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rmburness@comcast.net; roland@ssjmud.org; rsb@bkslawfirm.com; rsmith@downeybrand.com;
russell@spalettalaw.com; ryan.hernandez@dcd.cccounty.us; rzwillinger@defenders.org; sae16@lsid.org;
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ssdwaterfix@somachlaw.com; stephen.siptroth@cc.cccounty.us; sunshine@snugharbor.net;
svolker@volkerlaw.com; sgrady@eslawfirm.com; red@eslawfirm.com; tara.mazzanti@stocktonca.gov;
tgohring@waterforum.org; tgstoked@gmail.com; tim@restorethedelta.org; tkeeling@freemanfirm.com;
trobancho@freemanfirm.com; towater@olaughlinparis.com; vkincaid@olaughlinparis.com;
wes.miliband@aalrr.com; wfemlen@solanocounty.com; wirthsoscranes@yahoo.com

Subject: SHR submittal of revised Part 2 rebuttal testimony, revised ?SHR-707, revised Exhibit List and statemen t of
service

Date: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 12:52:00 PM
Attachments: shr-701_revised_2.pdf

SHR-707_errata.pdf
statementofservice82818.pdf
20180828_shr_exhibitindex.xls

Dear CWF Hearing Chair Ms Doduc, hearing board members, and CWF hearing participants,

Please see attached the following documents:  SHR-701-Revision2, SHR-707-errata, SHR Revised
Exhibit List dated 8/28/2018 and the statement of service.

I am requesting that the CWF technical staff upload to the FTP site the attached revised evidence and
exhibit list, as it appears the CWF website no longer has the link button to add files.

Per the discussions during the CWF hearing on 8/27/18, SHR withdrew the evidence items labeled SHR-
702, SHR-710, SHR-711, SHR-712, SHR-715, SHR-720, SHR-721, SHR-722.  SHR-703 and SHR 703-
Errata were removed per SWRCB ruling.  SHR-709 and SHR-712 are also removed per SWRCB ruling. 
SHR-701-Revised-2 and SHR-707-Errata have been corrected based upon SWRCB hearing decisions, to
the best of my recollection and notes taken on 8/27/18, since DWR failed to raise any objections to my
testimony in advance of my time to testify.  Please note that I crossed out the references to the evidence
per the revised Exhibit list dated 8/28/2018, and also crossed out all language I believe DWR objected to
that Ms. Doduc ruled should be stricken.  I may have missed something and if so, please advise.

I hereby request that the balance of the SHR Part 2 evidence, including Part 2 Rebuttal testimony and
documents be moved into evidence, including SHR-701-Revision-2, SHR-704, SHR-705, SHR-706, SHR-
707-Errata, SHR-708, SHR-713, SHR-714, SHR-717, SHr-718, SHR-719 and SHR-724.  Please note that
I crossed out the references to the evidence per the revised Exhibit list dated 8/28/2018, and also crossed
out all language I believe DWR objected to that Ms. Doduc ruled should be stricken.  I may have missed
something and if so, please advise.

This email and attachments is sent in two batches due to size of list service.  This is batch P through Z.

Yours truly,
/s/  Nicole S. Suard, Esq., Managing Member, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC
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1 SHR-701 
 


2 Proposed Permit Conditions and California Waterfix Part 2 Rebuttal Testimony of 
 


3 Nicole S. Suard, Esq, Managing Member, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 
 


4 For over two years, thousands of hours of effort have been expended by myself and others to try 
 


5 to communicate to Waterboard hearing officers and others what the possible impacts would be from 
 


6 DWR and USBR proposed actions from construction and operation of proposed intakes and tunnels 
 


7 under any operation scheme. Per Waterboard instructions, hearing participants have been encouraged 
 


8 to propose Conditions of Permit which might help to mitigate some of the negative impacts to the Delta 
 


9 communities, farmers, landowners, businesses, recreation, residents and environment. I believe in 
 


10 order for the hearing board to understand the below  proposed Conditions of Permit, evidence for the 
 


11 need of those conditions is appropriate to supply as well.  The points and proposed Conditions of Permit 
 


12 were compiled by me and are/will be offered into evidence to help hearing board officers and all other 
 


13 California Waterfix participants who do not have opportunity to experience the Delta from the 
 


14 waterside perspective to see just a tiny fraction of what we see and experience here in the Delta in real 
 


15 life, not just on paper. My testimony and evidence does focus on the extremes of high flows and low 
 


16 flows as examples of impacts which are not reflected in the averaged computer modeling of CALSIM II 
 


17 and DSM2 often referred to during the course of the California Waterfix hearings Part 1 and Part 2. 
 


18 Proposed conditions of permit expressed in this testimony are in addition or further support previous 
 


19 testimony. 
 


20 
 


21 1. Proposed Condition of Permit: DWR-1143 chart of operations criteria for proposed H3+ 
 


22 operations does not provide sufficient written guarantee of flows, in each waterway to protect 
 


23 drinking water quality and surface flows and levels in the various natural waterways of the 


SHR-701-revised-2 







SHR-701 Page 2 of 9  


 
 


1 Delta. However, the DWR computer modeling and testimony has has clearly stated that fresh 
 


2 water flows will be sufficient to keep the fresh water fresh, or under 300 EC per DWR witnesses, 
 


3 in areas around Ryer Island, Steamboat Slough and other North Delta waterways. So simply 
 


4 add a new chart with required water flow, water level, and water quality criteria for each 
 


5 natural waterway of the Delta to assure no negative impacts from proposed new intakes and 
 


6 tunnels.  Monitoring stations at each end of every waterway will also help to assure that 
 


7 diversion and discharges into each waterway do not result in unintended degradation of water 
 


8 quality due to insufficient flow required for dilution. This is a necessary added monitoring 
 


9 requirement because low freshwater inflows reduce the capacity of the waterway to dilute the 
 


10 discharges into the waterway from normal Delta farming and agricultural activities. North Delta 
 


11 waterways that would require additional monitoring stations are Steamboat Slough, Sutter 
 


12 Slough, Miner’s Slough, Georgiana Slough and the Sacramento River in several new locations 
 


13 between Freeport and Rio Vista. Monitoring stations for the West Delta and all other Delta 
 


14 regions would have additional monitoring stations, but the owners of lands in those areas 
 


15 should define the locations. Note that for all monitoring stations, water quality at the bottom of 
 


16 the waterway and also towards the surface of the water should be monitored continuously. See 
 


17 SHR-713. SHR-718 and SHR-719 are examples of other studies also reviewing monitoring of 
 


18 Delta water quality. Proof of continual compliance with new requirements to meet M&I 
 


19 standards, recreation and navigation requirements, and drinking water quality for humans and 
 


20 animals will be required for all locations within the waterways of the Delta. Compliance would 
 


21 be based upon real time data, not running averages or other convoluted, inconsistent 
 


22 computations or formulas. (SHR-717 example) Those monitoring stations must remain live and 
 


23 posting real time data a minimum of every 15 minutes online, in common readable format. 
 


