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VIiA ELECTRONIC MAIL (DELTACONVEYANCESCOPING@WATER.CA.GOV)
Delta Conveyance Scoping Comments

Attn. Renee Rodriguez, Department of Water Resources

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236

Re:  County of Sacramento Comments on Notice of Preparation for Environmental
Impact Report — Delta Conveyance Project

Dear Ms. Rodriguez:

These comments in response to the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for an environmental impact report (EIR) for the Delta Conveyance
Project (Project)are submitted on behalf of the County of Sacramento (County). This letter
supplements the County’s February 14, 2020 comments regarding its responsible agency
status under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

I. COUNTY CONCERNS WITH DELTA CONVEYANCE
PROCESS AND PROJECT

The County is deeply disappointed and discouraged that DWR once again is
proceeding with a Delta tunnel in lieu of more environmentally sensitive, cost-effective
alternatives for improving water supply reliability. The Project as described in the NOP is
virtually identical to its predecessor, the California WaterFix, despite Governor Newsom’s
express direction less than nine months before the NOP was released to assess new Delta
conveyance as part of a comprehensive approach to water resource management. DWR’s
recycling of this ill-conceived north-Delta diversion separate from and in advance of any
other specific projects to reduce south of Delta exporters’ reliance on the Delta, is inconsistent
with the Delta Reform Act’s “coequal goals” of “providing a reliable water supply for the
State while restoring the Delta’s ecosystem,” the Delta Plan, and Delta-specific policies and
principles adopted by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors.
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The County is ground zero in terms of the numerous devastating physical,
environmental, and socioeconomic impacts of the proposed water infrastructure facilities,
identified to be constructed in/near the communities of Freeport, Hood, and Courtland. The
Project, if approved and constructed, will impact County residents, public facilities, and
businesses in myriad and far-reaching ways. The residents and communities of the County
will bear a disproportionate burden of the likely numerous significant unavoidable
environmental impacts, which will benefit only agricultural and urban water users south of the
Delta. The proposed water infrastructure facilities will slow or prevent the realization of the
Delta National Heritage Area’s economic development, tourism, and historic preservation
goals that are critical to maintaining the “Delta as a Place.”

The County is well aware that maintaining a reliable water supply is extremely
critical, of statewide significance, and a statutory mandate. As a result, the County has never
opposed finding solutions to address these issues. However, to date DWR has not effectively
addressed the County’s significant local concerns with any new Delta conveyance project.
These concerns, reiterated to DWR many times, include:

e Lack of enforceable assurances or protections for the

e County

e Significant negative impacts to the short- and long-term livability, prosperity,
economic structure, and historic character of the communities in the Delta

e Uncertainty for long-term water right holders upstream of the Delta

e Lost agricultural production and loss of prime agricultural land due to facility
construction and reasonably foreseeable socioeconomic impacts

e Significant health impacts to County residents

e Significant impacts on recreational opportunities

o Significant impacts to existing infrastructure; for example, the Freeport Regional
Water Project (FRWP), Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP),
roadways and bridges, historic buildings, rail lines, natural gas wells, groundwater
wells, and water lines

The County reiterates its long-standing position that, at a minimum, any water supply
reliability plan for areas south of the Delta must:

1. Not redirect unmitigated adverse environmental, social, or economic impacts
to the County;

2. Honor and adhere to water right priorities and area-of-origin protections;

3. Have no adverse effect on the existing and future operations of the Sacramento

Regional County Sanitation District facilities or the FRWP;
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4. Fully mitigate any other adverse impacts of water conveyance facilities routed
through the County, with County staff fully involved with the routing and
operational issues for such facilities within the County;

4. Protect the County’s governmental prerogatives in the areas of its local land
use and permitting authority, public health and safety, and agricultural
stability;

6. Be consistent with the County’s land use planning, economic development,
including agriculture, and the South County Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP);

7. Commit financial resources to maintain and enhance vital transportation, flood
control infrastructure, and emergency response resources within those areas of
the Sacramento County Delta, and

8. Account for the multiple causes of the Delta’s decline and not simply focus on
one or a limited number.

II. ISSUES TO ADDRESS IN DRAFT EIR

Because the Project is essentially the same as the WaterFix project in terms of
facilities, it presents the same essential concerns with respect to physical environmental
effects. DWR is well familiar with the County’s concerns both about potential impacts,
mitigation, and the appropriate methodology for the EIR’s analysis. In developing the
proposed Project operations and associated modeling and EIR impact analyses, DWR should
carefully consider the issues raised in the County’s comments on the WaterFix EIR, including
the following, all which were previously provided to DWR and are incorporated herein by
reference:

e Sacramento County Comments on Draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP),
Implementing Agreement and Draft EIR/EIS (July 28, 2014)

e Sacramento County Comments on Partially Recirculated Draft EIR/EIS for
BDCP/California WaterFix (October 30 2015)

e Sacramento County Comments on BDCP/WaterFix Final EIR/EIS (January 30, 2017)
e Sacramento County Comments on BDCP/WaterFix Final EIR/EIS (June 6, 2017)

e Sacramento County Comments on BDCP/WaterFix Supplemental EIR/EIS
(September 17, 2018)
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e Sacramento County Comments on BDCP/WaterFix Supplemental EIR/EIS
(November 5, 2018)

