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State Water Resources Control Board 

Office of Enforcement 

Fraud, Waste, and Abuse Prevention Unit 

 

Case Title: North Yuba Water District, Project No. 5810006-001P (Proposition 1 Planning Grant) 

 

Subject of Report:   Investigation Report  

    

Reporting Official and Date: Jacques Lord, CEG; September 9, 2019 

  ______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Proposition 1, the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (California 

Water Code sections 79700-79798) (Prop 1) authorizes $7.545 billion in general obligation bonds 

for water projects including surface and groundwater storage, ecosystem and watershed protection 

and restoration, and drinking water protection.  Section 79724 of Prop 1 allocates $260 million for 

drinking water grants and loans for public water systems infrastructure improvements and related 

actions to meet safe drinking water standards, to ensure affordable drinking water, or both, through 

water conservation and water-use efficiency (Section 70743(b)).  Prop 1 funds are administered by 

the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board) Division of Financial Assistance 

(DFA) and Division of Administrative Services, in cooperation with the Division of Drinking Water 

(DDW) and the Office of Chief Counsel (OCC).   

 

The North Yuba Water District (NYWD) is made up of a Board of Directors consisting of five 

elected members representing five different districts within the NYWD service boundaries, and a 

General Manager who works at the direction of the Board of Directors.  On March 4, 2015, the 

NYWD submitted application documents for Prop 1 grant funding for a Forbestown Pipeline 

construction project located in Yuba and Butte Counties.  DFA reviewed the application and notified 

NYWD that plans needed to be completed before a construction project could be approved.  DFA 

revised the application to a Planning Grant requesting the maximum $500,000 available.   

 

On September 28, 2017, DFA entered into an agreement (Planning Grant Agreement D17-02033) 

with NYWD to fund a planning project to design upgrades for the Forbestown Pipeline (Project).  

The upgrades would replace the open ditch with a pipeline to convey Lost Creek and South Feather 

River waters 10 miles to the NYWD treatment plant in Brownsville, CA.  The Planning Grant was 

intended to cover planning tasks including: Design Basis Memorandum, Pre-Design Geotechnical & 
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Surveying Report, Updated Engineering Report, California Environmental Quality Act and National 

Environmental Policy Act, Final Plans and Specifications, and Project Management.  The 

completion date for the Project was June 2019. 

 

The Complaints 

In April 2019, DFA received several emails and phone calls from two concerned citizens and 

NYWD customers (complainants). The complainants alleged that the NYWD General Manager, Mr. 

Jeff Maupin, applied for Prop 1 grant money under false pretenses, including that he omitted 

relevant information and submitted false or inaccurate information in order to obtain grant funding.   

The Office of Enforcement’s Fraud Waste, and Abuse (Fraud) Prevention Unit received the first 

email complaint on May 13, 2019 and includes it in this report as Attachment 1.  A second email 

complaint was received from the same complainants on May 15, 2019 and it is included in this 

report as Attachment 2. 

Allegations 

The two complaints alleged that the NYWD General Manager intentionally submitted misleading 

statements in a grant application submitted to the State Water Board, specifically: 

 

1. The relationship between NYWD and South Feather Water and Power Agency (SFWPA) 

was omitted in the application package and should have been included. 

2. The statements describing aluminum in the raw ditch water as a source of contamination 

were false and manufactured by NYWD and their consultant Northstar Engineering, in 

order to create a sense of urgency for the pipeline grant approval.  

3. The beneficiaries of the piping project would be irrigation customers and not drinking 

water users as misleadingly emphasized by the application documents, making the project 

ineligible for Prop 1 grant funding.  

The Fraud Prevention Unit investigation consisted of a review of the application documents, related 

documents and materials provided by the complainants, DFA grant files for NYWD, public websites 

and blogs related to NYWD and their consultants, as well as interviews with the complainants, and a 

site visit to the NYWD treatment plant and office in Brownsville.  The interviews and site visit took 

place on July 11, 2019 to collect information and to verify that the complainants’ allegations against 

the NYWD General Manager had been accurately understood by the Fraud Prevention Unit.  Both 

complainants expressed their confidence to the Fraud Prevention Unit investigators that their 

complaints had been received and understood. 
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NYWD Planning Grant Agreement (D17-02033) 

The NYWD is a local, elected government which provides drinking water to the towns of 

Forbestown, Challenge-Brownsville, and Rackerby in northern Yuba County.  According to the 

grant application, NYWD serves 3,105 domestic supply customers totaling 784 connections.  The 

NYWD is considered a disadvantaged community based on the eligibility assessment review 

completed by DFA as part of the evaluation of the application.  The NYWD applied for the grant in 

March of 2015, and the grant was awarded in September 2017. 

