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October 2, 1998

Mr. Alex Hildebrand
23443 South Hays Road
Manteca, CA 95336
Dear Alex:

At last month’s BDAC meeting in Stockton and again in a recent letter to Senator

‘Maurice Johannessen, you indicated dissatisfaction with CALFED’s analysis of a through-

Delta conveyance conﬁguratxon you proposed several months ago. In short, your proposal
consisted of reducing or eliminating the flow of water and fish through Georgiana Slough
and diverting the flow of export water from the Sacramento River into the South Fork
Mokelumne River. I would like to take this opportunity to explain CALFED’s analysis of
your proposal and to clarify bur reasons for not pursuing further evaluations of these options
at this time. _

In preparing our March 1998 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR, CALFED evaluated
several through-Delta conveyance options, designated in that document as Alternatives 2A

‘through 2E. As described in our Phase II Interim Report (a component of the March 1998

Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR), a refined through-Delta configuration was selected for
comparative analysis with existing system conveyance and dual-conveyance alternatives.
This through-Delta configuration was based on Alternative 2B. Its major structural features
in the north Delta include: 1) a screened intake on the Sacramento River near Hood with a
capacity on the order of 10,000 cfs, 2) a new isolated channel from Hood to McCormack
Williamson Tract, and 3) widening of the North Fork Mokelumne River channel to improve
water conveyance and flood control in the northern Delta.

CALFED’s Phase II Interim Report also describes the tradeoffs in the choice of
which Mokelumne River channel to widen and use as the primary water conduit. As
described on page 95 of the Phase II Interim Report, “Proponents of the South Fork option
suggest that this choice would improve water quality and the ability to repel salinity
intru{ilon from the Bay and ocean. The current concept of using the North Fork is based on
the belief that the South Fork has important habitat value that would be lost if the channel
was enlarged. This region of the Delta supports Swainson's Hawk, wintering waterfowl,
greater sandhill cranes, and migrating shorebirds, which all rely on the region's large open
expanses of rich agricultural lands for resting and foraging. Also, the South Fork would
provide important opportunities for habitat enhancement as an element of the Ecosystem
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Restoration Program element. A final decision on this option will be made after further
study during Phase III of the program, if Alternative 2 should become the preferred program
alternative.”

‘ After our March 1998 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR was released, you expressed
concern that if a North Fork Mokelumne through-Delta conveyance option was used in
CALFED’s comparative evaluation of alternatives, Alternative 2 would not be competitive
with a dual conveyance alternative. You stressed that the through-Delta alternative must be
optimized for export water quality before a preferred alternative was selected. CALFED has
maintained that any alternative must be balanced in its contribution to improving the four
identified problem areas of ecosystem restoration, water supply reliability, water quality,

- and levee system integrity. In several meetings with you, CALFED staff have expressed our
concern that any potential export water quality improvements of a South Fork Mokelumne
through-Delta alternative would be outweighed by the degradation of the important habitat
value of the South Fork channel. None-the-less, CALFED staff agreed that it would be
useful to attempt to quantify the potential export water quality benefits of this option.

With this goal in mind, CALFED initiated studies of the South Fork Mokelumne
though-Delta option in April 1998. CALFED staff mapped a South Fork Mokelumne
conveyance alternative variation and sent it to you for your concurrence. At your request,
CALFED staff agreed to also evaluate the potential for closing Georgiana Slough, although
this proposal had been rejected earlier due to concerns regarding impacts to fisheries and
recreation. As described in a May 12, 1998 letter to you that was distributed at the May
1998 BDAC meeting in Redding, this variation “...would be similar to the Alternative 2B
evaluated in the Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR, with Common Programs, storage facilities, a
screened diversion at Hood with capacity of 10,000 cfs, and south Delta conveyance
. improvements. The conveyance improvements contemplated for the North Fork

Mokelumne River under Alternative 2B would be replaced by equivalent channel
improvements on the South Fork Mokelumne River under this new variation. Consideration
will also be given to a barrier at Georgiana Slough in this evaluation.”

To complete this evaluation, CALFED directed Delta simulation modeling studies to
" be completed on two additional alternative variations. Complete descriptions of these
alternatives and results of the modeling studies are documented in a July 1998 draft report,
“Status Report on Technical Studies for the Storage and Conveyance Refinement Process —
‘Delta Simulation Model Studies of Alternatives 2B, 2B_AHI, and 2B_AH?2 (North and
South Fork Mokelumne Improvements).” In summary, Alternative 2B is the same North
Fork Mokelumne alternative variation evaluated previously in the March 1998 Draft
Programmatic EIS/EIR. This alternative variation was included for comparative purposes.
Alternative 2B_AH]1 is similar to Alternative 2B, except that North Fork Mokelumne
channel improvements were replaced with channel improvements to the South Fork
Mokelumne from western New Hope Tract, east of Bouldin Island and Empire Tract, to the
San Joaquin River. Alternative 2B_AH?2 is similar to Alternative 2B_AH]1, except
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Georgiana Slough and the Delta Cross Channel are closed at all times. Because of these
closures, more water could be diverted from the Sacramento River at Hood into the
Mokelumne in the months of July, August, and September while maintaining minimum
downstream flow requirements at Rio Vista.