DWR also should consider the information in the County’s Appeal to the Delta
Stewardship Council (DSC) of DWR’s Certification of Consistency with Delta Plan for
California WaterFix (August 27, 2018), and the County’s supplemental responses to the DSC
and DWR related to the appeal, all of which were previously made available to DWR, and are
incorporated herein by reference.

Finally, DWR also should consider the evidence submitted by the County in the
WaterFix water rights change petition hearing before the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB). All of this information was previously provided to DWR, is available to
DWR through June 30, 2020 on the SWRCB website at
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/california_wat
erfix/exhibits/saco.html, and is incorporated herein by reference.! DWR should contact the
County if it is unable to locate or access any of the above-described information.

In addition to the issues raised in the County’s prior submittals to DWR, the County
has the following comments on the proposed Project and EIR:

A. Project Objectives

The Project objectives (NOP, p. 2.) are too narrowly drawn, focusing only on benefits
to State Water Project (SWP) operations and south of Delta water deliveries. The objectives
reference providing “operational flexibility to improve aquatic conditions in the Delta” but the
Project does not commit to improving aquatic conditions, nor does it include any objectives
that would protect water supplies for water users in and upstream of the Delta. Framing
Project objectives so narrowly could discourage consideration of alternatives to the Project
that would protect and restore the Delta environment and thus are inconsistent with CEQA as
well as with the Delta Reform Act’s co-equal goals of improving water supply reliability and
protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. The Project objectives also should
be expanded to include a specific objective to protect and enhance the unique cultural,
recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place, which
is one of the Legislature’s directives for achievement of the “co-equal goals.” Finally, the
Project objectives should be expanded to include prevention of water quality degradation in
the Delta and avoidance of adverse impacts to water users in and north of the Delta, including

! The County also jointly submitted Exhibits SDWA 265 and 321, as well as LAND 130, 240, and 266.
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impacts to Delta public facilities (which would include the SRWTP and FRWP) and Delta
surface and groundwater users, consistent with the Delta Plan.

B. Project Description

The NOP describes two potential tunnel alignments. The “Central Corridor” option
would run through the heart of the Delta agricultural communities and have devastating
impacts to agriculture, recreation, wildlife (including sand hill cranes at Staten Island), not to
mention significant community disruption from 16 years of construction traffic, noise, and
pollutant emissions. The County is mystified as to why DWR elected to release the NOP with
the Central Corridor as a Project option, given that well before the NOP was released, an
independent technical review panel of leading tunnel experts engaged to evaluate the Project
(ITRP) concluded that the Central Corridor alignment is “impractical” and thus the panel
“does not recommend that it be studied further.” (See Exhibit A, p. 6.) The ITRP found the
alignment so fraught with problems as to prevent development of cost estimates, indicating
DWR could not issue revenue bonds to pay for it, and no qualified contractor would bid to
build it. It thus appears that the Central Corridor is merely a strawman that stands no chance
of being adopted, and thus including it in the EIR would be fundamentally misleading and
hinder, rather than promote, informed decision making, and prejudice the formulation of a
reasonable range of alternatives.

C. Alternatives

CEQA requires that DWR consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening its significant impacts. As demonstrated by the
WaterFix EIR and the County’s evidence submitted in the WaterFix water rights change
petition hearing, the Project facilities are all but certain to result in dozens of significant
unavoidable impacts both from facility construction and diversion of substantial amounts of
water in the north Delta. The NOP includes no information about how the proposed Project
would be operated, merely identifying a potential range of diversion routes. However, given
its similarity to the WaterFix, the Project has the potential for significant impacts to the
quality and reliability of water supplies for Delta water users. A robust evaluation of
alternatives is essential.

The proposed intake locations threaten significant impacts to cultural and historic
resources, community health and welfare, the SRWTP, FRWP, Town of Hood wells, and
surface and groundwater supplies. DWR staff have represented in Project scoping meetings
that there are no available alternative intake locations due to fish concerns. This is inaccurate
and contradicted by information developed in the WaterFix CEQA process. Moreover, such
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statements suggest that DWR has improperly prejudged the scope of its alternatives analysis
such that the Draft EIR may be no more than a post-hoc rationalization for the Project.