 

South Feather Water & Power Authority  

The South Feather Water & Power Authority (SFWPA) is the largest customer of the NYWD, using 

their purchased allotment primarily for power generation and irrigation customers.  There is a formal 

2005 contractual agreement between SFPWA and NYWD.  This Contract includes a Quit Claim 

Deed agreement between NYWD and SFWPA (Section VI) in which SFWPA abdicates all 

responsibilities for maintenance and operation of the water conveyance system, including ditches, 

diversions, conduits, and the treatment facility, to the NYWD as of January 1, 2011.  The executed 

Quit Claim dated January 1, 2011, was included as part of the March 2015 application and is 

included in this report as Attachment 3. 

 

North Yuba Water Alliance 

The North Yuba Water Alliance is a grassroots organization of community members in the NYWD 

region.  Membership is reported to be over 500 people.  The two email complaints (Attachments 1 

and 2) include a footer identifying the North Yuba Water Alliance as the email sender/creator and 

the sender’s email address is listed as info@northyubawateralliance.org.   

 

Northstar Engineering 

Northstar Engineering (Northstar) is the contractor hired by NYWD to perform the planning tasks 

funded by the Prop 1 grant.  Northstar prepared much of the Prop 1 grant application, supporting 

scope documents and cost estimate.  Northstar’s Secretary of State business license is listed under 

M. A. P. Associates, California Secretary of State file number 1590052.  Northstar is based in Chico, 

California, and has a 35-year history of doing civil engineering projects including with NYWD. 

 

Forsgren Associates, Inc. 

Forsgren Associates, Inc. is another contractor to NYWD and two Forsgren Associates, Inc. reports 

are included in the Prop 1 grant application for the Forbestown Pipeline.   Forsgren Associates, Inc., 

is based in Salt Lake City, Utah, and has been a registered foreign corporation in California since 
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1999 under Secretary of State file Number C2170136. The lead authors and senior reviewer of the 

September 2015 Forsgren Aluminum Feasibility Study Report included with the NYWD Prop 1 

Grant application are also registered civil engineers in the State of California.   

 

Investigation Results 

Allegation 1: The relationship between NYWD and SFWPA was omitted in the application 

package and should have been included. 

The NYWD’s application package was signed by Mr. Maupin on March 4, 2015 and submitted to 

the State Water Board.  On Page 2 of the 5-page application form, the application asks “Please list 

other Federal and State agencies and local governments that have been involved in this 

project…(and) all other agencies that have an interest in this project…”   The NYWD and Mr. 

Maupin responded “None” to both queries on the application. 

The complainants were aware of these application entries and believed the NYWD was intentionally 

omitting an existing relationship with SFWPA.  The complainants provided a copy to the DFA in 

April of 2019 of the 2005 contractual agreement between NYWD and SFWPA as documentation 

that the Grant applicant should have listed a local government that was involved in the project.  DFA 

received Part VI, a formal Quit Claim agreement between NYWD and SFWPA, as part of the 

application package in March 2015.  The 2005 contract required the Quit Claim to be executed in 

January of 2011.  The 2011 Quit Claim is included in this report as Attachment 3.  This Quit Claim 

gave complete authority over fiduciary and engineering obligations regarding the Forbestown 

conveyance ditch to the NYWD, and therefore no requirement to discuss SFWPA in the grant 

application exists.  The Quit Claim agreement makes the relationship between NYWD and the 

SFWPA clear; NYWD accepted sole responsibility for maintenance of the Forbestown conveyance 

ditch, and the SFWPA formally turned over any financial interest and obligation in ditch projects to 

the NYWD.  NYWD had no obligation to disclose a relationship with SFWPA because within the 

grant application process for a construction project, there was no material relationship with SFWPA 

for the purpose of this investigation.   
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Allegation 2. The discussion of aluminum in the raw ditch water as a contaminant was falsified 

in order to create a false sense of urgency for the pipeline’s approval and construction.  