24 Salinity must be reported in parts of chloride (ppt) and electroconductivity (EC). In addition, for 
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1 any conversions for reporting purposes, the exact data and conversion formula must be 
 


2 provided for each data set, each time a report is provided.  SHR-713 suggests proposed water 
 


3 quality, water level, water flow, water temperature new monitoring stations for the North Delta, 
 


4 and Waterboard should seek the advice of South and West Delta land and business owners for 
 


5 the appropriate monitoring locations of those areas. Monitoring Stations would be paid for by 
 


6 SWC through increasing per acre foot delivery charges to water receipients of diverted flows., 
 


7 but placement and monitoring of stations would be done by a water engineer firm approved by 
 


8 North Delta land owners or NDWA. Based upon current negative impacts from DWR 
 


9 management of Delta flows, Dwr-1031 range of alternatives would require modification: 
 


10 require flow to increase in the Sacramento River, Steamboat Slough. Dwr-1071 water level 
 


11 below intakes-what about Steamboat Slough levels? Page 18 and 19. Require water levels to 
 


12 remain at navigable levels at all times including low tides. Navigable includes for power vessels 
 


13 and ships with draft of a minimum of twelve feet in Steamboat Slough at lowest tides and flows, 
 


14 and at deeper drafts for the larger vessels that are found on the Sacramento River between 
 


15 Sacramento and Rio Vista Require fresh water to match pre-project water quality. SHR-722 There 
 


16 video I made to show what navigation was like for a tall sailing ship with large keel, traveling up 
 


17 Steamboat Slough and the Sacramento River to Sacramento prior to any flow modifications by 
 


18 government agencies. The written description from 1850, Commander Ringgold, US Navy, 
 


19 refers to natural waterway depts of eight (8) to twelve feet (12) with snags only along the rivers’ 
 


20 edge generally. Video is available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kSZTiieucq4 . At any 
 


21 point in time where any monitoring station indicates violation of one of the water quality, water 
 


22 level or water flow criteria, one, two or all three intakes must be shut down to the minimum 
 


23 intake flow until such time as all monitoring stations show compliance.  Repeated failure to 
 


24 reduce diversion when violations are indicated will result in loss of right to operate the intakes 
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1 and a fine equal to three times the value of water that continued to be diverted into tunnels 
 


2 despite shown monitoring station violations. Assessed violation funds will be paid into a fund to 
 


3 cover damages, loss of income or other impacts from DWR/MWD excessive diversions which 
 


4 caused the violations. Low flow impacts that can result in damages and cost: SHR-702. 
 


5 2. Suggestion for Waterboard: Waterboard should require that accurate water conversion tables 
 


6 be utilized for all computer modeling and reports submitted to Waterboard: See SHR-717 
 


7 Does one acre foot of water equal 324,900 or 325,900 gallons of water? Does one cubic foot 
 


8 per second of flow equal 646,320 or 646,272 gallons per day?  In 2009, 2011, 2014 I brought this 
 


9 issue to various DWR-Resources representatives, as I was trying to determine what is the correct 
 


10 formula for converting cfs flow into gallons and acre-feet. This question was asked because it 
 


11 was noticed that the formulas used by DWR were different than what USGS and other 
 


12 government agencies use. DWR documents from 2000 to 2010 published conversion charts, 
 


13 and one from 2001 related to model results, such as CalSim 1 (at that time) provide conversion 
 


14 charts. Using an incorrect formula can result in an assumption of too much flow or too little 
 


15 flow, depending on which conversion table was used. Considering how much each acre-foot 
 


16 makes for water contractors, use of correct formulas would be important, one would think. As 
 


17 an example, if DWR and SWC were underreporting diversions because of use of an incorrect 
 


18 conversion formula when converting cfs to gallons to acre feet, the result would be additional 
 


19 acre feet available for sale.  Based on the chart shown in SHR-717 (poster format), each 
 


20 additional acre foot available for sale would generate approximate $600 more income for SWC. 
 


21 Multiply that by the number of cfs being underreported and it can equate to millions of acre 
 


22 feet per year and hundreds of millions of dollars of additional income for DWR/SWC as the Delta 
 


23 environment continues to decline in part due to the same underreporting or incorrect 
 


24 calculating of diversions and flows remaining in the Delta. It is noted that for CalSim 3 DWR has 
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1 recently updated the conversion formulas, which may explain the differences shown in the flow 
 


2 chart comparisons for that report. Perhaps California Waterboard should itself has published  its  
 


3 water-related conversion chart, and  so direct that all computer modeling and reports submitted  
 


4 to Waterboard be certified by the report author and computer modeler(s) that the conversion 
 


5 formulas used match exactly the conversion formula published by Waterboard. Slide and video 
 


6 questioning flow data of DWR: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhSqjHt6CEw but not 
 


7 offered into evidence in entirety. That video just shows the calculation issues have remained 
 


8 unaddressed for years. In any case, it seems reasonable that for Waterboard to do its job, 
 


9 Waterboard should require full disclosure statewide for all diverters. Waterboard could publish 
 


10 by map and count the diversion locations off every lake, river and stram so that concerned 
 


11 citizens might be able to help monitor this important function of Waterboard. 
 