Information in the WaterFix EIR Appendix 3F, Intake Location Analyses
(pp. 3.F.6 - 3.F.8), relying on the Fish Facilities Technical Team report, indicates that there
are suitable intake locations farther downstream below Steamboat Slough (identified as
intakes 6 and 7). Moving intakes farther south on the Sacramento River would reduce the
potential for conflicts with and significant impacts to SRWTP operations, and thus the FRWP
operations, as well as Town of Hood wells, and have the benefit of being better for salmon.
Moving the intakes to avoid impacts to the FRWP and SRWTP also would avoid significant
impacts to tribal cultural resources identified by Miwok Tribal government representatives at
the February 26, 2020 Delta Stakeholder Engagement Committee meeting, where DWR staff
was informed that all three intakes are highly sensitive to the Miwok and include several
village sites and more than 5 burial grounds. At a minimum, the draft EIR alternatives must
include a robust analysis of alternative locations for the intakes that avoid these significant
impacts.

The ITRP identified significant problems with feasibility, including road and
transportation impacts, from both of the tunnel corridor options described in the NOP. The
panel thus recommended an alternative tunnel alignment, much closer to Interstate 5,
indicating this alignment is potentially feasible. (See Exhibit A, p. 8.) This alternative should
be fully evaluated in the EIR.

Given the many impacts, and Delta Reform Act mandates, the EIR also should fully
evaluate both a non-structural alternative that includes water reclamation, localized
desalination and increased capture and storage of localized rainfall in lieu of continued or
increased Delta exports, as well as a reasonable range of alternative intake locations

ITII. CONCLUSION

Less than a year ago Governor Newsom announced a new direction with respect to
California water management intended to “break down the old binaries of north versus south.”
Unfortunately, the proposed Project offers nothing new or different from the abandoned twin
tunnels project that generated statewide opposition. The Project threatens the same
devastating impacts to the County, Delta environment, residents and economy, and the Delta
National Heritage Area, as prior proposals. If it is to achieve the Governor’s objectives, Delta
Reform Act and Delta Plan mandates, DWR will need to return to the drawing board and
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propose a substantially different solution for south of Delta export water supply reliability that
avoids, rather than repeats, the mistakes of the past.

Sincerely,

l(,ma,mdau\

Kelley M. Taber
Attorney for Sacramento County

Enclosure

KMT:mb

Cc:  The Honorable Wade Crowfoot, Secretary, California Natural Resources Agency
(Via Electronic Mail Only: secretary@resources.ca.gov)

Susan Tatayan, Chair, Delta Stewardship Council
(Via Electronic Mail Only: susan.tatayon@deltacouncil.ca.gov)

Thomas Gibson, Undersecretary for Natural Resources
(Via Electronic Mail Only: Thomas.gibson@resources.ca.gov)

Karla Nemeth, Director, Department of Water Resources
(Via Electronic Mail Only: Karla.nemeth@water.ca.gov)

Michael Roberts, Special Assistant for Delta Restoration
(Via Electronic Mail Only: michael.roberts@resources.ca.gov)
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Internal Technical Review Panel Memorandum

To:

Kathryn Mallon, DCA Executive Director

Tony Meyers, DCO Executive Director Project: Delta Conveyance

From:

Werner Burger, Herrenknecht
John Kennedy, Dragados

Jeff Petersen, Kiewit

Dave Rogstad, Frontier-Kemper
Kenji Yamauchi, Obayashi

Dan Adams, McMillen Jacobs
Renée Fippin, McMillen Jacobs

Date:

Job

January 31, 2020 No.:

5226.2

Subject:

ITR December Workshop on Tunnel and Shafts - Report

1.0 Introduction

The Delta Conveyance Project includes approximately 40 miles of 40-foot diameter tunnels, 8 deep
shafts, and intake and outlet facilities required to convey water from south of Sacramento to near
Discovery Bay, California. Various tunnel corridors and shaft locations have been under study by the
DCA/DCO. The ground conditions can be characterized at the tunnel level by dense to very dense silty
sand, poorly graded sand, and very stiff to hard silty clay and clayey silt.

On December 4% to 6", 2019, an Independent Technical Review (ITR) Panel met in Sacramento,
California to review and provide input on five major issues associated with the Delta Conveyance
Project’s Tunnels and Shafts:

»  Achievable Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) drive lengths;

* Tunnel alignment;

* Logistic & advanced procurement;

» Contract delivery and packaging; and,

»  Stakeholder Concerns

Prior to the workshop, the ITR was provided with the followiné documents:

= Reconnaissance Alignment Assessment (Draft), October 30, 2019

= Viability of Long Tunnel Boring Machine Tunneling Drives (Draft), November 15, 2019

*» Preliminary Draft Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM) Handling and Disposal, November 8, 2019
»  Tunnel Corridors Map, Working Draft, November 5, 2019

= Draft Graphical Schedule for Central Corridor, no date

* California WaterFix Conceptual Engineering Report, Byron Tract Forebay Option, July 2018

January 2020
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*  Compilation of Comments on Tunnel Construction and Reusable Tunnel Material from Previous
Studies, Draft, November 11, 2019

On the morning of Day 1 (December 4), the DCA’s Engineering Design Management team (EDM)
presented Delta Conveyance background information including background geology, logistics
information, project schedule and assumptions, and stakeholder concerns. The remainder of the day was
spent driving along both the Central and Eastern corridors under study. The ITR visited each site except -
for the shared South Tunnel Outlet Structure site, as it was visible in the distance from Clifton Court
Forebay site.