Prop 1, Chapter 5, Section 79721 makes it clear that proposed projects applying for funding will be 

given priority if water quality can be improved and contamination reduced.  The NYWD application 

package includes a Scope of Work Statement prepared by Northstar (Attachment 4).  Task 3 of that 

Scope of Work Statement includes reviewing alternatives to mitigate water quality impacts from 

aluminum accruing into the ditch water as it is conveyed to the NYWD treatment plant. 

In separate interviews with the complainants, both stated there was no evidence of aluminum in the 

ditch water being a contaminant.  The complainants obtained data from SFWPA which demonstrated 

to their satisfaction that aluminum in the ditch water did not exceed the Maximum Contaminant 

Level (MCL) of 200 micrograms per liter (ug/L).  The SFWPA aluminum in raw water data was 

provided to the State Water Board by the complainants and is included as Attachment 5.   

Aluminum in the Forbestown ditch water became an issue in 2014 when sampling at the NYWD 

Treatment Plant for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit 

compliance observed aluminum above the MCL in the discharge water being released from the 

treatment plant.  This led to a study produced for the NYWD Board by Forsgren Associates, Inc., 

titled Aluminum Compliance Feasibility Study, July 22, 2015 (Aluminum Compliance Study Cover 

Page through page 11, Attachment 6).  The Aluminum Compliance Study identified the raw ditch 

water as a potential source of the elevated aluminum being found in the treated water. 

During the interviews with the complainants, both indicated that the SFWPA raw water data 

(Attachment 5) and the Aluminum Compliance Study (Table 5, page 10, Attachment 6) 

demonstrated aluminum was not a contaminant.  Table 5 reports raw water samples taken at 

sampling locations along the ditch. The samples listed in Table 5 taken at the beginning of the 

Forbestown ditch, location SF-14, and the endpoint of the 10-mile ditch where the raw water enters 

the NYWD treatment plant, location RSW-001, show the results are below the MCL for aluminum.  

Table 5 samples collected May 27, 2015 do show an increase in aluminum concentrations in the 

ditch water as it flows the 10 miles from the initial diversion location to the NYWD treatment plant.   

The Aluminum Compliance Study, Figure 4 (page 9, Attachment 6) represents aluminum in ditch 

water results from August 2013 to June 2015 and at four different locations around the NYWD 

treatment plant.  The aluminum data for location SF-14 (the beginning of the ditch) and for 5 of 21 

samples at location RWS-001 (the approximate delivery point to the NYWD treatment plant) report 

concentrations below the MCL of 200 ug/L.  However, the same Figure 4 includes sample results for 
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16 of 21 aluminum concentrations in ditch water at location RWS-001 that are above the aluminum 

MCL.  Figure 4 is included below.  The table below Figure 4 summarizes the data points in Figure 4.  

Laboratory reports for some of the RSW-001 samples were obtained from the complainants and the 

lab reports appeared reliable. The Fraud Prevention Unit concludes that aluminum is leaching from 

weathered soil into the raw ditch water, and it has on at least 16 occasions been sampled at location 

RWS-001 and reported above the aluminum MCL. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of Figure 4 Data  

Number of Samples Collected at RSW-001 21 

RSW-001 Samples reporting aluminum concentration over 200 ug/L 15 

 

Triangles represent sample location RSW-001. The green line is 200 ug/L, the aluminum MCL. 

Location RSW-
001 reported 275 
ug/L aluminum 
on 5/1/2015. 
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The Fraud Prevention Unit investigators visited the NYWD treatment plant July 11, 2019 and spoke 

with the licensed operator, Mr. Jeremy Dimmett.  Mr. Dimmett showed the investigators where he 

believed the sampling point RSW-001 to be located (Photo 0621).  A diagram from the Aluminum 

Feasibility Study shows sampling points around the NYWD treatment plant (Figure 2) is not to scale 

but indicates the sampling point is the influent PVC pipe in the storage reservoir (Photo 0624).  Mr. 