12 3. Proposed Condition of Permit: Prohibited use of specific roads and waterways for construction 
 


13 traffic for specific times of the year: California WaterFix revised eir/eis indicates Snudgrass 
 


14 Slough will not be used for barge travel, but also does not provide enough description to 
 


15 indicate how tunnel boring equipment, tunnel sections and the materials for tunnel sections will 
 


16 be delivered to areas north of Highway 12. Mr. Bernarski testimony indicated that DWR and 
 


17 MWD would leave it up to the Contractors to determine the best way to transport necessary 
 


18 equipment and supplies. (Summary of what was said-not exact words) This is insufficient 
 


19 description to assess impact, so I request that the transportation routes and travel methods as 
 


20 shown on the map labeled SHR-714 be expressly prohibited for construction of intakes and 
 


21 tunnels: To avoid negative impacts from water transport, water impact, Steamboat Slough, 
 


22 Sutter Slough Elk Slough and the Sacramento River between Sacramento to below or south of 
 


23 Rio Vista may not be utilized for Waterfix intake or tunnel equipment or supplies transport 
 


24 during the months of April through October, which are prime recreation boating and agricultural 
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1 activity months. Roads as highlighted on SHR-714 may not be utilized by intake or tunnel 
 


2 construction transport trucks larger than one ton, anytime during the year when it is normal 
 


3 harvest time for local farmers or it is prime recreation travel time, such as April through 
 


4 November. DWR/MWD/USBR will be held liable for damages to all boats and docks along the 
 


5 water rout if wakes or accidents occur and marinas or land owners with docks along the barge 
 


6 traffic route will be entitled to loss of income based upon posted rates of Sacramento Marina 
 


7 (City) dockage for all months of barge traffic.  Since large and loud helicopters have already 
 


8 been used to begin changes to electrical services in the North Delta, noise impacts to recreation 
 


9 customers have already been experienced on Ryer and Grand Islands in spring 2018. Therefore, 
 


10 it is proposed that if any helicopters or other form of loud flying vehicles is use to transports 
 


11 intake or tunnel construction equipment or parts, that such delivery flights may not fly over any 
 


12 Delta towns or communities, marinas or RV parks or housing communities at any time. Waterfix 
 


13 contractors must be instructed to design flight patterns that avoid creating risk to persons on 
 


14 the ground and also avoid creating noise due to the aviary vehicles or equipment.SHR-724 and 
 


15 SHR-711 should be viewed as part of this testimony if needed to show examples. 
 


16 4. Proposed Condition of Permit: Require study and peer reviewed report to verify intakes of the 
 


17 size and capacity of those proposed by California WaterFix proponents will be safe for humans: 
 


18 There is no description of any safety feature in case there is intake malfunction. For example, 
 


19 recently a man died because he was sucked into an intake at “Empire Cut” off the San Joaquin 
 


20 River near Lower Jones Tract. Please see SHR-712. Imagine if the proposed intakes in the  North 
 


21 Delta malfunctioned and started sucking people against the screens holding them there until the 
 


22 screen-clearing wipers moved them off. Witnesses for proposed intake facilities have described 
 


23 low velocity of flow into the intakes but have not provided any details of safety precautions if 
 


24 pumping would cause higher velocities that could harm fish and humans. For example Dwr-1035 
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1 modeling velocities do not make sense if one refers to the map. How do the water engineers 
 


2 regulate velocity past the fish screens? Withhold flow? What happens where there is a conflict 
 


3 between need to freshen the Delta and keep velocity low? Waterboard and/or US Coast Guard 
 


4 could require clear marking at every intake statewide that could pose risk to humans on the 
 


5 watersitde. Markers on the waterside should indicate the end of the pipe or intake in the water 
 


6 where suction might happen. SHR-712 last page of pdf suggests state-wide approach to 
 


7 protecting humans from risk of malfunctioning intakes and also sink holes created when a 
 


8 construction project does not go as planned, as could easily be assumed for a tunnel projected 
 


9 expected to last up to eleven years in the Delta! To protect the cornerstone of California’s 
 


10 drinking water system, common sense says any mining activity that could create sink holes in 
 


11 the Delta should be permanently prohibited. SHR-704. 
 


12 5. Additional information offered in order to fully understand possible negative impacts to the 
 


13 North Delta waterways: During Part 1 of California Waterfix hearing, DWR provided SHR with 
 


14 two chart series which indicate what flows would remain on the North Delta waterways if 
 


15 proposed intakes were operational. See SHR 350 and 352. DWR computer modeling witness 
 


16 Tara Smith and DWR attorneys confirmed during Part 2 that despites the revised operations 
 


17 referred to as H3+ the modeling indicated the flows and splits between the North Delta 
 


18 waterways would be the same as what is shown in SHR-350 and SHR-352. (Paraphrased) 
 


19 However, since DWR in 2014 through to current dates has been withholding flows into the 
 


20 North Delta, suspending the North Delta into drought flow status it appears, it can be shown 
 


21 that the flow splits do not match the computer modeling provided by DWR.  SHR-253 is an 
 


22 example of impacts from low flows in drought time, of the level of flow proposed by DWR for 
 


23 summer months. Compage SHR-352 to SHR-703. SHR-703 is a video showing the flow splits 
 


24 with Freeport flow at historic lows, in 2018. SHR-702 shows low flow impacts on Steamboat 
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1 Slough and Sacramento River, including the increase of invasive water weeds, degradation of 
 


2 restoration sites claimed by DWR 
 


3 6. Proposed Condition of Permit: DWR revised its data to recognize more wells and gas or oil wells 
 


4 within the footprint of the proposed tunnels and intakes. However, it appears the existence of 
 


5 additional gas wells, in particular, have continued to be ignored by the drafters of proposed 
 


6 intakes and tunnels. As a condition of permit, complete survey and report of all known and 
 


7 unknown drinking water wells, natural gas wells, wastewater wells and oil wells within the foot 
 


8 print and within vibration-range of the tunnel footprint should be required to adequately assess 
 


9 potential risk and damage. As a start, please see SHR-704, a 2018 new application for Staten 
 


10 Island. It should be a requirement that DWR and/or SWC be financially liable for all damages to 
 


11 all water, oil and gas wells within vibration range of tunnel and intake footprints. This requires 
 


12 that the locations of all such wells and owners be known, that the current condition be known 
 


13 and documented, and that there be an agency or representative with funding available to 
 


14 quickly resolve claims of damage. In addition, if tunneling causes rupture of a gas well, 
 


15 tunneling operations must be shut down until such time as new evidence would be presented to 
 


16 Waterboard to verify no additional rupture will occur. Please see SHR-705, SHR-706, SHR-707 
 


17 and SHR-708, all of which are public maps or records found online through State of California 
 


18 online resources which could have been accessed by California Waterfix drafters, had those 
 


19 drafters desired to provide full disclosure of potential impacts. 
 