Day 2 was spent in a workshop with the ITR brainstorming and discussing the various topics of drive
length, alignment, logistics, contract strategy and packaging, reusable tunnel material use and/or disposal,
stakeholder considerations, and other various topics until consensus was obtained.

This consensus was shared with the DCA/DCO and EDM team late morning on Day 3. This
memorandum summarizes the consensus and recommendation of the ITR for the tunnel and shaft related
aspects of Delta Conveyance Project.

2.0 TBM Drive Lengths

The ITR’s opinion is that TBM drive lengths up to 15 miles are achievable for this project. The key
reasons being that 1) the alluvial deposits are relatively uniform and favorable to tunneling, 2) the inner
diameter of the tunnel provides sufficient space to support of operations, and 3) issues that typically
jeopardize TBM longevity, including high groundwater pressures, mixed ground conditions, and high
boulder frequencies, are not present for this project.

The achievability of long tunnel drives is primarily driven by logistics. The size of the Delta Conveyance
tunnel and favorable geology suit an extended drive without substantially raising the risk profile of the
project. A summary of long tunnels is presented on Figure 1.

January 2020 2
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Figure 1. TBM Drive Lengths with Herrenknecht TBMs

For this project, where the ground conditions are favorable for tunneling and the TBM operating pressures
are not excessively high, the drive length between shafts can be safely extended by implementing current
technologies. Longevity of the TBM main bearing and ring/drive motors are the key as well as the ability
to frequently exchange cutting tools along the drive. Cutting tool exchanges may be either through
pressurized interventions or under atmospheric conditions if the TBM is equipped with accessible
cutterhead technology. While there may not be a comparable soft ground TBM drive length example, the
demands on a TBM in rock far exceed those for soft ground in terms of wear and tear on the machine.
The durability of the mechanical elements for rock TBMs is typically far more difficult to overcome
compared to soft ground TBMs in homogeneous ground conditions. Main bearing seal systems may see a
higher load on pressurized TBMs in soft ground due to the face pressure, however, rock TBMs see higher
cutterhead speeds. This means rock TBMs typically have main bearing seals that must withstand 2 — 6
times the propagation of soft ground TBMs for the same drive length.

But, more importantly, the critical elements for long tunnel drives are the logistics and safety elements.
The drive lengths noted above have either been fully achieved or are currently underway. These projects
demonstrated that the solutions currently exist to support extending TBM drive length and will only
continue to improve by the time Delta Conveyance breaks ground.

The ITR recognized that longer drives carry additional risks. The mitigations to address the risks of
longer drive lengths exist within current technology as described below.

21 Risk Mitigation Measures — TBM Drive Length

The following recommendations are made to manage the risk of a longer drive, all of which is current
technology:
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* Evaluating and/or including an accessible cutterhead option to reduce the need for pressurized *
interventions and simplify cutting tool maintenance

= Installing cutting tool and cutterhead structure condition monitoring systems
» Installing a camera system for remote chamber inspection

= Preparing the TBM for face and periphery drill pattern for ground consolidation from within the
TBM

= Utilizing an engineering solution for tail shield brush replacement

» Requiring a strict maintenance and inspection program in place from the beginning _
~ (“industrialized tunneling” philosophy)

Further recommendations are detailed in the following subsections.

211 Main Bearing Replacement

TBMs have a main bearing that allows the cutterhead to rotate at the tunnel face. Historically, the main
bearing has been a primary mechanical point of weakness on the TBM in that it sees significant stresses
and, if it fails, it has required an emergency access shaft to replace it with a new one. While engineering
solutions to replace a main bearing from within the tunnel exist, an access shaft is oftentimes selected as a
- simpler solution. Further, current bearing technology supports a main bearing life of 20,000 to 30,000
hours (time spent with the cutterhead rotating). Decisive factors for the main bearing life are the loads and
the total number of revolutions. Both factors are significantly higher on rock TBMs compared to soft
ground TBMs. Therefore, the experience gained from long distance rock tunnels can be applied to long
soft ground tunnels. This would support the longest drive recommended without replacement unless an
unanticipated failure occurred. It was noted by Mr. Burger of Herrenknecht that there are many examples
of main bearings lasting longer under more strenuous circumstances than exist for this project. The ITR
recommends that TBMs used for the longer drives through the Delta be designed to accommodate bearing
replacement from within the tunnel as a risk mitigation measure,