CALFED staff sent the July 1998 draft report to you for your review on July 13,
1998. This report presents the resulting simulated flows, water levels, and salinities at key
locations in the Delta for Alternatives 2B, 2B_AH]I, and 2B_AH2. The simulated average

monthly salinity of export water at Clifton Court Forebay, as included in the July 1998

report, is displayed graphically for Alternatives 2B, 2B_AHI, and 2B_AH2 in Figure 1

. (attached). As described previously, the distinguishing feature between Alternatives 2B and

2B_AH]1 is the conveyance of water diverted from Hood through the North Fork
Mokelumne under 2B and through the South Fork Mokelumne under 2B_AH]1. The
simulated salinities show very little difference between these two alternatives, indicating
that-choice of North Fork Mokelumne or South Fork Mokelumne makes little difference in
export water quality under the operating assumptions evaluated. As also described
previously, water diverted from Hood is conveyed through the South Fork Mokelumne
under both Alternatives 2B_AH1 and 2B_AH2. The distinguishing feature between these
alternatives is that Georgiana Slough and the Delta Cross Channel are closed at all times
under 2B_AH?2, allowing slightly more water to be diverted through Hood. As shown in
Figure 1, the simulated salinity at Clifton Court Forebay increases nominally under
Alternative 2B_AH2. This degradation of water quality at Clifton Court can be attributed to
a decrease in cross Delta flow through Georgiana Slough and North Fork Mokelumne in
comparison to Alternatives 2B and 2B_AH]1. This decreased cross channel flow results in
lower QWEST flow, allowing further upstream intrusion of ocean salinity into the central
Delta. These higher salinity waters mix with water diverted through the South Fork
Mokelumne before reaching Clifton Court Forebay. These results indicate that maintaining
sufficient cross Delta flow is imperative for export water quality in any through-Delta
conveyance alternative.

After reviewing the draft report, you expressed your concern that CALFED had not
evaluated the South Fork Mokelumne alternative as you requested. CALFED staff arranged
a meeting with you on August 26, 1998 to discuss your concerns. At that meeting you
indicated that, under your proposal, all exported water would be diverted from the
Sacramento River mto the South Fork Mokelumne River. CALFED staff explamed that
under the operation riles CALFED used in the modeling studies, all export water is diverted
through Hood, except as constrained by 1) the assumed 10,000 cfs diversion capacity of the
screened Hood diversion facility, 2) an assumed 5,000 cfs maximum diversion in the month
of May to protect striped Bass eggs and larvea, and 3) downstream flow requirements for the
Sacramento River at Rio Vista.

Monthly total Banks and Tracy Pumping Plant export rates, as simulated for the 16
years used in the simulation studies, are shown in Table 1. All three of the through-Delta
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alternative variations modeled in these studies included these export rates. Monthly
diversion rates from the Sacramento River at Hood into the Mokelumne River for
Alternatives 2B and 2B_AH]1 are shown in Table 2 and for Alternative 2B_AH?2 in Table 3.
The ratio of Hood diversions to total exports for Alternatives 2B and 2B_AH]! are shown in
Table 4 and for Alternative 2B_AH?2 in Table 5. As shown, for the 16 years of operation, an
average of 82% of exported water is diverted at Hood for Alternatives 2B and 2B_AH],
while an average of 86% of exported water is diverted at Hood for Alternative 2B_AH2.
This information is taken from the CALFED July 1998 report provided to you and is in
contradiction to your comment to Senator Johannessen that “half” of export flows were
forced through the western Delta.

It would be possible to divert a nominal amount of additional water from the
Sacramento River at Hood into the Mokelumne by increasing the screened diversion
capacity from 10,000 cfs to 15,000 cfs. As shown in Table 2, diversions are limited by
physical capacity in Alternatives 2B and 2B_AHI1 in 71 out of the 192 months simulated.
However, the increase in diversions will result in additional screening and flow related fish
mortality in the Sacramento River. Moreover, the results of the evaluation already

" completed indicate that additional diversions will not substantially improve export water
quality. Increasing Sacramento River diversions at Hood would decrease flow in the lower
Sacramento River and consequently decrease cross Delta flow through Georgiana Slough
and the Delta Cross Channel. In many months, this decreased cross-Delta flow would result
in increased intrusion of ocean salinity into the central Delta, degrading export water quality
as observed in the simulation of Alternative 2B_ AH?2.

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program is under significant demand for evaluative work.
Given the large scope of the problems under study and our limited resources, it is necessary
to prioritize work efforts. At your request, significant effort was made to evaluate both the
South Fork Mokelumne conveyance configuration and closure of Georgiana Slough and the
- Delta Cross Channel. Staff also made an effort to coordinate with you regarding design of
the study and to relay the results of our findings. As described to you previously, staff
maintains that these options have been suitably evaluated for the programmatic phase of
evaluation CALFED is currently undertaking. This does not preclude additional evaluation
of these or other options at a later date.

While I would like to apologize for any miscommunication on CALFED’s part, 1
believe your letter to Senator Johannessen misrepresents the conclusions of this evaluation
and does not accurately portray our responses to your concerns. [ hope that the information
provided here provides further clarification and I look forward to your continuing valuable

contribution to the CALFED process. _
Since:ﬁb .

ester A. Snow
Executive Director
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' Attachments

cc: Senator Maurice Johannessen
Sunne McPeak, Vice Chair, Bay-Delta Advisory Council
Assemblymember Mike Machado
John Herrick, Esq.
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