Dimmett believed the sampling point was at the ditch diversion.  Figure 3 in the Aluminum 

Feasibility Study (Attachment 6) shows RSW-001 and the text describes RSW-001 as the location 

where the ditch water enters the treatment plant and is stored in the raw water on-site reservoir.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 0621: Forbestown Ditch intake facing north; possible RSW-001 
location.  Photograph taken by State Water Board staff Jacques Lord, on July 
11, 2019. 

Photo 0624: Water from ditch emptying into NYWD reservoir; possible RSW-
001 location.  Photograph taken by State Water Board staff Jacques Lord, on 
July 11, 2019. 
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The DFA Project Manager for the grant application evaluation stated that the DDW and DFA did not 

give much emphasis to the issue of aluminum in the water when ranking the application.  The DFA 

determined that the risks presented by contaminants in the ditch were negligible and the elimination 

of evaporation and infiltration losses were the primary benefits for funding the grant.  

This investigation concludes that aluminum concentration does increase in the ditch water and it has 

been reported at concentrations over the MCL at location RSW-001 on numerous occasions.   

Allegation 3.  The beneficiaries of the piping project would be irrigation customers and not 

drinking water users as misleadingly emphasized by the application documents, making the 

project ineligible for Prop 1 grant funding. 

In separate interviews with the complainants, both stated there was no need to provide State funds to 

augment drinking water supply or distribution.  The complainants argued that NYWD drinking water 

customers haven’t gone without water in recent memory.  The pipeline project would eliminate 

evaporative and infiltration waste and increase the water available for irrigation customers.  The 

complainants argued that this was not the intent of the Prop 1 drinking water grant program.   

According to California Water Code section 79743 (Project Eligibility) paragraph (b), a proposed 

Prop 1 drinking water grant project is eligible if it provides water-use efficiency and water 

conservation.   There is no explicit restriction in Prop 1 or the grant application guidance that the 

grant be applied to drinking water improvements exclusively, or that irrigation benefits are excluded 

from drinking water grant benefits.  According to the DDW, water utilities that serve both drinking 

and irrigation needs from one system are not uncommon in rural California, and the State wants to 

provide Prop 1 assistance to all deserving rural water utility districts, so eligibility is broadly 

defined.  Every grant applicant is required to identify the number of drinking water connections and 

population served by a water district applying for a Prop 1 grant as a part of the application 

evaluation criteria.  NYWD identified in the grant application that they had a drinking water 

treatment plant with 784 connections to a population of 3,501 consumers.  The State Water Board 

evaluated the application on its specific merits with respect to drinking water and not irrigation water 

usage.  In other words, the State Water Board was aware of the irrigation benefits provided by the 

proposed pipeline project, but those irrigation benefits were not a consideration in the State Water 

Board ranking evaluation of the grant application compared to other applicants.   

Part of the eligibility discussion focused on the estimates of water loss in the ditch due to 

evaporation and infiltration.  The complainants felt this was misleading since the NYWD always had 

plenty of drinking water.  The Fraud Prevention Unit observed different percentage estimates of loss 
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in the supporting documents included with the application package.  These estimates ranged from 

35-40% in a 2009 report by Kennedy/Jenks to 50-70% in the Forsgren 2015 Aluminum Feasibility 

Study, which was a concern since no calculations or measurements were offered to support either 

claim.  The Fraud Prevention Unit investigators discussed this point with the NYWD Treatment 

Plant operator, Jeremy Dimmett.  Mr. Dimmett provided a written statement that he knows the cubic 

feet per second (cfs) flow at the SF-14 diversion point and measures the cfs at the plant’s ditch 

diversion intake point and calculates a volume of water loss which varies from 35 to 68% due to 

seasonal variables.  Mr. Dimmett stated the average loss to infiltration and evaporation is 

approximately 50% (Attachment 7). 

Conclusions 

The investigation did not find credible evidence of an intentional omission of facts, 

misrepresentation, or fabrication of data that would alter the eligibility of the grant application.  The 

Quit Claim relationship between NYWD and SFWPA was provided in the application.  Reliable 

aluminum data showing exceedances of the MCL in the ditch water was provided by the NYWD in 

their application, and that data was not treated by the DFA as significant in ranking the application. 