20 7. Proposed condition of Permit: Establish and maintain fund to reimburse Delta Land owners for 
 


21 damages caused by DWR managements of high flows and low flows through the Delta. Cost of 
 


22 Water deliveries to State Water Contractors would include at least a ten percent (10%) increase 
 


23 per acre foot sold and delivered to water contractors in other areas of the state so that a fund 
 


24 could be created and maintained from which damages to Delta area lands, businesses and 
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1 persons could be paid. Fund could be managed by designated county persons in each Delta- 
 


2 area county, or by another local Delta entity dedicated to protecting the Sacramento San 
 


3 Joaquin Delta humans, lands, waterways and businesses as well as aquatic and natural 
 


4 environment. It seems DWR rarely reports to the media or any controlling or oversite agencies 
 


5 or legislature the real impacts of DWR actions, and rarely acknowledges failures to comply with 
 


6 diversion restrictions, as exemplified by Mr. Porgans testimony and evidence. The Womack 
 


7 family also has provided examples from down by Clifton Court Forebay. I am providing real life 
 


8 examples of impacts from DWR actions in just the last few years. SHR example is the cost to 
 


9 resolve degradation of the local drinking water which records show were excellent until 
 


10 sometime around 2010. SHR-709 These examples are intended to demonstrate for the 
 


11 Waterboard how decisions by the Waterboard and actions by DWR and USBR impact the Delta 
 


12 people and businesses and agriculture, and so far DWR fails to recognize such impacts in reports 
 


13 or assessments when planning changes such as proposed Waterfix tunnels. Please see SHR-720, 
 


14 SHR-721, SHR-722. 
 


15 Finally, I wish to declare that I personally prepared the evidence to support my testimony, but 
16 that most of the evidence consists of screen prints and downloads of data and records which I 
17 collected and compiled over a number of years. The videos were made by recording live internet 
18 connections to the websites shown on the screen. Other video or photos were shot by me at the 
19 times referenced in the video or photos. 
20 


21 I declare under penalty of perjury the above is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
22 Submitted by 
23 
24 


25 
26 


27 Nicole S. Suard, Esq 


28 Managing Member, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC 7/11/2018 
29 
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SHR – 707-errata 


Water rights and Farmers intakes: 
http://waterrightsmaps.waterboards.ca.gov/viewer/index.html?viewer=eWRIMS.eWRIMS_gvh# 


 


Screen prints from California Department of Conservation and a AGIS resource showing estimated locations of natural 
gas wells in the Delta region. California WaterFix EIR/EIS and related documents failed to assess impact to the area 
infrastructure from hitting one or several of these gas wells during tunnel boring. Hitting one of these gas wells could 
cause an explosion like the one on Andrus Island several years ago, which has the potential to cause local levees to fail 
and could cause risk to farms, local residents in the immediate area and boaters on the waterways nearby at the time of 
impact. 


Map showing gas wells in the Delta area of California 
 


 
 


Since the State of California did not require fracturing companies to report the exact locations of the gas wells until just 
the last few years, it is not actually known how many and where those gas wells are located in the Delta. An extensive 
database of gas and oil wells was found online, and will be submitted as evidence to show the estimated number of 
wells within the counties of the Delta. 



http://waterrightsmaps.waterboards.ca.gov/viewer/index.html?viewer=eWRIMS.eWRIMS_gvh
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In fact, drilling of natural gas wells has increased substantially since discovery of the new method of fracturing or 
directional drilling. Below is an excerpt from the Department of Conservation: 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 


(See next page) 
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In addition, the exact location of the wastewater wells full of toxins that have been allowed to be placed in and around 
the Delta region were not considered by California WaterFix proponents. Damage from tunnel boring to the fracking 
wastewater well located on Staten Island, for example, would release toxins into the Mokelumne River and the drinking 
water aquifer and put thousands or millions of persons at risk of drinking those pollutants found in the fracking 
wastewater well. Map is from Food & Water Watch organization website http://FracTracker.org 


 



http://fractracker.org/
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3356 Snug Harbor Drive
Walnut Grove, CA  95690
916-775-1455


Date:  8/28/2018 


Nicole S. Suard, Esq.


Managing Member, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC


SHR Part II Rebuttal Testimony including Proposed Conditions of Permits, along 
with supporting evidence numbered SHR-701-Revision2, SHR-707-Errata, the 
SHR Revised exhibit list dated 8/28/18, which includes the evidence requested be 
to accepted into evidence for the California Waterfix Hearing  Part 2 rebuttal, 
including SHR-701-Revision2 to SHR-724 evidence not struck out per revised 
exhibit list dated 8/28/18


.