2.1.2 Safe Havens

A safe haven is a location where unpressurized access to the TBM face can be achieved for inspection and
maintenance purposes. The ITR recommend a minimum of one safe haven per tunnel drive, preferably
fairly early in the drive to confirm assumptions and monitoring efforts on wear, The ITR debated the need
for a second safe haven. It is prudent to have safe havens, but rarely is a safe haven in the location one
needs it. If allowable within the constraints of the environmental documentation, it is recommended that
an additional allowance for “unlocated” safe haven(s) (e.g., unplanned intervention) be included. This
means, the contractor is allowed to develop a safe haven where necessary to support operations. It’s
important to point out that certain sites within reason can be excluded — such as in areas of biological
resources,

The TBM safe haven can be a low-impact solution. As shown in Figure 2, the ITR proposed a small 15-
foot diameter shaft which could be a drilled shaft, sunken cast-in-place concrete or vertical shaft sinking
(VSM) excavation with segmental lining. From within the shaft, ground treatment such as grouting or
freezing can be performed in the horizontal direction providing coverage for the cutterhead. This process
will minimize surface impacts as well reduce the surface impact schedule for the safe havens.
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15 feet

80 fest

A0fest
Cinmeter-
TBM

___ Grouting holes
S nfront of tunnel face

Figure 2. Safe Haven Concept

The ITR offered that knowledge gained from the first drive/contract (or portions thereof) would be quite
valuable to have during planning for the next (e.g., 2" contract. With respect to the need for safe havens,
knowledge gained from the first contract should be incorporated into subsequent ones.

213 Abrasivity

Soil abrasivity can lead to wear and tear on the TBM from the hardness of soil particles. Minimal soil
abrasivity tests have been performed. The prior GDR reported AVS values between 7 and 59.5 with an
average of 31 and median of 30. While further study and possible mitigation is recommended, tunneling
in the alluvial soils is not going to be a similarly harsh environment when compared to long drives in
quartz rock.

It is recommended that, no matter the case, state of the art heavy wear protection for the cutterhead
structure should be required in combination with a structure monitoring system as mentioned above under
Section 2.1. Heavy wear protection exists in today’s technology. The benefits of tool wear sensors and
potential use of accessible cutterhead technology enable data to be collected for proactive planning. The
data of such wear monitoring systems will support the planning for any required additional safe haven
ahead of time so that proper procedures and actions can be taken. The ITR further recommends a strict
maintenance program that includes timely cutting tool maintenance and exchange to reduce the risk for
structural wear.

All of the above mitigates against unplanned/long-term breakdowns.
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3.0 Tunnel Alignment Corridors

The project team discussed and compared the current tunnel alignments under study in the Central
(vellow) and Eastern (blue) corridors as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Studied Central (Yellow) and Eastern (Blue) Alignment Corridors

The consensus among the ITR was that the Central Corridor is logistically impractical and the ITR does
not recommend this corridor be further studied. The shaft locations are located a significant distance from
Interstate 5, accessible by only farm roads with hindrances such as narrow weight-restricted bridges and
single lanes. This makes supporting large operations, which requires a constant transfer of materials and
people in and out, impractical and expensive as well as difficult to price. In addition, addressing safety,
including hospital access and tunnel safety duplication, creates a costly layer or redundancy without
definitive costs. While it was recognized that extensive roadway, levee, and likely barge improvements
could be constructed as part of the project for the Central Corridor, the ITR offered:

*  The cost of improvements to provide reliable and safe access and egress at each site would
exceed the cost of additional length of tunnel required for the East alignment.

= Levee re-build, barge, and site preparation & stabilization is temporary work, and much of it (e.g.
barge facilities) will require removal;

= Site improvements and prep is driven by means and methods;
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= Labor and construction safety costs, regardless of improvements, are too uncertain to price due to -
the location and distance from any shaft on the Central Alignment to developed
land/communities.

For the reasons described above, the ITR recommended adjustments to the alignment as described in
Section 3.1 which will facilitate large scale tunneling.

3.1 Recommended Alignment Adjustment

The ITR recommended that between the Terminous Shaft and the Lower Roberts Shaft, the alignment be
shifted further to the east and closer to Interstate 5. Specifically, the following recommendations are
made: '

= Relocate Terminous shaft to the north and east
=  Move shaft at Lower Roberts Island, south-east to industrial land in/closer to Stockton
= Eliminate Lower Jones Tract and Canal Ranch shafts

These proposed changes expand and/or shift the East (blue) corridor east as shown below on Figure 4.
The longest tunnel drive length would become approximately 13.5 miles.