The DFA acknowledged the benefit to irrigation water customers as well as to domestic users in 

their evaluation of the application prepared by Northstar and Mr. Maupin on behalf of the NYWD.  

The grant application was reviewed, in accordance with the DFA’s standard practice, in a 19-step 

process documented in the application assessment package.  The application package provided by 

NYWD was compliant with State Water Board requirements, and as a result the Forbestown Ditch 

Planning Project was determined to be eligible for funding.  
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Attachment 1 

Complainant email from May 13, 2019 
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From: North Yuba Water Alliance <info@northyubawateralliance.org> 

Subject: We would like to schedule a meeting to discuss an important matter 

Date: May 13, 2019 at 8:06:53 AM PDT 

To: secretary@resources.ca.gov 

 

Good Morning Mr. Crowfoot, 

 

Below is an announcement that our organization is preparing to release on social media and with local/State press 

outlets.  

 

It summarizes our take on an alarming situation in which one of our local water districts, North Yuba Water District, 

engaged in fraudulent activity that allowed them to secure a grant via the Safe Drinking Water act.  

 

We presented our data and information to several SWRCB officials (Dat Tran, Noel Gordon and Fabian Ramos) who are 

directly involved in the grant award and management. We asked for a public investigation into this matter.  

 

Unfortunately, it fell on deaf ears and it's our belief that due to SWRCB’s negligence and ineffciencies, a potential cover-

up is now in play. We don’t believe that the SWRCB had any direct involvement in the fraudulent activity, but we now 

question the lack of concern and transparency displayed by the SWRCB.   

 

We’d appreciate meeting with you to discuss the situation more throughly in hopes that you will address the situation 

with a higher level of seriousness and accountability. Taxpayer’s deserve valid answers on this matter, not lip service and 

avoidance. 

 

You can contact me, one of the Water Alliances’ core members, XXXX, to discuss and/or arrange a meeting. I can be 

reached at this email or at XXX.XXX.XXXX. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

XXXX 

 

--- 

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 

NYWD MANAGER OMITTED INFORMATION ON GRANT APPLICATION MISLEADING STATE OFFICIALS, 
DEFRAUDING TAXPAYERS -  
 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD NOW COMPLICIT DUE TO NEGLIGENCE AND 
POTENTIAL COVER-UP OF WRONGFULLY AWARDED GRANT 
 
Brownsville, May 2019 
 
Thanks to a whistle-blower, it's been discovered that North Yuba Water District’s (NYWD) manager, Jeff 
Maupin, omitted critical information and misrepresented data on a 2017 grant application sent to the California 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The impact of this situation is that CA taxpayers have 
already been defrauded $500,000 and an application for a second grant would result in further defrauding 
taxpayers an additional $5M. 
 
The current $500,000 planning grant funds were used to develop engineering plans for completely piping the 
Forbestown Ditch. The planning grant has the potential of phasing into a $5M construction grant. 

mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
mailto:secretary@resources.ca.gov
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One of the most critical omissions relates to NYWD’s contractual partner with the Forbestown Ditch, South 
Feather Water & Power Agency (SFWPA), who is mysteriously not mentioned in any of the application 
documentation. The grants are a result of Prop 1/Safe Drinking Water funds and are only to be used for 
domestic water purposes. Even though NYWD supplies domestic customers, both NYWD and SFWPA 
convey irrigation water in the Forbestown Ditch. It’s calculated that the majority of water conveyed in the 
Forbestown Ditch is actually used for irrigation purposes, not domestic.  
 
Any planning or piping of the ditch would benefit each agency's irrigation systems, a clear strike against 
awarding the Safe Drinking Water grant. 
 
Additionally, NYWD-supplied data about contaminants in the Forbestown Ditch does not meet grant award 
technical parameters. During initial discussions, SWRCB officials agreed with the public’s assessment about 
the misleading data. However, since it was the responsibility of the State Water Resources Control Board to 
have more thoroughly reviewed the data, and had they done so, they probably would not have awarded 
NYWD the grant. Given that the grant has already been awarded, SWRCB is now back-peddling and claiming 
they haven’t done anything wrong and the grant was awarded correctly.    
 
