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SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

9.1 INTRODUCTION

Figure 9-1 shows the flash card for Building Block 1.7: Isolated Conveyance Facility
Alternatives.

9.1.1 Background

The purpose of an Isolated Conveyance Facility (ICF) would be to protect the state’s water
supply by providing a conduit for freshwater around the Sacramento—San Joaquin River Delta
(Delta), including capabilities to resist failure during a major earthquake or flood. The key
features of the ICF are summarized on Figure 9-1.

A historical summary of events pertinent to the ICF follows (DWR 1995):

e 1960: California voters approved the Burn-Port Act to assist in the financing of the State
Water Project. This act authorized Delta facilities for “water conservation, water supply in
the Delta, transfer of water across the Delta, flood and salinity control, and related
functions.” In the same year, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) proposed the Delta
Water Project to serve as the Delta water facility of the State Water Project (SWP).
Subsequently, DWR and the California Department of Fish and Game established the Delta
Fish and Wildlife Protection Study and the Interagency Delta Commission (with the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation [USBR] and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) to develop a
mutually acceptable plan for the Delta.

» 1965: The Interagency Delta Commission recommended the Peripheral Canal as the water
transfer plan. The Peripheral Canal would convey water from the Sacramento River at Hood
to the state and federal pumping plants in the south Delta. The Peripheral Canal would
eliminate interference with Delta waterways, release freshwater to the Delta waterways and
release freshwater to Delta channels to maintain water quality and mitigate impacts to fish.

e 1966: DWR designated the Peripheral Canal as the Delta facility of the SWP.

» 1969: the Department of the Interior adopted USBR’s Peripheral Canal Feasibility Report,
which recommended that the project be a joint-use facility of the SWP and the Central Valley
Project (CVP) with costs shared equally. Although the Peripheral Canal was supported by
two subsequent administrations, the facility was never constructed due to lack of funding,
cost, and concern over possible improper operation. Also some interests feared that in times
of water shortage, institutional, statutory, and contractual guarantees for Delta protection
could be changed or ignored and water needed to protect the Delta would be exported.

e 1973: the Delta Environmental Advisory Committee concluded that a federal-state Peripheral
Canal, properly designed and operated, was necessary to protect the Delta.

e 1975: DWR began to reassess the Peripheral Canal, resulting in Bulletin 76, July (1978),
which identified and considered numerous alternative water transfer facilities.

e 1980: The State Legislature passed and the Governor signed Senate Bill 200. This bill
authorized the Peripheral Canal and provided specific guarantees to protect the Delta and to
meet the water needs of the SWP through the year 2000.
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SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

e 1982: California voters defeated Proposition 9, which included the Peripheral Canal, the
Senate Bill 200 package of statewide facilities, and Delta protection, by a 3-2 margin. In the
same year DWR and the Department of Fish and Game signed the Delta Pumping Plant
fishery mitigation agreement for direct fish loss.

» 1983: DWR published Alternatives for Delta Water Transfer, which examined four
alternatives for improving the water transfer system (DWR 1983). The alternatives examined
included a dual transfer facility that included an isolated conveyance facility (similar to the
Peripheral Canal) and improvements to channel conveyance capacities in the north and south
Delta. This dual conveyance configuration did not pass the selection process used in that
investigation.

e 1993: The Delta smelt was listed as a threatened species and actions were defined (such as
pulse flows on the Sacramento River and limitations on certain flows within the Delta) to
improve conditions for the smelt and the winter-run salmon.

e 1997: CALFED issued Facility Descriptions and Updated Cost Estimates for an Isolated
Delta Conveyance Facility. This report recommended an ICF similar in configuration to the
Peripheral Canal to restore the ecological health and improve the general water management
of the Delta.

e 2000: The CALFED Record of Decision outlined a preferred Stage 1 alternative that
included a screened through-delta facility concept and improved fish facilities in the south
Delta. The Record of Decision left open the possibility of an ICF if a through-delta concept
was not feasible.

