.00

Replacement Rutland Well (#N39) (budgeted for 2017) $3,000,000.00

Total $3,645,240.00





Exhibit F

Sacramento Suburban Water District

Estimate of Capital Costs Associated with Chromium IV Mitigation

Tier I Wells (Cr6 >50% of MCL)

Well
Treatment

Cost

Acquisition

Total

Relocation

Assistance

SB 1210

&

Escrow

Fencing Paving
Demolition

Building

Land

Clearing

Concrete/

Asphalt

Demolition

Total

7 1,500,000 380,000 75,000 6,200 61,000 25,000 30,000 13,000 5,000 $2,017,000

9 3,000,000 240,000 75,000 6,200 50,000 25,000 0 11,000 0 $3,374,000

14 3,000,000 93,000 15,000 6,200 61,000 25,000 0 16,000 0 $3,252,000

18 3,000,000 875,000 75,000 6,200 77,000 25,000 44,000 18,000 20,000 $4,183,000

23 1,500,000 210,000 75,000 6,200 45,000 25,000 20,000 8,000 0 $1,844,000

24 3,000,000 315,000 75,000 6,200 51,000 25,000 31,000 10,000 7,000 $3,459,000

26 3,000,000 305,000 75,000 6,200 57,000 45,000 22,000 8,000 7,000 $3,470,000

27 3,000,000 225,000 75,000 6,200 44,000 25,000 21,000 7,000 5,000 $3,352,000

28 3,000,000 180,000 75,000 6,200 56,000 25,000 20,000 9,000 0 $3,249,000

34 1,500,000 232,000 75,000 6,200 39,000 25,000 20,000 5,000 5,000 $1,826,000

37 3,000,000 390,000 75,000 6,200 46,000 25,000 41,000 6,000 0 $3,512,000

38 1,500,000 400,000 75,000 6,200 61,000 25,000 0 12,000 0 $1,898,000

39 3,000,000 240,000 75,000 6,200 40,000 25,000 18,000 5,000 5,000 $3,304,000

40 3,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $3,000,000

41 3,000,000 240,000 75,000 6,200 56,000 25,000 25,000 24,000 0 $3,389,000

43 3,000,000 250,000 75,000 6,200 46,000 25,000 17,000 8,000 0 $3,335,000

46 3,000,000 280,000 75,000 6,200 41,000 25,000 31,000 5,000 0 $3,518,000

52 3,000,000 225,000 75,000 6,200 37,000 25,000 18,000 5,000 5,000 $3,322,000

58 3,000,000 144,000 15,000 6,200 52,000 25,000 0 12,000 0 $3,139,000

64 4,500,000 275,000 75,000 6,200 40,000 25,000 22,000 5,000 0 $4,851,000

65 4,500,000 400,000 75,000 6,200 49,000 25,000 23,000 8,000 0 $4,996,000

02A 3,000,000 350,000 75,000 6,200 45,000 25,000 35,000 6,000 5,000 $3,472,000

03A 1,500,000 380,000 75,000 6,200 55,000 25,000 45,000 9,000 0 $2,150,000

20A 4,500,000 365,000 75,000 6,200 52,000 25,000 35,000 7,000 5,000 $5,097,000

33A 7,500,000 375,000 75,000 6,200 67,000 25,000 46,000 13,000 5,000 $8,039,000



Exhibit F

40A 7,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $7,500,000

MC10 3,000,000 180,000 75,000 6,200 48,000 25,000 0 10,000 0 $3,275,000

MC-C1 1,500,000 262,500 0 6,200 69,000 25,000 0 18,000 0 $1,712,000

MC-C3 3,000,000 75,410 0 6,200 45,000 25,000 0 8,000 0 $3,118,000

N01 3,000,000 525,000 75,000 6,200 47,000 25,000 0 80,000 0 $3,185,000

N03 3,000,000 450,000 75,000 6,200 60,000 25,000 44,000 8,000 9,000 $3,608,000

N05 3,000,000 240,000 75,000 6,200 59,000 25,000 28,000 10,000 5,000 $3,369,000

N10 4,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $4,500,000