July 3, 2018
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		Exhibit Identification Index

		California WaterFix Hearing

		California Department of Water Resources and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

		Date: 8/28/2018  REVISED EXHIBIT LIST

		PROTESTANT:  _________________Snug Harbor ResortS,  LLC__________________________________

		Exhibit Identification Number		Exhibit Description				Status of Evidence

								(for Hearing Team use Only)

								Introduced		Accepted		By Official Notice

		SHR-101		Powerpoint used in Part 1 hearing:  Overview of Waterfix

		SHR-102		Powerpoint used in Part 1 hearing: Tunnel/Engineering

		SHR-103		Powerpoint used in Part 1 hearing:  Operations-Impacts

		SHR-104		Powerpoint used in Part 1 hearing:  Modeling

		SHR-105		Policy statement on behalf of Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC

		SHR-106		Powerpoint of SHR and North Delta photos

		SHR-107		Opening statement for Case in Chief

		SHR-108		Case in Chief for Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC

		SHR-109		Statement of qualifications witness Nicole S. Suard

		SHR-110		Copy of Protest form filed

		SHR-2		SHR History and photo summary & "Best Small Park 2001", and  Withdrawn

		SHR-5		1960 DWR Water Bulletin No. 76 "Delta Water Facilities"

		SHR-6		1908 description of flows on SS and Sac in dry year-highlighted

		SHR-6f		1908 Full Description to accompany Survey of the Sacramento River submitted to US House of Representatives:  Letter from the Secretary of War. Plus maps

		SHR-6-1		1908 Survey showing lower Steamboat Slough     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-6-2		1908 Survey showing middle Steamboat Slough

		SHR-6-3		1908 Survey showing upper section of Steamboat Slough   WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-6-4		1908 Survey showing area of Walnut Gove    WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-6-5		1908 Survey showing area of Courtland

		SHR-6-6		1908 Survey showing area of Clarksburg

		SHR-6-7		1908 Survey showing area of Isleton

		SHR-7 SHR-7large SHR-7poster		2013 Water Portfolio Inflow Outflow Delta (screen print) larger size SHR-7 detail includes pie charts showing graphically the unaccounted for flow data

		SHR-9		2010 Historical Fresh Water and Salinity Conditions in the Westerm Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Bay

		SHR-9b		Conclusion statement of SHR-9  WITHDRAWN

		SHR-10		1935 Soils Map of the Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Area, Henry G. Knight, Chief, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Bureau of Chemistry and Soils

		SHR-11		Data gaps:  study on CDEC missing data by N. Suard 4-8-2014

		SHR-13		Data gaps:  study on CDEC accuracy poster format and flow chart from

		13large		CDEC screen prints

		SHR-16		Resolution No 68-16 SWRCB Statement of Policy with Resprct to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California

		SHR-17		Map of Delta area water rights (screenprint from Waterboards site)

		SHR-18		1911 Map of Drinking Water wells in the upper Central Valley WITHDRAWN

		SHR-18		USGS survey of Water Supply, Plate 5 WITHDRAWN

		SHR-20		Slide set of water quality issues in the North Delta with photos by NSS

		SHR-21		Slides for arsenic in groundwater questions-modeling

		SHR-22		Drinking water and salinity

		SHR-23		Chart of minimum flows with Tunnels operating: Information not provided by DWR

		SHR-23b		Information on flow data gaps for march 2014, sent to USACE

		SHR-24		Graphic of aquifer recharge (screen print from BDCP docs)

		SHR-25		2004 Public Health Goals for Chemicals in Drinking Water:  Arsenic  WITHDRAWN

		SHR-26		USGS Analysis on the Occurrence of Arsenic in Groudwater 2000

		SHR-27		SWRCB, Division of Water Quality Gama program: Arsenic

		SHR-28		2005 Delta Region Drinking Water Quality Management Plan

		SHR-29		Anti-degredation policy

		SHR-29h		Anti-degredation policy, highlighted text  WITHDRAWN

		SHR-31		Screen print, current SWRCB flow requirements-SWRCB Resolution No. 2010-0039

		SHR-31f		SWRCB full document, pages 2, 38-map, 112, 113

		SHR-32		Over-allocation of flows from the Sacramento River-screen print

		SHR-33		"100 Years of California's Water Rights System: Patterns, trends and uncertainty."  Theodore E. Grantham and Joshua H Viers, Center for Watershed Sciences, University of California, Davis  Page 6 WITHDRAWN

		SHR-34		2005 USGS Study of Arsenic in drinking water in the Central Valley, P 27

		SHR-34f		Full 2005 USGS Study

		SHR-35		2011 USGS Study of Arsenic in drinking water in the Central Valle, P 38

		SHR-35f		Full 2011 USGS Study

		SHR-39e		DSM2 hydrology and bathymetry data timeline and with addition of missing subsurface flow diversion structures

		SHR-39wf		WF map of DSM2 grid

		SHR-39wf2		WF map of DSM2 with elevation and bathymetry updated 2016

		SHR-40		Bathymetry development presentation slides by Aron Blake, USGS

		SHR-40f		"Garbage in, garbage out" 2007

		SHR-41		Links to barriers planning-pdf of webpage at snugharbor.net timeline WITHDRAWN

		SHR-42		Map of Bench Studies on Steamboat Slough under BDCP/CalFed

		SHR-43		2016 DSM2 Bathymetry update slide

		SHR-50		Tidal and River Datums in the Sacramento River (map)    WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-63		USBR 2008 Delta Passage Model Map     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-64		Appendix 9J-Full document Delta Passage Model     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-65		USBR Delta Passage Model flow and acres chart  WITHDRAWN

		SHR-66		Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration Implementation Plan 1,21,45

		SHR-67		Salmon extinction chart by USBR-NOAA      WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-67b		Salmon extinction chart by USBR-NOAA      WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-68		2500 cfs Red Bluff Diversion news article     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-69		"What caused the Sacramento River fall Chinook stock collapse?" 2009     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-75		Timeline and history of uses of property at Snug Harbor

		SHR-76		Statement of Permits and water rights & use

		SHR-77		Graph of drinking water quality decline-SHR example

		SHR-78		Steamboat Slough History    WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-79		Ryer Island statement of points of diversion-riparian    WITHDRAWN

		SHR-80		CALFED timeline & Water Exports

		SHR-81		Location in NorCal-map

		SHR-82		Well and water quality data for SHR (example of incorrect SWRCB data

		SHR-83		Screen print of GeoTrackerGama map of Public Water Systems in Bay and Delta Area

		SHR-84		Bottleneck on Steamboat Slough and channel benck impacts

		SHR-200		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River (Including Steamboat Slough) Hogsback Shoals section (duplicate)    WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-203		List of links for History of Steamboat Slough and salmon migration

		SHR-204		Travel to Sacramento via Delta Waterways:  Steamboat Slough focus Video:  http://snugharbor.net/old_sacramento_river-video.html