9.1.2 Purpose and Scope of Building Block

The purpose of this building block is to evaluate risk reductions of an ICF on Delta habitat, water
supply reliability, water quality, and flood protection. The ICF would provide a north-to-south
freshwater corridor through the construction of an isolated canal around the eastern periphery of
the Delta.

The scope of this building block includes reviewing geotechnical and hydraulic information,
construction methodologies, cost evaluations, and risk reductions. A summary of the collected
data is presented in this report.

9.1.3 Objective and Approach

The objectives of this analysis are to confirm the engineering feasibility of the building block,
evaluate the risks, and estimate the order of magnitude costs. The approach is to review existing
documentation, research new information (e.g., current land uses, equipment) and present
findings and conclusions.
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SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

9.2 CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF IMPROVEMENT

9.2.1 Analysis Criteria and Basis of Design

For this building block, ICF capacities of 5,000, 10,000, and 15,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)
were evaluated. The canal embankment was set at an elevation of 3 feet above mean higher high
water (MHHW). The 3-foot freeboard would account for fluctuations in MHHW and wave run-
up from wind. The canal embankments are expected to suffer damage as a result of large seismic
events and floods; such damage to the canal would require repair. However, embankments would
be designed so that seismic and flood damage would not lead to breaches. Repair and resumption
of operations would be expected to occur within 3to 6 months.

9.2.2 Design
The design of the ICF is based on four reference reports:

» State of California DWR Division of Design and Construction, Delta Water Facilities
Peripheral Canal: Preliminary Design Report, July 1973 (DWR 1973).

e CALFED Storage and Conveyance Refinement Team, Facility Descriptions and Updated
Cost Estimates for an Isolated Delta Conveyance Facility, October 1997 (CALFED 1997).

e CALFED Bay-Delta Program, Water Management Planning Branch, Isolated Facility,
Conceptual Analysis of Incised Canal Configuration, September 1999 (CALFED 1999).

e Washington Group International (WGI), Isolated Facility, Incised Canal Bay-Delta System
Estimate of Construction Costs, prepared for The State Water Contractors, August 2006
(WGI 2006).

The 1999 CALFED report (1999) is used as the primary basis of design for this building block.
The ICF would transport from 5,000 to 15,000 cfs of freshwater in an unlined canal. The 1999
CALFED report based the design on a flow velocity of 1.6 feet per second (fps) at a depth of
23.5 feet for a 10,000 cfs system. The ICF would consist of about 44 miles of unlined earth canal
extending from the Sacramento River at Hood to the SWP and the CVP pumping stations at
Clifton Court in the south Delta. The WGI report (2006) calculated the dimensions of the 15,000
cfs canal at a bottom width of 340 feet and a top width that varied from 500 to 700 feet,
depending on the height of the embankment.

Related facilities would include an intake structure with fish screens on the Sacramento River at
Hood, eleven inverted siphons, four flow control structures, and a pumping plant near
Disappointment Slough.

The WGI report (2006) describes two main routes for the ICF, as shown on Figure 9-2. The
Route 1 alignment follows the original alignment, as shown in the 1999 CALFED report. The
Route 2 alignment incorporates a shift of portions of the canal to the west to avoid residential
encroachment and take advantage of lower land prices in the Primary Zone. This report considers
Route 2, with the pumping plant located midstream, near Disappointment Slough.

The water surface profile for the ICF shown on Figure 9-3 was assumed to be essentially the
same as that presented in the 1999 CALFED report, as the design velocity and canal
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SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

characteristics are similar. Head losses that occur at the siphons and other canal features need to
be further analyzed in subsequent studies and design work.

A pumping station would be required to lift the water in the canal about 15 feet to provide
sufficient head to obtain the desired velocity and flow. In the WGI report (2006), two alternative
pumping station locations were suggested. An “incised” canal places the pumping station at the
downstream end of the canal. This section evaluates a “raised” canal that places the pumping
station midstream, near Disappointment Slough.

9.2.3 Operations

Three different ICF canal capacities were evaluated. It is understood that the same total volume
of water would be diverted, but three different flow rates are evaluated: 5,000 cfs, 10,000 cfs,
and 15,000 cfs. The difference in operation is that diversion activity would occur for a longer
period with a facility capacity of 5,000 cfs as compared to a facility capacity of 15,000 cfs.