N14 4,500,000 277,320 0 6,200 113,000 25,000 174,000 24,000 28,000 $5,062,000

N15 3,000,000 350,000 150,000 6,200 50,000 25,000 34,000 5,000 0 $3,411,000

N17 4,500,000 225,000 75,000 6,200 52,000 25,000 0 12,000 0 $4,689,000

N22 4,500,000 250,000 75,000 6,200 39,000 25,000 39,000 5,000 5,000 $5,061,000

N23A 3,000,000 220,000 75,000 6,200 52,000 25,000 22,000 9,000 0 $3,357,000

N24 4,500,000 265,000 75,000 6,200 42,000 25,000 25,000 5,000 0 $4,853,000

N25 6,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $6,000,000

N26 3,000,000 270,000 75,000 6,200 35,000 25,000 23,000 5,000 0 $3,344,000

N27 4,500,000 290,000 75,000 6,200 51,000 25,000 23,000 8,000 5,000 $4,936,000

N31 3,000,000 310,000 75,000 6,200 60,000 25,000 33,000 13,000 5,000 $3,482,000

N32C 3,000,000 26,400 0 6,200 18,000 25,000 0 5,000 0 $3,068,000

N33 4,500,000 275,000 75,000 6,200 37,000 25,000 26,000 5,000 5,000 $4,895,000

N34 7,500,000 215,000 75,000 6,200 42,000 25,000 24,000 5,000 0 $7,846,000

Total: 160,500,000 12,075,630 2,805,000 260,400 2,147,000 1,070,000 1,059,000 465,000 136,000 $180,518,030

Contingency $90,259,015

Engineering/Construction Management/Administration (excluding property) $45,129,508

Environmental/Permitting/Mitigation (excluding property) $18,051,803

Legal $9,025,902

Opinion of Probable Cost (Tier I) $342,984,257
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Tier II Wells (Cr6 <50% MCL)

Well
Treatment

Cost

Acquisition

Total

Relocation

Assistance

SB 1210

&

Escrow

Fencing Paving
Demolition

Building

Land

Clearing

Concrete/

Asphalt

Demolition

Total

5 1,500,000 225,000 75,000 6,500 56,000 25,000 35,000 9,000 0 $1,896,000

12 1,500,000 225,000 75,000 6,500 48,000 25,000 35,000 11,000 5,000 $1,857,000

13 3,000,000 355,000 75,000 6,500 62,000 25,000 38,000 12,000 5,000 $3,522,000

22 3,000,000 235,000 75,000 6,500 46,000 25,000 22,000 5,000 9,000 $3,361,000

25 3,000,000 225,000 75,000 6,500 37,000 25,000 19,000 5,000 5,000 $3,405,000

30 3,000,000 225,000 75,000 6,500 31,000 25,000 21,000 7,000 0 $3,297,000

35 3,000,000 460,000 75,000 6,500 39,000 25,000 23,000 7,000 5,000 $3,457,000

45 3,000,000 87,100 0 6,500 38,000 25,000 0 0 34,000 $3,197,000

47 3,000,000 800,000 75,000 6,500 81,000 25,000 42,000 25,000 0 $3,779,000

60 3,000,000 350,000 150,000 6,500 42,000 25,000 28,000 10,000 5,000 $3,504,000

66 6,000,000 127,000 0 6,500 53,000 25,000 0 13,000 0 $6,141,000

68 6,000,000 350,000 150,000 6,500 43,000 25,000 30,000 5,000 0 $6,456,000

69 1,500,000 255,000 75,000 6,500 46,000 25,000 0 8,000 0 $1,579,000

70 1,500,000 125,000 0 6,500 48,000 25,000 0 10,000 0 $1,633,000

71 9,000,000 950,000 0 6,500 76,000 25,000 74,000 13,000 9,000 $9,996,000

72 6,000,000 35,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 $6,050,000

73 10,500,000 35,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 $10,550,000

