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Subject: SHR-102 California WATERFIX Hearing from Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC
Attachments: SHR-102.pdf; shr-102servicestatement.pdf

Attached please find the document introduced by SHR for cross-examination of the Tunnels/Engineering  panel, labeled 
SHR-102.  Due to the size of documents, there will be four emails today from me, each one containing different 
attachments.  This is the second document.  Half of the list serve is sent at a time.  This email serves emails A through K. 
 
NICOLE S. SUARD, Esq. 
Managing Member, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 
physical address:  3356 Snug Harbor Drive 
Walnut Grove, CA  95690 
 
Mail address for Nicole S. Suard, Esq 
1155 Trancas St. 
Napa, CA  94558 
 
email:  sunshine@snugharbor.net 
Phone for messages and fax:  707-253-8232 





Questions regarding intakes and tunnels as presented 

Nicole S. Suard, Esq. for Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 
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re:  tunnel construction impacts 
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SHR-102



Will the construction and/or operation of the proposed intakes and tunnels 
injure or impact water rights holders… 
*In the construction area? 
*Downstream of intakes drinking water resources? 
*Area-wide drinking water aquifer? 
*Downstream agricultural water resources? 
 
 
Primary issue:  If new intakes became operable, how MUCH water does 
DWR/USBR propose to divert from the Sacramento River, and how MUCH 
water will be left to flow through the North Delta waterways of Sacramento 
River, Sutter Slough, Steamboat Slough, Miner’s Slough and Georgiana Slough? 
 
Primary Issue:  HOW that water is diverted…intakes, tunnels, forebays and 
really huge local impacts 
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Qualifications and work with MWD 
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In your opinion, Does the conveyance plan TAKE surplus water from the Delta 
or LEAVE “Surplus Water”  in the Delta? 
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If conveyance project were built, is it your understanding that the design of the project is based on a plan 
To leave no more than 4500 cfs Delta outflow on the combined rivers of Sacramento and San Joaquin? 
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At the driest time of year of a dry year, the 
Minimum Sacramento River flow is more 
than 7,400 cfs, with 27% flow into 
Steamboat Slough (1,998) and 24% through 
Georgiana Slough.   Or… 
7,377 cfs at Courtland, with 1,802 cfs split 
Between Steamboat and Sutter Sloughs. 
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The name game:  CalFed to DRMS to BDCP to WaterFix 
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1. Existing authorized point of diversion is shown on the map as 
between intakes 2 and 3.  Is that a 1,350 cfs capacity intake?  Is it 
anticipated that when there is sufficient flow on the Sacramento River 
the full 10,350 cfs under all four permits would be taken from the 
Sacramento River?   
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1. 1 cfs = 1.98 acre feet per day estimated.    9000 cfs x 1.98 = 17,820 af per day, which equals 6,504,300 acre feet per year, so 
why the average yield of 4.9 million acre-feet?    Does it take diversion of 6.5 maf to deliver 4.9 maf?   

2. Will there be overflow or pressure relief valves and if so where does that water go?  Is MAXIMUM capacity for each intake 
3000 cfs or is each designed to be adaptable to accept extra capacity?  What is the diameter of each smaller tunnel  or pipes, 
and the total number of tunnels or pipes, from each intake structure to the 40 foot tunnels? 

3. Will those smaller tunnels or pipes be located at the bottom of the river, mid-river or near the surface? 
4. What is the capacity of each 40 foot tunnel?  In cfs and in acre feet? 

8/9/2016 
N. Suard, Esq. for Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 

re:  tunnel construction impacts 
14 



8/9/2016 
N. Suard, Esq. for Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 

re:  tunnel construction impacts 
15 



Tunnels and shafts have already been constructed in the Delta region.  Were these 
projects reviewed to give the engineering team an idea of what they might expect to 
happen?   

http://deltarevision.com/Issues/conveyance/i
ntakes/intakesupdate2013..jpg 
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There have been many new intakes built north of the 
Delta and in the Delta in the last 5 to 8 years. 
 
Was the actual impacts to the surrounding area 
reviewed as a way of assuring the assumed WaterFix 
impacts are correct?  If not, why not? 
 
If so, which intake facility or facility impacts was 
reviewed? 
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Where is a detailed side profile for the intakes and tunnels? 

Does water drop 150 feet into tunnels, get pumped up to forebay then dropped again 150 feet or is the tunnel shallow at the 
intakes and gradually slopes downward to create gravity feed?   
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How deep is basin? 

How highis 
Final structure 
At low tides? 

Compared to the existing HWY 160, 
How much higher, in feet, will the 
Profile of the intake structure be and 
How much higher will be the new levee 
And HWY 160? 
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Dewatering will potentially eliminate the water source for area trees which have relied on groundwater  
during dry periods for their entire existence.  How long will the trees in the area survive without root access 
to groundwater?  Or is there a plan to water the trees during the time period of dewatering the ground? 



What are the assumed flood effects from pilings during the “temporary” 10 years of construction? 
What do you do with the silt from the sediment drying bays? If you dump it back into the Sacramento River, that affects 
everyone’s water quality downriver! 
What is the expected noise factor during construction? 
Will there be backflow prevention valves and/or pressure relief valves? 
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Questions regarding impacts to water 
rights holders from impacts to water 
quality due to flood flow backwash: 
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Example:  CCWD new intake on Victoria Island is a 250 cfs pump station with five 5,000 hp vertical turbine pumps, setback levee, 
Concrete intake structure with fish screen, a building for electrical and control equipment, electrical substation,  SURGE CONTROL TANKS, 
and 12,000 linear feet of 72” pipeline. 