For the vertical alignment, the ITR recommends raising the tunnel alignment by one tunnel diameter, This
will reduce the operating pressures considerably which is beneficial to the overall operation of the
machine and safety of the workers.
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Figure 5 shows a recommended placement for a relocated Terminous shaft. It is located approximately ¥
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mile west of the [-5 interchange and one mile north of Highway 12. Shifting the shaft north allows for
trucks to enter the shaft site while minimizing impact to traffic on Highway 12. It is recommended that
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the % mile stretch of Highway 12 to the shaft access road be widened and a turn lane and signal be added
at the shaft access road.

Devel'ép new 1 mile

shaft access road.

iden Hwy ]

Figure 5. Relocated Terminous Shaft

3.1.2 New Stockton Shaft

Figure 6 shows the general placement of a New Stockton Shaft. In general, the recommendation is to shift
east along the San Joaquin River closer to industrialized Stockton. The pin location shown in Figure 6 is
just adjacent to the Port of Stockton and eliminate additional road widening and improvements to get to
the Lower Roberts location as well as time. This site allows for segment production if desired and barge
facilities to be developed. It is also adjacent to rail. This could be an important advantage, particularly
when considering the contract packaging discussed below as a new Stockton Shaft as proposed would
have 50% of the tunnel material (supply in, tunnel material out) flowing through that location.

Google Earth

Figure 6. New Stockton Shaft
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4.0 Logistics and Advanced Procurement

The recommendations on alignment (above) were almost entirely driven by project logistics. Quite
simply, the tunneling through the Central Corridor was considered more of a logistics project than a
‘tunnel project. Moving the alignment east, is thought to greatly simplify the logistics and as such, enhance
competition for all materials that are needed to construct the tunnels due to increased modes of transport
afforded by the industrialized eastern cities, barge and rail access.

4.1 Segment Manufacture

There was discussion as the most cost-effective way to provide the 40 miles of concrete segments for the
project. The ITR considers the difference between on-site and off-site production, in terms of material
transport, is insignificant, recommending that despite 80% of the tunnel segments being the same
diameter: '

*  Plan for off-site production of segments, as it lowers cost and provides far more flexibility in the
supply and delivery chain.

= Leave the design and construction of the segments to the contractor, as the configuration, length,
and reinforcing details/requirements are all means and methods driven; and

= Progress with permitting as if on-site will be used, as a position point for the environmental
documentation process (it’s more environmentally challenging).

4.2 Tunnel Material

The handling and disposal of tunnel material is a major project driver that will influence the builder’s
approach to the project (TBM Selection, Site Configuration, sub-contracting, etc.). Based on ITR -
experience, soft ground tunnel material is not a commodity (has no residual value) and is difficult to
dispose or find a use for. These two factors were part of the reasons the ITR recommends (above) moving
the alignment closer to industrialized land, close to multiple modes of transport, to handle removal of it in
the most economical manner.

As part of the advanced procurement work, the project would benefit from DCA working to find a
location and negotiate terms for disposal and or reclamation using it in advance of advertising the tunnel
contracts. This could include stockpiles and or temporary storage at the Southern Forebay site for re-use
of the material on the site. However, the ITR cautions that the “reusability” of such material should not be
over-sold within the project team, as no experience exists (within the ITR members) whete material from
a soft ground tunnel has been used as structural fill,

‘There are some projects that have used materials for quarry restoration (e.g., SR 99 in Seattle) or land
reclamation (Bay Tunnel and numerous European projects), which were negotiated/established prior to
the contract being let. In each case, advance analyses was performed to characterize the natural
components and any potential for materials deemed as contaminants. There are several quarries within the
project vicinity and early research and conversations with these quatry operators would benefit the
project.
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4.3  Tunnel Classification and Permissible Equipment

Based on what is known of the geology, it is anticipated that the tunnel will be classified as “gassy” or, at
least, “potentially gassy”. For both potential and gassy classifications, Cal/OSHA will also implement a
list of “special conditions” that add specific detail to existing regulations and add requirements. While it
is difficult to predict what details or regulations Cal/OSHA will impose, quite often on large
consequential projects, it is important that DCA meet with Cal/OSHA to start early discussion on what
may need to be design “into the project” and set the basis for understanding of expectations.

It is likely that these discussions with Cal/OSHA will set forth that all equipment used in the tunnel
including the TBM will have to have special gas detection systems and anti-explosion systems (e.g.,
permissible equipment). The TBM will be required to have a sophisticated gas detection system that will
automatically shut down the systems and put it into emergency power mode in the event of detection.
Safety trained and certified gas tester employees will have to be on site at the face full time.

4.4 Tunnel Rescue Plan and Communication

A detailed tunnel rescue plan is required by law before underground work can begin, The tunnel rescue
plan will be developed by contractor(s) although the owner/engineer can have preliminary discussions on
any specialized requirements. Because of the long tunnel drives, the rescue plan as well as the training
requirements for workers will be more extensive. The length of tunnel means that it will take longer to get
an injured person out of the tunnel. The plan will need to include requirements for practice and
documentation,

1

A trained tunnel rescue team with a minimum of five people will need to be on-site within 30 minutes of
the ingress/egress point at all times. This is another advantage of moving the alignment closer to I-5,
particularly when you consider the duration (approximately 8 calendar years) of the project.

