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Dear Mr. Wallum: 

The CPV Sentinel Energy Project (CPV Sentinel) proposes to use up to 1,100 acre-feet 
of groundwater per year for a power plant proposed in the Mission Creek sub-basin. 
This groundwater would be extracted from wells installed in the Mission Creek sub- 
basin. During a public workshop held by the California Energy commission staff on 
January 24, 2008, it was mentioned by the Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) that 
a groundwater model was developed by Psomas for the Mission Creek sub-basin, and 
that the results of this model differed from the results yielded by a model developed by 
URS Corporation for the CPV Sentinel power project. It is our understanding that the 
Psomas model was developed over the last two years and has been calibrated using 
historical groundwater well data. 

Based on this information, we need to develop an understanding of the differences 
between the groundwater models and modeling results. The attached data requests 
are designed to provide us with this understanding. Please provide your responses by 
April 14,2008, if possible. We will conduct a Data Response Workshop in Desert Hot 
Springs on April 17, 2008, at which time it would be appropriate to discuss your 
response to staffs Data Requests. Thank you for your assistance. If you need more 
time, please contact me at (91 6 )  654-4206. 

Sincerelv, 

Energy Facilities Siting Division 

Enclosures 



BACKGROUND 

The Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) contracted with a consulting firm, Psomas, 
to develop a groundwater model of the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin. It is our 
understanding that this model took nearly two years to develop and has been calibrated 
using groundwater well data. The CPV Sentinel project applicant also contracted with a 
consulting firm, URS Corporation (URS), to develop a screening level groundwater 
model of the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin. URS evaluated the project 
assuming there is no other recharge or extraction occurring in the model domain and it 
does not appear it was calibrated using groundwater level data. 

We understand MSWD has evaluated the project using the Psomas model and finds 
there is a significant difference in the results from the URS model. In a letter to Bill 
Pfanner, California Energy Commission Project Manager, dated March 10, 2008, URS 
discusses analysis of the Psomas model and finds it can not be used for their analysis 
of the project (a copy of the letter is included with this Data Request). URS bases their 
analysis of the model on review of the documentation and identifies nine significant 
technical deficiencies. 

We need to better understand the technical basis of the Psomas model and what 
additional information may be provided to address the technical deficiencies identified 
by URS. An analysis of differences between LlRS and Psomas model results and why 
there are differences is also needed. 

The URS model evaluates three different project pumping scenarios using two different 
transmissivity values for each scenario. The first transmissivity value used was the 
United States Geological Survey 1974 ~ ~ l e y '  value of 50,000 gallons per day per foot 
(gpdlft). The second transmissivity value used was 25,000 gpdlft, one-half the Tyley 
value as a method to conservatively represent subsurface variations in geologic 
materials and structures. The scenario assumptions used in the URS model are 
presented below. 

Scenario 1 
Pump 1 ,I 00 acre feet per year (AFY) of groundwater. 
Recharge 1,100 AFY is applied immediately under the replenishment 
program with a one year lag between spreading the water for percolation and 
water reaching the water table. 
Pumping occurs for 30 years. 

Scenario 2 
Pump 1,100 AFY of groundwater. 
Recharge 5,500 AFY is applied every 5 years (year 6,11, 16,21,26, and 31) 
under the replenishment program with a one year lag between spreading the 
water for percolation and water reaching the water table. 

I Tyley, S.J. 1974. Analog Model Study of the Ground-Water Basin of the Upper Coachella Valley, Callfomia. U.S 
Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 2027. 


