It is assumed for the purposes of this analysis that total minimum outflows from the Delta would
not change. Export would be shifted from the south Delta to the north Delta, from which releases
from the State Water Project and the Central Valley Project can be directed more efficiently to
the pumps at Clifton Court Forebay.

The ICF could be operated to maintain a minimum flow in the Sacramento River. This minimum
flow would likely be seasonal and depend on fish habitat, urban freshwater intake, and
downstream agricultural requirements. Flow releases from upstream reservoirs, such as Lake
Shasta and Lake Oroville, would be used during summer months to supplement natural flows in
the Sacramento River and maintain habitat and salinity at acceptable levels. Seasonal demands
and downstream storage capacity would also come into play.

The water available to send into the ICF would depend on the seasonal flows available in the
Sacramento River watershed and releases upstream from SWP and CVP reservoirs. Figure 9-4
shows Sacramento River flow variations between 2001 and 2006.

Current flows in the San Joaquin alone are inadequate to supply sufficient water to the pumps at
Clifton Court. Water is drawn toward Clifton Court Forebay from other parts of the Delta such
that water flows backward through the Old River and Middle River branches of the San Joaquin
River.

9.3 COST ESTIMATE

The costs for the 5,000 cfs, 10,000 cfs, and 15,000 cfs canals are listed in Tables 9-1 and 9-2. A
breakdown in costs for the 15,000 cfs canal is listed in Table 9-1. The cost estimate is based on
previous conceptual-level designs, and the costs are in 2007 dollars. This estimate accounts for
contingency, surveys, design, construction management, and contract administration costs, but
does not include financing costs or environmental mitigation costs. Note that the cost estimate
excludes fish screens; these costs are accounted for in Building Block 3.3.
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SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

9.3.1 Quantities

The quantities for the cost estimate were taken primarily from the WGI report (2006) for
Route 2, with a pumping station at Disappointment Slough. The following items differ from the
WGI report.

As stated above, embankment quantities were calculated with a higher embankment. This cost
estimate assumes an embankment elevation at 3 feet above MHHW.

A cost item was added for flow shutoff gates at some of the siphons to prevent a large flood
event from extending flooding from one island to the next through the open siphons. These gates
are only expected to be necessary in islands where the 100-year flood event is above the top of
the ICF embankment.

It is expected that the embankments will be constructed of suitable materials (see Section 4,
Building Block 1.2: Upgraded Delta Levees). The potential locations of these materials are
shown on Figure 9-5 for the north Delta and Figure 9-6 for the south Delta.

932 Unit Costs
Unit costs for the construction cost estimate were based in part on the following sources:

e Unit costs from previous reports that were escalated using the USBR Construction Cost
Index Trends

e Build-ups from equipment manufacturer performance data and R.S. Means cost data

= Unit prices found in other building blocks (e.g., Building Block 3.3: Install Fish Screens)
e Caltrans

e Recent contractor bid prices on public projects

Real estate costs are based on the sale prices of Primary Zone land in the Delta between 2002
and 2005.

9.3.3 Intake Facilities

Intake facilities would likely be built near Hood, though other locations have been proposed. The
purpose of the intake is to divert water into the canal while preventing debris and fish from
entering. A description of the fish screen facilities and costs are included in Section 15.

9.34 Excavation

Organic, highly plastic, or permeable soils (e.g., clean gravels) will need to be removed from the
canal embankment foundations and spoiled within the canal right-of-way. Figure 9-7 shows the
locations and depths of organic materials. The thickness of the organic soils averages about 10
feet north of Disappointment Slough and about 15 feet south of this location. Excavated soils
from the canal would be stockpiled in the canal right-of-way, moisture conditioned, and used to
construct canal embankment fills. In areas, where suitable soils are unavailable for embankment
construction, soils would either be transported from other areas of the canal alignment or be
imported.

m Phase 2 Risk Reduction Report Section 9 Final 9‘5




SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

9.35 Canal Embankments

The top of the embankment would be placed 3 feet above the MHHW elevation, as shown on
Figure 9-8. MHHW was chosen as the design basis for the top of the embankment. Three feet of
freeboard was added to the MHHW to account for wind waves, run-up, and fluctuations in the
MHHW elevation. Where the normal operating level of the canal (the water surface elevation
[WSE]) is greater than the MHHW, the top of the embankment would be 3 feet above the
maximum WSE.