		SHR-205		Hall irrigation map of the Delta

		SHR-206a		1982 Geologic Maps of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by Brian F Atwater "Courtland"  (Upper Steamboat, Sutter Slough)

		SHR-206b		1982 Geologic Maps of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by Brian F. Atwater "Isleton" (Steamboat Slough by Snug Harbor) Notations added

		SHR-206c		1982 Geologic Maps of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by Brian F. Atwater "Rio Vista" (Steamboat Slough and Sacramento River Confluence

		SHR-208		Scanned pages from 2935 "Paddle Wheel Days in California" by Jerry MacMullen (duplicate)     WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-209		1873 Board of Commissioners on Irrigation, Map of the San Joaquin, Sacramento and Tulare Valleys

		SHR-210		1895 Steamboat Slough map showing Hogsback and "Chraleston" Island (portion of map, locates shipwreck of the Charleston)

		SHR-211		1945 Central Valley Basin Water Resources Development-USBR

		SHR-212		Excerpts:  1862 view of Steamboat Slough and Sacramento River by

		SHR-212a		James M. Hutchings, and enlargement of one graphic from the book

		SHR-213		Excerpts regarding travel on Steamboat Slough in the 1850s to 1900 by Jerry MacMullen, "1935 Paddle Wheel Days in California" highlighted

		SHR-214		1848 to 1900 Shipwrecks on Steamboat Slough of the Sacramento Delta Region: Summary from 1986 State Lands Commission study of historic Shipwrecks in the North Delta Region

		SHR-215		1930 State Water Plan, Bulletin No. 25, Publications of the Division of Water Resources, Report to the Legislature of 1931

		SHR-216		Historical Timeline and links published 2012 for reference by N. Suard, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-217		The Settlement Geography of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, , John Thompson, December 1957

		SHR-218		1854 Sacramento River map, Henry Lange author (section of map)Full map at David Rumsey.com - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-220		1923 Steamboat Captain’s map of the Sacramento River Delta landings (section of a 60” long map)

		SHR-221		1908 Sacramento River and Steamboat Slough minimum flows

		SHR-222		Excerpts from James M. Hutchings 1862 book on “Scenes of Wonder and Curiosity”, including review of quantity of salmon on the Sacramento River. 22 pages

		SHR-223		1975 Bulliten No 192 “Plan for Improvement of Delta Levees” (exerpt of)

		SHR-250		2014 lawsuit filed related to rice growing and arsenic - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-251		STATE OF CALIFORNIA Drinking Water State Revolving Fund - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-252		Map of Stimulated Wells, FrackTracker

		SHR-253		2014 low tide photos: impacts

		SHR-254		MWD Southern California’s Integrated Water Resources Plan 1996 - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-255		Surplus Water Graphic

		SHR-256		2007 BDCP Conservation Strategy (notation for Steamboat Slough)

		SHR-258		OCAP Chapter 1, 2008, Summary of Legal Rights - Withdrawn 12/30/2016

		SHR-259		2011 CALFED Update-funding - Revised 12/30/2016

		SHR-319		Timeline of Actions Affecting Water Quality

		SHR-350		DWR chart provided via email on 8-25-16, received 8-26-16

		SHR-351		NSS statement of receipt of DWR chart

		SHR-352		DWR chart provided via email on 8-26-16, after 9:30 am.

		SHR-353		not uploaded:  DWR-SHR email series regarding DWR chart  WITHDRAWN DUE TO EXHIBIT NUMBER CONFUSION

		SHR-381		Critical Year comparison

		SHR-385		A&E requirement and screen print

		SHR-386		W

		SHR-388		A&E Delta Outflow from 8-29-16

		SHR-389		Steamboat Slough data gap 2016

		SHR-389-Errata		errata:  Steamboat Slough data gap 2016

		SHR-390		Study of water missing flows:  "Where did the water go? By N. Suard

		SHR-391		Mapped New Intakes affecting Delta flows (poster format) by N. Saurd

		SHR-392		2007 Delta Water Quality study-CALFED Bay-Delta program

		SHR-393		2005 Delta Water Quality plan-Solano (duplicate)

		SHR-394		Historical diversions to 2005-screen print

		SHR-395		BDCP Key Decision/Products Schedule 1-4 2010 WITHDRAWN

		SHR-396		BDCP-CALFED 10 year Action Plan 2006  WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-397		CALFED Bay-Delta Program Year 8 Funding, page 4 WITHDRAWN

		SHR-398		USBR-Increase in exports 2010

		SHR-400		2013 California Water Plan Update, screen prints review

		SHR-402		WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-403		WELL MAP FROM 1911 WITHDRAWN

		SHR-404		Yolo Bypass restoration map

		SHR-405		2007 Bathymetry map-DWR  WITHDRAWN FOR USE IN PART 2

		SHR-406		Dayflow 2014 data

		SHR-407		BDCP graphic of salinity impact from proposed reduced flows for BDCP conveyance plan.

		SHR-500		Statement of Verification of Docments uploaded by N. Suard

		SHR-501		SHR list of Exhibits WITHDRAWN

		Rebuttal

		shr-354		WITHDRAWN DUETO EXHIBITNUMBER CONFUSION  SEE SHR-360

		SHR-359		Review of DSM2 Bathymetry Update data

		SHR-360		Screen Print of CDEC map showing Ryer Island and Steamboat Slough area edited to included locat

		SHR-362		Graphics from flow data provided by DWR located in SHR-350

		SHR-363		Graphic compiled from DWR-901 and SHR-350 for Monitoring Stations SSS, SUS, SXS, SOI and SRV

		SHR-364		Graphics compiled using screen prints of USGS Rio Vista monitoring station and DWR-650

		SHR-365		Graphics compiled from online resources to determine sensitive crops

		SHR-367		Graphic comparing flow at monitoring station SSS in September 2015 to EC at that same time

		SHR-368		DWR-316 Salinity Conversion Table with dotted line to show 1 ppt to EC relationship

		SHR-369		CDEC chart showing Peak EC at monitoring station SXS in September 2015

		SHR-370		CDED and DWR monitoring stations for lower Sacramento River at SOI showing EC Sept

		SHR-407		BDCP graphic of salinity impact from proposed reduced flows for BDCP conveyance plan.