A refuge chamber (e.g., Figure 7) will be required on the TBM and at intervals along the tunnel. These
chambers provide life support systems including primary and secondary oxygen supplies and CO/CO?
scrubbing systems to regenerate the air. They also maintain positive internal pressure at all times,
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Figure 7. Refuge Chamber Example

5.0 Contract Delivery and Packaging

51 Contract Delivery Methods

There are various methods by which the DCA/DCO can deliver the project. While explaining each in
detail is beyond the scope of this memorandum, three popular contract delivery methods are mentioned
herein. The most traditional is Design-Bid-Build (DBB) in which the owner’s engineer prepares complete
contract documents and the low bidder is awarded the job. There is also Construction
Management/General Contractor (CMGC) which allows an owner to engage a construction manager to
provide input during the design process. The owner and the construction manager agree on a price for
construction of the project, and the construction manager becomes the general contractor. There is also
Design-Build (DB) in which the owner released documents at an early design phase (often at 30%) and
the contractor completes the design and builds the project. Selection methods for CM/GC and DB
contractors vary and are not discussed herein. Each has merits for consideration.

5.2 Recommendation on Contract Delivery

The ITR members held a robust discussion on the merits of one delivery method over another.

Two companies from which the ITR has associated members had previously reviewed the project (when
it was twin tunnels) and offered at that time that DBB and/or CMGC were preferred. DBB was previously
recommended because it lowers the contractor’s risk, and at the time was thought to provide a better
opportunity to achieve a lower total project cost. CMGC was preferred because the “use and disposal” of
tunnel material was such a large uncertainty; and, CMGC would allow the contractor to be engaged
before resolution of material disposal was completed. However, after the site visit, and recognition that
this project is “a logistics project with a tunnel in it”, the ITR came to consensus recommending Design-
Build delivery for the tunnel and shaft work. The key reasons that informed this recommendation for
Design-Build include:
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*  Gives a much higher likelihood of completing the work by the estimated completion date of 2035
through concurrent work and ability to procure items such as the TBM and start-up of segment
production; v

= Enables the contractor to be engaged in the design, of all elements of the work, including logistics
planning (site set-up, etc.); and,

= Nearly all the site work, material handling, and all the large shafts are temporary structures.

If the DCA/DCO establishes the internal diameter of the tunnel and permanent shafts, a horizontal
alignment and rights of way/easements associated with it, negotiates power drops at each working shaft,
and determines the extent of allowable use and/or locations to dispose of tunnel material, all other
elements of the project would be means-and-methods driven, which aligns very well to Design-Build,

5.3 Recommendation on Contract Packaging

The ITR recommends five tunnel design build contracts in order of release as follows and shown in
Figure 8:

= Contract 1: Stockton Shaft to Byron Forebay

= Contract 2: Terfninous Shaft to Intermediate‘Forebay Shaft
* Contract 3: Stockton Shaft to Terminous Shaft

* Contract 4A: Intermediate Forebay to Intake 3

= Contract 4B: Intake 3 to Intake 2

= Contract 5: South Outlet Tunnels (twin tunnels)

If the release of contracts begins in Quarter 1 of 2023, completion of the project tunnels by 2035 is
achievable. The ITR recommends that each contract be separated by approximately 9 months.

It is recommended that the logistics for each site including shaft height above ground surface, finalization
of power drop, etc. be included in the DB contracts as it allows the contractor to set up the sites to suit
their means and methods. Any early works contract can include items such as widening of the % mile of
Highway 12, Twin Cities Road and improvements to the Clifton Court area.
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Figure 8. Recommended Tunnel DB Contract Packaging
Contract Value

5.4
The ITR recommends that the packaging of contracts be held at approximately $1.5 to $2 billion in order
to ensure enough teams are available and to ensure bonding availability. All major tunnel contractors have

capacity to team and to pursue the work. It is also recommended that the DCA/DCO also have initial
discussions with bonding agencies.

6.0 Stakeholder and Community Concerns

The ITR was requested to review various stakeholder and community comments from prior phases of the

project. All of the current comments were noted to be straightforward and could be answered by sharing
engineering information. Each is addressed briefly in the following subsections.
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In general, the ITR recommends that the DCA/DCO have a dedicated engineering liaison. They should be
capable of translating tunnel engineering and construction to the public at large (e.g., breaking down
complex topics into understandable terms with enough information). This person(s) should be supported
by a team of people who can prepare graphic materials or other supporting information,

6.1 EBMUD - Mokelumne Aqueduct

East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD) expressed several concerns with the Delta Conveyance
tunnel in terms of their future tunneling plans and potential conflicts, They also indicated the need fora
secondary tunnel lining system. The ITR recommends that the DCA/DCO coordinate on some level with
EBMUD to understand their tunnel alignment elevations and work jointly to determine an appropriate
offset distance with the Delta Conveyance tunnel. The ITR does not concur with EBMUD’s comment that
the tunnel needs a secondary liner. There are many project examples that use a single pass segmental
lining. The precast lining is sufficient to support the anticipated loads including seismic events.