Raising the top of the embankment to the elevations of the 100-year flood (based on the Federal
Emergency Management Agency Federal Insurance Rate Maps) was considered, but not
included in this conceptual design. Flooding from a storm event would likely result in an inflow
of freshwater into the canal, which should not pose a water quality problem. Control structures
would need to be placed at each siphon to prevent flooding of adjacent islands. The control
structures and approaches would need to be designed to the Federal Insurance Rate Map
elevation for operational purposes.

9.3.6 Bridges

The cost estimate includes the construction of 14 new roadway bridges and three new railroad
bridges. Costs for the roadway bridges are based on the current Caltrans square-foot cost data.
The roads that will likely require new bridges include State Routes 4, 12 and 34, Tracy, Lambert,
Walnut Grove, Peltier, Woodbridge, Atherton, McDonald, Calpack, and Bonatti, and Middle
River roads as well as Laurel Lane.

Three railroad bridges will also need to be installed. It is not known whether their grades will
need to be raised.

9.3.7 Siphons and Flow Control Structures

Concrete siphons would be constructed to pass the canal water beneath existing sloughs and
rivers. Reinforced concrete siphons would include transition structures to funnel the water in the
facility into and out of the siphons. Cofferdams would be needed to close off the sloughs where
the siphons are to be constructed. Special considerations would be needed to construct a siphon
across the San Joaquin Ship Channel to avoid disruption of shipping through the channel. Figure
9-9 shows a typical configuration for a six-barrel siphon; each barrel would be about 30 feet
square with walls that are 3 to 4 feet thick.

Flow-control structures would be needed along the alignment to control the water surface
elevation along the canal at certain locations. For this building block, four flow-control structures
are assumed based on the 1999 CALFED report. Further hydraulic analyses would be needed to
confirm the number and location of the control structures. Control structures would also be
needed at the outlets of the canal into the SWP and CVP facilities.

Flood-control gates would need to be incorporated into the siphons to prevent water from
overtopping the canal embankments and flooding adjacent islands.
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9.3.8 Pumping Station

A low-head pumping station is needed to provide sufficient gradient to maintain the design
flows. The pumping station would raise the water surface elevation about 15 feet. Eleven pumps,
two with variable-speed drives were assumed. This cost estimate also assumes the location at
Disappointment Slough, near the center of the alignment.

The costs for the pumping station are derived from the USBR Mechanical Engineer’s Pumping
Plant Cost Curves. From the cost curves, the estimated cost of a pump station with a flow of
15,000 cfs at a total head of 20 feet is $156,500,000 in October 1995 dollars. This value was
adjusted for the number of pumps, two of which would be variable speed, and the USBR cost
index to escalate costs to mid-2007.

9.3.9 Right-of-Way

Land required for Route 2 is in the Primary Zone. Land in the Primary Zone is agricultural and
generally lower in price than land in the Secondary Zone and subject to possible development.*
Route 2 was developed specifically to move the canal away from land that was already
developed or soon to be developed and therefore more expensive. The width of the right-of-way
was taken as 1,300 feet for the entire 44-mile length. This works out to about 6,900 acres for a
15,000 cfs canal. A cost of $10,000 per acre was estimated from sale prices of undeveloped land
in the Delta between 2002 and 2005 and escalated to 2007 costs using the USBR land price
index for each year.

9.3.10  Other Cost Considerations
9.3.10.1 Suitable Materials

One of the major cost factors of the ICF is its proximity to suitable foundation conditions and
embankment materials. The original Peripheral Canal alignment was placed along the eastern
periphery of the Delta to take advantage of better soil conditions than further west within the
Delta where deep organic (peat) soils are more prevalent. Though Route 2 is outside of the
higher Secondary Zone property values closer to Stockton, it is also more likely to encounter
unsuitable materials and thus larger costs for organic layer replacement.