		SHR-502		Rebuttal Testimony of Nicole Suard  SHR 354 to 371 used for questioning in rebuttal phase

		SHR-502-Revised		Revised rebuttal testimony of Nicole Suard, withdrawn

		SHR-502-Staff-Revised		Revised rebuttal testimony of Nicole Suard, redacted by Water Board Chair and staff, withdrawn

		Sur-Rebuttal

		SHR-360- Errata		Revised CDEC screen print showing monitoring stations on Steamboat Slough and Sacramento River

		SHR-363- Errata		revised:  Modeled Projected Drinking Water Quality of Steamboat Slough between the Monitorning Stations during low flows

		SHR-363-2		USGS Sacramento River flow at Rio Vista in 2015 and EC ranges

		SHR-363-3		CDEC chart of EC on Steamboat Slough at station SUS compared to flows of September 2015

		SHR-363-4		CDEC chart of EC on Steamboat Slough at Station SXS compared to flows of September 2015

		SHR-363-5		CDEC chart of EC on Sacramento River at station SOI compared to flows of September 2015

		SHR-364		Grpahics compiled using screen prints of USGS Rio Vista monitoring station and DWR-650

		SHR-504		Sur-rebutal testimony of Nicole S Suard for SHR

		SHR-504-Errata		Sur-rebuttal testimony of Nicole S Suard for SHR, corrected to reflect exhibits name change (red-lined)

		SHR-715		July 2014 Suard comments to National Marine Fisheries Service

		SHR-716		November 2015 Suard slides from presentation on water quality impacts from tunnels plans

		SHR-723		March 2009 Suard comments on BDCP to Ms. Delores Brown

		SHR-730		June 17, 2010 BDCP Physical Modeling Update

				PART 2 TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE

		SHR-2-1		Nicole Suard Qualifications

		SHR 2-11		Nicole Suard testimony

		SHR-2-11 errata		Nicole Suard testimony - errata

		SHR-2-11 errata 2		Nicole Suard testimony - errata 2

		SHR-2-16		California WaterFix Overview for Kern County found online 2017

		SHR-2-17		Summary of Impacts from BDCP 2013 as a reference example

		SHR-2-19		Portion of Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Atlas by DWR, 1978

				accessed online at http://water.ca.gov

		SHR-2-21F		Delta Vision Context Memo 2007-Recreation by David Mitchell

				dated June 12, 2007

		SHR 2-22		CF&W Yolo Bypass Planning Presentation 2008- Delta Facts

		SHR-2-23		WaterFix Tunnel Mapbook-Edited to emphasize select topics

		SHR-2-25		Delta Flood Timeline

		SHR-2-26		A Special Report on Fishing and Boating

		SHR-2-31		Delta History & Water Conveyance Plans.  Slide set compiled by

				N. Suard 2009-2014, updated 2017

		SHR-2-101		Water Resources White Paper

		SHR-2-102		Draft Development of Flow Criteria for the Sacramento-San

				Joaquin Delta Ecosystem

		SHR-2-103		Developing Flow Prescriptions for the Sacramento-San Joaquin

				Delta

		SHR-2-104		Delta Recreation incorrect data:  Section 18, Draft Delta Plan EIR

				Program Report

		SHR-2-105		Where's The Water?  Power Point dated 5-15-14 by N. Suard

		SHR-2-106		The Value of Water in 21st Century California

		SHR-2-107		Draft Part 3 of the Water Quality Control Plan for Inland Surface

				Waters, June 2017

		SHR-2-108		Water Quality Slide Show-Waterboard

		SHR-2-109		Scientific Basis Report in Support of New and Modified

				Requirements for Inflows from the Sacramento River 2017

		SHR-2-110		November 2017 Update on Compliance Review-with attached

				list of aquifer Exemption Proposal Review Status 11/8/17

		SHR-2-111		Dangerous and Close:  Fracking Puts the Nations Most

				Vulnerable People at Risk

		SHR-2-112		Economic Analysis of the Costs

		SHR-2-113		Reclamation Water Supply & Yield Studies:  March 2008

		SHR-2-114		DWR Annual Peak Delta Inflows Chart

		SHR-2-115		Example of CalTrans detour route Memorial Day Weekend 2011

				https://youtube/04BBZvoU40Y

		SHR-2-211		1852 map and Sketches and locations of Steamboat Slough in

				1850's:  Island names noted

		SHR-2-211R		1865 Delta Reference Map

		SHR-2-212		Travel to Sacramento Via Delta Waterways in 1850:  Steamboat

				Slough Focus:  slide set compiled by N. Suard with references

		SHR-2-215		Snug Harbor access and CalTrans:  history of transportation

				issues 2000 to current

		SHR-2-215c		Jpg of slide regarding how CalTrans handles Delta traffic in the

				North Delta (SHR 2-215 pdf)

		SHR-2-217		DWR Revision of Delta History: Island reclamation comparison

		SHR-2-218		Portion of map by William Hall map labeled California State

				Engineering Dept, Topographical and Irrigation Map of the

				San Joaquin Valley Sheet No. 1 1884

		SHR-2-219		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River, page 9 regarding minimum

				flows on the Sacramento River and Steamboat Slough in Dry Year

		SHR-2-219-2		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River, notes to assist in reading

				the survey maps: scan of section on notes

		SHR-2-219-3		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River, Sheet 11, with notes added

				in blue:  Sacramento/Steamboat Sl confluence

		SHR-2-219-4		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River, Sheet 12, with notes added

				in blue: Steamboat Slough at Hog Back (unclear map)