74 9,000,000 35,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 $9,050,000

76 1,500,000 375,570 0 6,500 69,000 25,000 63,000 14,000 0 $2,440,000

77 1,500,000 1,100,000 75,000 6,500 65,000 25,000 0 15,000 0 $2,606,000

04B 7,500,000 200,000 75,000 6,500 60,000 25,000 31,000 12,000 0 $7,864,000

32A 6,000,000 320,000 75,000 6,500 32,000 25,000 10,000 12,000 0 $6,379,000

55A 6,000,000 800,000 75,000 6,500 89,000 25,000 44,000 40,000 0 $7,206,000

56A 9,000,000 210,000 75,000 6,500 44,000 25,000 30,000 6,000 5,000 $9,307,000

59A 9,000,000 200,000 75,000 6,500 51,000 25,000 35,000 8,000 5,000 $9,542,000

N06 3,000,000 280,000 75,000 6,500 62,000 25,000 31,000 23,000 0 $3,519,000

N07 4,500,000 275,000 75,000 6,500 68,000 25,000 20,000 17,000 0 $4,893,000

N08 4,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $4,500,000
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N09 4,500,000 400,000 75,000 6,500 50,000 25,000 33,000 10,000 0 $5,018,000

N12 4,500,000 72,000 0 6,500 36,000 25,000 0 6,000 0 $4,617,000

N29 4,500,000 270,000 75,000 6,500 47,000 25,000 20,000 8,000 5,000 $4,868,000

N30 4,500,000 285,000 75,000 6,500 43,000 25,000 24,000 9,000 5,000 $4,919,000

N32A 6,000,000 26,400 0 6,500 18,000 25,000 0 5,000 0 $6,063,000

N32B 7,500,000 26,400 0 6,500 18,000 25,000 0 5,000 0 $7,563,000

N35 7,500,000 620,000 150,000 6,500 44,000 25,000 32,000 6,000 0 $8,192,000

N38 3,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $3,000,000

Total: 171,000,000 10,559,470 1,950,000 201,500 1,542,000 775,000 740,000 336,000 97,000 $187,200,970

Contingency $93,600,485

Engineering/Construction Management/Administration (excluding property) $46,800,243

Environmental/Permitting/Mitigation (excluding property) $18,720,097

Legal $9,360,049

Opinion of Probable Cost (Tier II) $355,681,843

Grand Total $698,666,100





Tier 1 Real Property Acquisition Estimates

Acquisition $15,095,000
Relcation $2,805,000
SB 1210 & Escrow $261,000
Total $18,161,000

42 Parcels Appraisals $178,500
42 Parcels Acquisition $147,000
38 Parcels Relocations $190,000
25 Parcels Resolutions $250,000
12 Parcels OP's $900,000
5 Parcels Litigation/Trial $625,000
Total $2,290,500

Tier 2 Real Property Acquisition Estimates

Acquisition $13,200,000
Relcation $1,950,000
SB 1210 & Escrow $201,500
Total $15,351,500

42 Parcels Appraisals $136,000
42 Parcels Acquisition $112,000
38 Parcels Relocations $125,000
25 Parcels Resolutions $200,000
12 Parcels OP's $600,000
5 Parcels Litigation/Trial $375,000
Total $1,548,000

Tier 1 Capital Costs

Tier 1 Support Costs

Tier 2 Capital Costs

Tier 2 Support Costs





TIER 1 SUPPLY

Annual Cost Associated with Existing Supply (46 wells)

Power 177,000

Media Regeneration 1,610,000

Operations 48,000

Maintenance 230,000

Total Annual Cost 2,065,000

Periodic Costs Associated with Existing Supply (46 wells)

Media replacement 21,875,000 every 10 years

Painting/Recoating 2,680,000 every 20 years

TIER 2 SUPPLY

Annual Cost Associated with Future Supply (36 wells)

Power 329,000

Media Regeneration 1,350,000

Operations 38,000

Maintenance 180,000

Total Annual Cost 1,897,000

Periodic Costs Associated with Future Supply (36 wells)