9.3.10.2 Soil Permeability

Measures that might include blanketing the canal with impervious soils (possibly combined with
appropriate underdrain measures) or removal and replacement of permeable sand and gravel
layers may be required if the underlying soil permeability threatens adjacent areas.

! The 1992 Delta Protection Act defined a Primary Zone and a Secondary Zone within the legal Delta. The act
provided stringent protection against further urban development within the Primary Zone. Areas within the
Secondary Zone, which included the rest of the legal Delta, had less stringent protection (URS/JBA 2008h, Section
2).
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9.3.10.3 Productivity

Productivity will likely be negatively impacted by wet weather. As the Delta was essentially at
one time a marsh, dewatering and downtime while soil, haul roads and stockpiles dry, may be a
significant factor during winter construction.

0.3.10.4 Groundwater Treatment

During construction of an ICF, significant groundwater would be encountered. The groundwater
would need to be removed from the construction zones and discharged into adjacent sloughs or
rivers. Construction water discharges are regulated by the state, which may require testing and
treatment of the groundwater before discharge. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program has identified
poor groundwater quality on other canal projects in the area (CALFED Bay-Delta Program
2007). The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District recently constructed a new
interceptor that required an extensive treatment plant for groundwater encountered during
construction. Costs for groundwater treatment can be significant. Sampling along the alignment
would provide guidance as to what constituents are present in the groundwater and the probable
treatment requirements.

9.3.10.5 Agricultural Economic Losses

A significant amount of agricultural land would be taken out of production. Also, some land
might be left isolated by the ICF and also taken out production. Some of this lost land could also
be converted to habitat.

9.4 RISK REDUCTION ESTIMATE

94.1 Water Quality

Over the past 60 years, 70 percent of the water entering the Delta has entered from the
Sacramento River. Only an average of 13 percent enters from the San Joaquin River into the
south Delta. If the net flow out of the Delta remains the same, the salinity levels of water exiting
the Delta would likely not change significantly.

The water pumped at Clifton Court Forebay comes from both the Sacramento River and the San
Joaquin River. However, flows in the San Joaquin River are relatively small compared to pump
station capacities. The San Joaquin, Middle, and Old rivers occasionally flow backwards toward
the pumps at Clifton Court Forebay. The pumps pull water from the Sacramento River in the
north Delta to the south end of the Delta. This flushing action raises the total organic content and
levels of bromides in the water as it passes through the Delta.

Construction of the ICF may allow flows to return to a more natural pattern in the San Joaquin
River. These flows may not necessarily improve water quality in the south Delta. South Delta
salinity levels and other measures of water quality may be higher when flushing is primarily
dependent on flows from the San Joaquin River rather than being assisted by export flows
through the state and federal project pumps. Thus, increased flows in the San Joaquin River may
be needed to improve south Delta water quality. Separately, if the existing south Delta export
intakes remain functional in a dual conveyance arrangement, pumping could fluctuate between
south Delta and north Delta sources, depending on which source provides the greater benefits.
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Due to tidal influences and returns from agricultural drainages, the quality of Sacramento River
water deteriorates as the river moves toward the ocean. When considering export water quality,
intake facilities located upstream on the Sacramento River (Hood) are preferred to downstream
intake facilities (e.g., Clifton Court Forebay, Isleton, or Walnut Grove).

One benefit of the ICF would be an improvement in the quality of water exported from the south
Delta. The water would likely be cheaper to treat due to the lower levels of total organic content
and other substances that are picked up as the water moves through the Delta. Other areas may
see a reduction in water quality due to the lower flows in the Sacramento River downstream of
Hood. Due to the substantial flows in the Sacramento River, these reductions in water quality
may be minimal.

Additional water quality modeling is needed to better define the impacts and costs discussed
above. The net value of improvements in the quality of water exported in the south Delta is likely
greater than the sum costs of decreased water quality at other locations around the Delta. These
costs could be further reduced by direct connections to the ICF by other water systems.