1. It appears from DWR-1 and DWR-53 that petitioners claim to be diverting 6,504,300 acre feet per year of Sacramento River 
water already, so what year did you start taking Sacramento River water at that volume?  For the water flow modeling, was 
the baseline diversion rate 6,504,3000 acre feet  from the Sacramento River, and if not, how many acre feet?   For example, as 
a comparison, how much Sacramento River water was diverted in 2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014?   

2. How much water was exported from the whole Delta, in acre feet in 2015? 
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2. Water QUALITY: Do you and/or the WaterFix drafters recognize and account for impacts to legal water rights holders in the 
Delta area, including the public drinking water wells and private drinking water wells?  If so, please describe drinking water 
quality impacts and show on the map the area that is expected to be impacted:  salinity, minerals, availability, cost. 

3. Well locations in the Delta….do you know where we are? 
4. Do you realize many of the older wells of the Delta may be shallow wells that can be impacted by ground vibration? 
5. Do you realize that many of the older wells may be injured or damaged or cracked due to the construction activities 
6. And what mitigations have been proposed for that likely situation? 
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http://snugharbor.net/images-2015/barriers/docs/Delta_EOP_Concept_Paper-March_2007.pdf 

2007 DRMS map showing both 
drinking water wells and surface 
water intakes 
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Since the FUNCTION of the conveyance plan 
Is to convey fresh water from the Sacramento River 
Within the North Delta to other areas of the state, 
In your opinion would that conveyance result in  
Downstream Non-compliance of the Water Quality  
Control Plan For the Sacramento River and San  
Joaquin River Basins Drinking water policy for  
surface waters of the Delta? 
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Since the FUNCTION of the conveyance 
plan is to divert almost all of the fresh 
water from the Sacramento River in the 
North Delta area, common sense and 
some computer modeling estimates 
indicate salinity will increase 
substantially in some areas of the Delta 
downriver from the proposed intakes. 
 
Did design criteria consider how often 
the intakes would have to be shut down 
until such time as the surface waters of 
the Delta return into compliance with 
the proposed water quality standards 
for Selenium for the SF Bay and Delta? 

2016 EPA proposed rule comment period started 7-15-16 

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2016/07/15/2016-16266/water-quality-standards-establishment-of-revised-numeric-
criteria-for-selenium-for-the-san-francisco 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2016/07/15/2016-16266/water-quality-standards-establishment-of-revised-numeric-
criteria-for-selenium-for-the-san-francisco#t-3 
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arsenic 
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BDCP did not disclose 
possible impacts to 
groundwater from soil 
disturbance which may 
increase arsenic levels 
in drinking water. 
 
WaterFix also 
continues to ignore this 
issue, despite the 
recognition that tunnel 
soil samples show 
concentrations of 
arsenic at levels that 
are “flagged” as of 
concern 



It is a known fact that disturbing soils can affect drinking water wells nearby.  How will DWR/USBR mitigate further impacts to 
drinking water wells, and specifically those around and downriver from the intake construction areas? 
8/9/2016 
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CA Dept of Conservation provides  the online records of all gas and oil wells drilled, and includes the well logs, all of which is public 
records available online.  Did WaterFix planning locate all of the natural gas wells along the footprint of the construction site, and 
plan for closure of those wells and plan for a method that assures there will be no  drinking water aquifer contamination from those 
construction activities?     Maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/index.html  
 



“A recently published study by researchers at the University of Texas at Arlington found elevated levels of arsenic and other 
heavy metals in groundwater near natural gas fracking sites in Texas’ Barnett Shale. 
While the findings are far from conclusive, the study provides further evidence tying fracking to arsenic contamination.”   Since 
arsenic is a natural element found in the ground, it is logical to assume the process of fracking disturbs the soil which results in 
infiltrating the drinking water aquifer and therefore the drinking water wells. 
 
The equipment used to build the intakes and tunnels, and the disturbance to soils in the area, could impact local drinking 
water wells.  Why isn’t this addressed in the WaterFix effects documents since it was brought up at BDCP hearings? 
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/high-levels-of-arsenic-found-in-ground-water-near-fracking-sites/ 
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http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es4011724
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USBR (2015) already went through the process to install flow and fish barrier on 3-Mile Slough.  Was this 
considered in the design and location of the tunnels? (2008 Blue Ribbon Task Force presentation  & 2016 USBR 
plans) 

https://bdo-
portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-
03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf  not there anymore 

https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf
https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf
https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf
https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf
https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf
https://bdo-portal.water.ca.gov/documents/92073/249680/ESS-03+Management+Draft_02132015.pdf


Do you anticipate the need for other barriers in the Delta during 
construction of the tunnels?   
 
If construction causes levee failures, what is the contingency 
plan to halt flooding of affected islands? (flooding impacts 
quality of drinking water wells) 
 
If construction causes flooding of areas upriver of the intakes, 
due to the  coffer dams, what is the contingency plan?   
 
If construction causes flooding of areas downriver of the 
intakes, due to the coffer dams, what is the contingency plan? 
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More engineering questions on the physical construction projects and DWR 510: 
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Have these types of barriers 
been installed anywhere in the 
Delta?  If not, why not try it 
instead of permanent barrier at 
Head of Old River? 

2005 
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2006 
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http://snugharbor.net/images-2015/barriers/comments/OpposeBarriersMarch172015.pdf 
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2007 MWD planning for freshwater conveyance: 
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2004-2007 MWD 
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California WaterFix literally drains the North 
Delta of its fresh water, and suspends the North 
Delta in a permanent “Drought flows” status… 
At BEST! 
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Example:  CCWD new intake on Victoria Island is a 250 cfs pump station with five 5,000 hp vertical turbine pumps, setback levee, 
Concrete intake structure with fish screen, abuilding for electrical and control equipment, electrical substation,  SURGE CONTROL 
TANKS, and 12,000 linear feet of 72” pipeline. 