In a call with SWRCB last Friday, an official skirted around discussing the factual information supplied by the 
public and sounded confused and uninformed about the situation. Ultimately he stated that he, “could not talk 
about any investigations,” leaving it unclear if the SWRCB is undertaking a formal, thorough investigation or 
not.  
 
The team of community members committed to righting the wrongdoings of NYWD and exposing SWRCB’s 
negligence and potential cover-up, is preparing to meet with senior State officials and to secure legal means 
to ensure CA taxpayer’s money is used according to the law.  
 
Residents, taxpayers and customers of NYWD want the piping of the Forbestown Ditch, but not through a 
scheme of defrauding CA taxpayers. 
 

— 
### 
 

 
 

Your only reliable source for Foothill water information and news 
info@northyubawateralliance.org 

 

 

  

mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
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Attachment 2 

Complainant email from May 15, 2019 
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From: North Yuba Water Alliance <info@northyubawateralliance.org>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 8:59 AM 

To: info@northyubawateralliance.org 

Subject: SWRCB DIRTIES THE WATER 

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Brownsville, CA 2019 
 
SWRCB AWARDS TAXPAYER’S “SAFE DRINKING WATER” GRANT EARMARKED FOR DOMESTIC 
SYSTEMS TO “DIRTY WATER” IRRIGATION AGENCIES 
 
The recent reactions from officials at the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to 
validate their decision to grant North Yuba Water District (NYWD) a $500,000 planning grant to develop 
engineering plans to pipe the Forbestown Ditch, has unearthed new questions and concerns. 
 
SWRCB’s negligence, and potential cover-up, show that taxpayer’s money that’s supposed to be earmarked 
for improving and protecting domestic water systems is actually being fraudulently and inappropriately used 
for funding irrigation systems.   
 
For example, NYWD shares the use of the Forbestown Ditch with South Feather Water & Power Agency 
(SFWPA). All of the water (11 cfs) used by SFWPA is applied to irrigation purposes. NYWD must cover the 
losses to deliver the 11 cfs of water over the course of its ten-mile journey to SFWPA. NYWD also uses water 
from the Forbestown Ditch for their own irrigation customers. A minority amount of the water is actually used 
for NYWD’s domestic purposes, especially since 400AF of the annual 800AF of water needed to run NYWD’s 
domestic plant comes from Orleeva Creek, a tributary not part of the Forbestown Ditch. Yet, even with this 
information in hand, SWRCB awarded Safe Drinking Water funds to NYWD that essentially will help sustain 
and grow its irrigation services. 
 
When SWRCB awarded the $500,000 grant, and having not done the work to verify the full extent of the water 
used in the Forbestown Ditch, they were actually using Safe Drinking Water funds for improving two irrigation 
systems. Even after being shown data and information that proved that the grant money was fraudulently 
obtained, SWRCB, defended its actions. When asked if SWRCB now grants Prop 1/Safe Dinking (sic) Water 
funds for irrigation systems, SWRCB officials acted confused and wouldn’t answer the question directly. 
 
The Alliance is demanding a formal, transparent investigation into the $500,000 grant awarded to NYWD. The 
Alliance is now considering launching an investigation into SWRCB, its negligence, obfuscation and potential 
cover-up. The public needs to know if this problem is pervasive and if other water districts have taken 
advantage of SWRCB’s blind spot.  
 

— 
### 
 

 
 
 
info@northyubawateralliance.org 
 

  

mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org
mailto:info@northyubawateralliance.org


15 
 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 3 

2011 executed Quit Claim between NYWD and SFWPA 

(From the Grant Application) 
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Attachment 4 

Scope of Work Statement Prepared by Northstar 

(From the Grant Application) 
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Attachment 5 

SFWPA Aluminum in Ditch Water at Location SF-14 

(Provided to the State Water Board by the Complainants) 
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Attachment 6 

Front Cover to Page 11 from the  

Forsgren 2015 Aluminum Feasibility Study 

(green highlighting by the Complainant) 
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Attachment 7 

 

Email from NYWD to Fraud Prevention Unit 

dated 7/12/2019 Regarding Ditch Water Loss Percentages 
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