9.4.2 Water Delivery Reliability

Currently, the primary threat to water delivery reliability is the incompatibility of the state and
federal project pumps and Delta smelt populations. Water deliveries have been curtailed due to
the high mortality rates for Delta smelt at these pumps. These impacts are reviewed below and in
Section 15, which discusses fish screens. The ICF would be designed to eliminate this threat, the
current actual source of unreliability to the state’s water supplies.

A second major threat to water supply reliability is the fact that a large failure of the levee
system within the Delta (e.g., due to an earthquake) could pull saline water into the Delta (a
“gulp™), disrupt CVP and SWP pumping, and thereby reduce CVVP and SWP deliveries. With the
ICF, water is diverted around the Delta, away from those islands most likely to be inundated by
brackish water during a levee break. The ICF would be protected by its embankments from
MHHW levels; hence, the impact of Delta levee breaches would be eliminated. Although some
damage to ICF embankments may occur, they will be designed to minimize the possibility of
breaching and to facilitate repairs. The ICF should be repaired and operational within 3 to 6
months after a major damaging event. This time frame would be a dramatic improvement over
the possibility of 2, 3, or more years without Delta exports using the present through-Delta
conveyance.

The economic benefit due to a reduced disruption of water exports can be calculated as the risk
of a disruption to water supplies without the ICF minus the risk of a disruption to water supplies
with the ICF. The costs associated with a disruption to urban and rural water supplies without the
ICF were estimated in Phase 1 of the Delta Risk Management Strategy (DRMS) Economic
Consequences Technical Memorandum (URS/JBA 2008f). The information contained within this
section is largely sourced from this work.

Although the risk of failure in water delivery based on seismic or flood events is still present,
construction of the ICF would result in a significant reduction in risk; indeed, this reduction in
risk is a primary motivation for considering the facility. The ICF may also facilitate recovery
efforts by providing additional freshwater to the south Delta that could be used to flush out
brackish floodwater.
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9.4.3 Water Delivery Efficiency

Water currently released from state and federal storage facilities north of Sacramento River
flows out of the Delta toward Suisun Bay and to the pumps in the south Delta. An ICF may
decrease the percentage of the released water that would be required as carriage water to
maintain Delta water quality standards. Thus, even if exactly the same amount of water is
exported, it can be diverted more efficiently. This increased efficiency would mean more
flexibility for the timing of Delta outflows when they are advantageous. Diversion windows
would also be less impacted by environmental issues, such as impacts to the Delta smelt and
other fish.

Peak flows in the Sacramento River might also be more efficiently funneled to water exports
rather than as outflow through Suisun Bay. A review of existing water models and new studies
would be needed to determine the diverse benefits from increases in water diversion efficiency.

944 Operational Flexibility

With a dual conveyance system, pumping could be shifted back and forth from the north Delta to
the south Delta, depending on flow conditions, the relative impacts on the ecosystem, and the
varying timing of fish migration patterns. Improved fish screens would likely need to be installed
in the south Delta to continue diverting there, even on a limited schedule.

9.45 Ecosystem Impacts of the Isolated Conveyance Facility

The ICF would impact ecosystems as outlined below:

e Terrestrial habitats and occurrences of special-status species may be affected.

» Fish habitat and fish passage may be disrupted during construction across waterways.

e The intake of fish in the northern portion of the Delta at the ICF intake may increase,
depending on the effectiveness of the screening.

e Fish intake may be reduced at SWP and CVP water export facilities.

e Water may be increased in the following tributaries used for anadromous fish spawning:
Cosumnes River, Mokelumne River, Calaveras River, and San Joaquin River.

e The amount of protected and restored wildlife habitat may increase in sections of purchased
land parcels.

The impacts of this building block on the ecosystem are discussed further in Appendix 9A.