6.2 Natural Gas Wells

There are several community comments with respect to unknown gas wells. The ITR noted that
traditionally, the records of gas well installations are quite accurate. However, the team/contractor can
perform a magnetometer survey when the final alignment is set (e.g, versus being a corridor), then the
team can perform an alignment check/walk/survey to look for unknown wells,

6.3 Seismic Behavior of Tunnels

There are no active fault crossings along the Delta Conveyance alignment and the seismic demands are
not extreme compared to other projects. A tunnel, in particular a segmentally lined tunnel, is capable of
flexing and thus survival during an earthquake. The primary concern would be at the connection points
such as the shaft/tunnel connection. These locations likely need specialized detailing to handle the
localized increased stresses. This is not an unusual undertaking in areas of high seismicity.

6.4 Dewatering

There were several comments associated with dewatering caused by tunneling. The TBM will be a
“pressurized face machine” meaning that it will balance both the groundwater loads and earth loads. With
this type of tunneling, dewatering is not required for tunnel and lining operations. The segments are
designed to be gasketed and sealed to handle water pressures and can be constructed to be watertight. The
ITR does recommend that a bottom seal be required for shafts to avoid excessive pumping of groundwater
out of the excavation. These comments can be answered by simply educating the stakeholders on the
process of pressurized face tunneling, ‘

6.5 Settlement

There were several comments associated with “subsidence.” In reading these comments, it appeared that
there was a general misuse of thé word subsidence and that the concerns were related to settlement. The
ITR recommends education to correct the terminology usage. Further, modern tunneling and proper face
pressures mitigate against settlements,
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6.6  Failure and Repair of the Lining

Failure of a segmental tunnel lining is highly unlikely and unprecedented. Segmental linings are
fabricated with reinforced precast concrete in a highly controlled environment with strict quality control.
A tunnel constructed with precast segments is generally considered by industry to be of higher quality
than those lined by the cast-in-place concrete method. The design life is a minimum of 100 year and
designed to appropriate standards and loads. We recommend sharing and explaining the calculations to-
the public, '

Repair of the lining is highly unlikely to be necessary if designed for the service life. While transportation
tunnels undergo regular maintenance due to their exposure to elements, water conveyance tunnels are not
subject to the same stresses-meaning, there is not much that can damage the lining.

6.7 ~ Emergency Response

Contractor’s are required by law to have a tunnel rescue plan approved by Cal/OSHA prior to beginning
underground work. This job in particular will require a five person on-site dedicated rescue team at a
minimum for each tunnel contract. Moving the alignment closer to I-5 significantly improves emergency
response. The ITR recommend that the DCA/DCO develop a detailed emergency response plan as well as
any specifics that can be passed into contractor protocols.

6.8 Flood Risk

Current plans assume significant overbuilding of the shaft pad areas. The ITR noted that only the shaft
walls need to be overbuilt to a height addressing some level of flood risk. The surrounding pad doesn’t
need to be as high as the shaft wall. Permanent works can be raised to the final elevation as necessary.

7.0 Conclusions

The ITR was asked to review and provide input on five major issues for the Delta Conveyance project
with respect to achievable TBM drive lengths; tunnel alignment; logistics & advanced procurement for
transport and storage; contract delivery and contract packaging, and stakeholder/community concerns.

The recommendations based on the December 2019 ITR workshop are as follows:

* 15-mile TBM drive lengths are achievable if appropriate mitigations are implemented;

= The tunnel alignment should move closer to Interstate 5 (further east) with shafts located adjacent
to major roads and multiple methods of transport where feasible;

* Design-build delivery is preferred; and

* - The existing stakeholder comments and community concerns are straightforward with simple
answers. ’

These recommendations and conclusions are the opinion of the ITR members attending the December
workshop and may not necessarily represent the unanimous opinion of the companies represented by the
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ITR members, Further, the recommendations are based on the project information provided. at the time,
and knowledge obtained during the workshop.

The ITR thanks the DCA/DCO for their interest in engaging outside expertise and sharing the project
information for brainsterming and new ideas.

Respectfiilly,

Werner BurgewHerrenknecht Kewomyashi
4 /»4//( /4//

John Kennedy, 6r5gado Dan Adams, McMillen Jacobs
QL. et L Kst g2
Jeff P/e[t’erée?leww Renée L Fippin, MeMillen Jacobs

Dave Rogstad,/ Frontler-Kemper
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