Media replacement 24,100,000 every 10 years

Painting/Recoating 3,160,000 every 20 years





Sacramento Suburban Water District

Estimated Operational & Maintenance Costs Associated with Cr6 Mitigation - Present Value (2017 dollars)

Tier

Discount Rate: 2016-2017

Average 30-Year Treasury

Inflation-Indexed Security

(Not Seasonally Adjusted)

Category Cost (USD)
Present Value for

40 Years (USD)

1 0.86% Annual Cost 2,065,000 70,203,679

1 0.86% Periodic Cost - Media Replacement 21,875,000 71,526,404

1 0.86% Periodic Cost - Painting/Recoating 2,680,000 4,193,415

145,923,498

2 0.86% Annual Cost 1,897,000 64,492,193

2 0.86% Periodic Cost - Media Replacement 24,100,000 78,801,661

2 0.86% Periodic Cost - Painting/Recoating 3,160,000 4,944,474

148,238,328

294,161,826

Tier 1 Total

Tier 2 Total

Total Present Value

Notes: We assume that the first payment will be made on January 1, 2018 and all future payments are discounted to

January 1, 2018. We also assume that the periodic costs are paid at the end of each period. We obtained the 0.86%

discount rate from the Federal Reserve and calculated the average 30-Year Treasury Inflation-Indexed Security (Not

Seasonally Adjusted) from January 1, 2016 to February 3, 2017 (https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/DFII30).





Well Well Construction Treatment Property Total
NSA 3,500,000 6,000,000 150,000 9,650,000
SSA #1 3,500,000 4,500,000 150,000 8,150,000
SSA #2 3,500,000 4,500,000 150,000 8,150,000
Cost to connect 300,000
Sierra Oaks Construction 11,300,000
Subtotal 37,550,000
Contingency 50% 18,775,000
Engineering/Construction Management/Administration (excluding property) 25% 9,387,500
Environmental/Permitting/Mitigation (excluding property) 10% 3,755,000
Legal 5% 1,877,500
Opinion of Probable Cost 71,345,000

Capital Costs for Private Well Supply





Cost
Power 12,283
Media Regeneration 30,000
Operations 1,040
Maintenance 5,000
Total Annual Cost 49,000

Media replacement (every 10 years) 800,000
Painting/Recoating (every 20 years) 80,000

Cost
Power 18,046
Media Regeneration 60,000
Operations 2,080
Maintenance 10,000
Total Annual Cost 91,000

Media replacement (every 10 years) 1,600,000
Painting/Recoating (every 20 years) 160,000

Periodic Cost Associated with Private Supply

O&M Treatment Costs for North Service Area Private Well Supply (1 Well)

Annual Cost Associated with Private Supply

Periodic Cost Associated with Private Supply

O&M Treatment Costs for South Service Area Private Well Supply (2 Wells)

Annual Cost Associated with Private Supply





Copy of SSWD Private Well Cost Mitigation - PV of OM Treatment Costs Present Value

1/1

Service Area

Discount Rate: 2016-2017 Average 30-

Year Treasury Inflation-Indexed

Security (Not Seasonally Adjusted)

Category Cost (USD)
Present Value for 40 Years

(USD)

North 0.87% Annual Cost 49,000 1,662,456

North 0.87% Periodic Cost - Media Replacement 800,000 2,609,168

North 0.87% Periodic Cost - Painting/Recoating 80,000 124,786

4,396,410

South 0.87% Annual Cost 91,000 3,087,419

South 0.87% Periodic Cost - Media Replacement 1,600,000 5,218,336

South 0.87% Periodic Cost - Painting/Recoating 160,000 249,572

8,555,326

12,951,736

North Total

South Total

Total Present Value

Notes: We assume that the first payment will be made on January 1, 2018 and all future payments are discounted to January 1, 2018. We also assume that the periodic costs are paid

at the end of each period. We obtained the 0.87% discount rate from the Federal Reserve and calculated the average 30-Year Treasury Inflation-Indexed Security (Not Seasonally

Adjusted) from January 1, 2016 to March 27, 2017 (https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/DFII30).
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