9.4.6 Potential Indirect Risk Reductions in the Context of the Scenarios

Depending on the size of the embankments, the ICF would reduce the area flooded in individual
islands due to a levee failure. The ICF embankments would also function in the same manner as
levees, effectively dividing existing islands into two parts.

m Phase 2 Risk Reduction Report Section 9 Final 9‘10



SECTIONNINE  Building Block 1.7; Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives

9.5 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The ICF would provide a north-to-south freshwater corridor through the construction of an
isolated canal around the eastern periphery of the Delta. A west-side routing might also be
considered, probably at higher cost but possibly with other advantages. The ICF considered here
would include the following components:

e Intake structure near Hood

e Canal excavation and embankment construction to the elevation of MHHW level plus 3 feet
e Road and railroad bridge crossings

e Siphons under rivers and sloughs

» Flow-control structures

e Pumping station at Disappointment Slough

The ICF would reduce vulnerability to water export disruption due to Delta levee failure and
flooding and would thus represent significant risk reduction over the present water conveyance
through Delta channels. The ICF could be operated to improve water supply reliability and the
water quality of exported water. The ICF could also serve to reduce flooding and subsequent
flood damage. It would also reduce the potential for catastrophic economic damage.

Although the canal embankments would be constructed to have 3 feet of freeboard above
MHHW, the canal would be overtopped by large flood events (e.g., 100-year flood). However,
such flooding would result in freshwater entering the canal and thus should not pose water
quality issues. After such large flood events, repairs of the canal embankments would be needed.
Also, damage is expected to the canal embankments as a result of large seismic events. Such
damage to the canal would require repair. In both cases, the embankments would be designed to
avoid severe damage (e.g., breaches) and to facilitate repair and resumption of operations within
3 to 6 months.

The following additional investigation and research are recommended if the ICF were to move
forward:

e Determine the base flow levels to be maintained in the Sacramento River. The base flow
level may fluctuate depending on the variable and sometimes opposing needs of habitat, fish
migration, agriculture, water quality, and exports.

e Research and summarize the impact of the ICF on Delta water quality for agricultural and
urban uses for intakes other than at the south Delta project pumps.

e Set parameters for operation of the facility within the state water rights and water quality
control system.

e Model the ICF in CALSIM (a California water resources simulation model) to assess the
likely operating regime under normal (non-breach) conditions.

e Model the ICF using the DRMS risk analysis models to assess the actual residual risks from
earthquakes and floods, under both current and future conditions in 2050 and 2100.

e Model the ICF in CALVIN (California Value Integrated Network Model) to assess the
economic benefits.
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e Study subsurface conditions along the ICF route to refine the ICF location and provide
geotechnical design information.

e Model the changes in water quality in the Delta due to the operation of the ICF.
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Table 9-1. Summary Cost of a 15,000 cfs Isolated Conveyance Facility
(Cost excludes fish screens)

Estimated Cost

No. Description ($ million)
1 Intake Facilities 400.0
2 Bridges and Culverts 88.5
3 Pumping Plant 230.0
4 Excavation 272.1
5 Embankment 382.6
6 Right of Way 141.1
7 Other (seeding, roads, fencing, etc) 62.4
8 Siphons and Controls 1,103.6
9 Control Structures for SWP and CVP 106.7
10 Maintenance Facility and SCADA 10.0
-- Subtotal Estimated Cost 2,797.0
-- Mobilization/Demobilization — 5% of Subtotal 139.9
- Subtotal 2,936.9
-- Contingency — 30% of Subtotal 881.1
- Subtotal 3,818.0
-- Survey, Design, CM and Administration — 30% of Subtotal 1,145.4
Total Estimated Cost 4,963.3

See Appendix 9B for cost details.
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Table 9-2. Summary of Costs of the Isolated Conveyance Facility Alternatives
(Costs exclude fish screens)

Capacity Estimated Cost
5,000 cfs $3.2 billion
10,000 cfs $4.1 billion
15,000 cfs $4.9 billion

cfs = cubic feet per second
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Figure 9-3  Isolated Conveyance Facility Route 2 Profile — Midstream
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Figure 9-4  Historical Flows in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers
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Figure 9-6  Soils in the South Delta

Phase 2 Risk Reduction Report Section 9 Final F‘6



Figures

Thickness of Organics
Below Levee Toe, ft.

.
I -5

10 5 0 10 Miles

Version 12-27-2006

Figure 9-7  Thickness of Organics
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