		SHR-2-219-5		1908 Survey of the Sacramento River, Sheet 13, with notes added

				in blue:  Sacramento/Steamboat Sl confluence-lower reach

		SHR-2-220		1935 Soil Map Sacramento San Joaquin Delta by Henry G. Knight

				Chief, US Dept of Agriculture Bureau of Chemistry and Soil

		SHR-2-222		1945 subdivision map and new homes built

		SHR-2-224		Surplus water plan:  1960 Bulletin No 76, Delta Water Facilities

		SHR-2-228		1978 Atwater Maps, Dept of the Interior, United States Geologica

				Survey, with notes sheet 7 of 21, middle Steamboat Slough

		SHR-2-228-1		1979 Atwater Maps, Dept of the Interior, United States Geological

				Survey, with notes sheet 7 of 21, middle Steamboat Slough

		SHR-2-228-3		1981 Atwater Maps, Dept of the Interior, United States Geological

				Survey, with notes added, sheet 7, middle Steamboat Slough

		SHR-2-228-4		1978 Atwater Maps, Dept of the Interior, United States Geological

				Survey, with notes added  sheet 6 lower Steamboat Slough

		SHR-2-231		Hal Schell book exerpts  Delta Dawdling, North Delta focus, Sea

				Scounts on Steamboat Slough and other photos

		SHR-2-233-1		SHR "Best Small Park" designation and 2003 SF Chronicle article

				"Ocean views and other wonders ..." by Tom Stienstra

		SHR-2-234		2005 NOAA Nautical Chart 18661 Sacramento and San Joaquin

		SHR-2-242		2015 Summary of the Barriers Proposals and Possible Long Term

				Impacts From Barrier Installation  (low flow and flood issues)

		SHR-2-245		Impacts to Recreation from Low Flows and Pulse Flows: banks,

				roads, septics, costs, lost of income

		SHR-2-247		Unanswered Questions: Prospect Island (Water Weeds Nursery)

				and impacts to the Delta

		SHR-2-249		Directionally Challenged consultants for DWR, SFEI, PPIC, DSC.

		SHR-2-249 errata		Directionally Challenged consultants for DWR, SFEI, PPIC, DSC,

				(corrected file uploaded to DWR secondary site)

		SHR-2-251		Low flows impacts to drinking water and irrigation water, docks,

				boating and recreation, slides 8,9,10,11,12,13 and 18 only

		SHR-2-252		Privately Owned Recreation Facilities, by County, Appendix 15A,

				BDCP Draft EIR/EIS March 2013

		SHR-2-253		High flows caused by the Oroville maintenace failure by DWR:

				record flood at SHR:  costs.  Repairs to well, banks, roads

		SHR-2-254		Effect of Tides, River Flow, and Gate Operations on Entrainment

				of Juvenile Salmon into the Interior Sacramento-San Joaquin

				River Delta by R. Perry et al 2015

		SHR-2-255		How Delta Cross Channel operations affect Steamboat Slough

				Flows:  open DCC diverts 40-50 percent of Sacramento River flow

		SHR-2-256		Historical Woody Forests of the Delta:  screen prints of

				historical sketches, maps and photos

		SHR-2-258		Cache Slough Complex Impacts

		SHR-2-260		Attachment A to Delta Plan Comments, 2012:  A Review of Delta

				History 1840 to 2011 Using Links to Original Maps and Docs.

		SHR-2-261		Example-Wells and Septics impacts from Tunnel and Forebay )

				Construction ( 1 slide uploaded, incomplete of tunnel maps)

		SHR-2-262		Noise carries in the Delta-slide showing location and photos of

				of current major electrical construction work on Grand Island

				creating noise at Snug Harbor

		SHR-2-263		Questions for Panel 2-slides used, slides 2,4, 9 and 10 only.

		SHR-2-264		Slides used for questioning witnesses regarding impacts to

				recreation: slides 1 through 9, 15, 17, 27 and 28.

				Part 2 Rebuttal

		SHR-253		2014 Low Tide photos showing impacts from low flows

		SHR-701		Written testimony Part 2 rebuttal, Nicole S. Suard, Esq

		SHR-701-Rivision 1		SWRCB-Revised written testimony Part 2, bebuttal, Nicole Suard, Esq

		SHR-701-Revision 2		Written Part 2 rebuttal testimony, after SWRCB rulings on 8/27/18

		SHR-702		Video of low flow impacts on Steamboat Slough, Sacramento River		withdrawn

		SHR-703		Video of screen shots of 7/3/18 CDEC flows in North Delta, video		uploaded on time

				in MP4 format but not working-CWF notified 8/		but file not working

		SHR-703-Errata		Video of scheen shots of 7/3/18 flows in the North Delta per CDEC		SWRCB ruling

		SHR-704		Ca Dept of Conservation 2018 New drilling permit-Staten Island

		SHR-705		Ca Dept of Conservation map 610 Oil & Gas wells (North)

		SHR-706		Ca Dept of Conservation map 614 Oil & Gas wells (North Delta area)

		SHR-707		Online map of North Delta area gas wells and data sources

		SHR-707-errata		Online maps of North Delta area gas wells and data sources, with

				descriptive sentences lined out per DWR request		SWRCB ruling

		SHR-708		Excel Database of Ca Dept of Conservation Gas and Oil Wells, North area, with Delta counties highlighted		SHR-708.xlsx

		SHR-709		Impacts from insufficient fresh water flows into the Delta:  degraded drinking water aquifer: one cost example		SWRCB ruling

		SHR-710				withdrawn

		SHR-711		Video of low tide boating in Walnut Grove to estimate Waterfix barge impact		withdrawn

		SHR-712		Screen prints of risk to humans from intakes		SWRCB ruling

		SHR-713		Proposed new water quality, flow, level and temperature monitoring stations in the North Delta		SHR-713.pdf

		SHR-714		Map of North Delta roads proposed to be prohibited for construction traffic use		SHR-714.pdf

		SHR-715		Proposed New and Updated Monitoring Stations (with maps)		Withdrawn-duplicate

		SHR-717		Update on Water Conversion formulas and CalSim III		SHR-717.pdf

		SHR-718		Advancement of Salinity and Flow Monitoring in the San Francisco Bay Delta Feb 2017		SHR-718.pdf

		SHR-719		July 2018 Framework for the Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Update to the Bay-Delta Plan		SHR-719.pdf

		SHR-720		USBR/DWR Failure to account for decisions affecting humans:  video of impacts as example		withdrawn

		SHR-721		Photos from February 2017 flood due to Oroville actions by DWR		withdrawn

		SHR-722				withdrawn

		SHR-724		Photo of Sacramento River shipping and barge		SHR-724.jpg






