 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ms. Magalie Salas

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Friends of Butte Creek (FBC)Comments on FERC Approved Study Plans for the DeSabla-Centerville Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 803) 

September 6, 2005

Dear Ms. Salas,


The Friends of Butte Creek (FBC) greatly appreciates the opportunity to share with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) comments from our organization made up of anglers and local residents interested in protecting the valuable Public Trust Resources of the Butte Creek Watershed.  We look forward to working with FERC and the cooperating agencies to ensure the future protection of these resources is clearly identified in the license for the DeSabla-Centerville Project, FERC # 803, if in fact one is issued.

The FBC wishes to formally protest the approved plans mentioned below and request an independent team of scientist from the Federal agencies to completely review the plans.  For the FERC to completely reject these plans on minor arguments is contrary to the spirit of relicensing.  The Federal agencies that have worked very closely on this project recognize the importance of maintaining and enhancing this most important run of Spring Run Chinook Salmon in the bigger scheme of endangered species recovery.  For FERC to not request full and complete studies as proposed by the dedicated Federal agencies is a serious compromise for this species. 

FBC COMMENTS ON ISSUES AND SPECIFIC STUDIES APPROVED BY FERC
Numbered by Study Plan reference

Water Resources - Water quality

6.3.2
Turbidity monitoring on Butte Creek is essential to get a clear picture of how much and how often the DeSabla-Centerville project impacts the creek.  As we have noted several times, flume failures and other project related releases of turbidity such as flume maintenance are fairly regular occurrences that the residents see on occasion but PGE turns a blind eye and the monitoring for these study plans will not capture all the information necessary to fully understand the project impacts.  We have documented instances where PGE related turbidity has occurred and PGE employees did not see it or monitor it.  This is a clear and undeniable nexus to the project.  The only way to capture this information is with continuos monitoring.  USGS has estimated that it would only cost $10,000 a year to reestablish the turbidity monitoring at the gauge below the Honey Run Covered Bridge.  This should be the very minimum required.  


Fish and Aquatic Resources 

6.3.3 

Spring run salmon tagged in Butte Creek have shown up in three other river systems in recent years, Feather River, Battle Creek and Clear Creek. The significance of an individual tagged fish being identified indicates that many more Butte Creek fish may be seeding other systems and are likely becoming the most important source population for spring run in the Central Valley.  The fish in the Butte Creek system are far too valuable to the recovery of the species state-wide to do less than everything possible to understand how best to protect and manage this population in the project affected reaches.  A general comment is that a complete limiting factors analysis is required for this project as there are many factors crossing several study themes.  Without a comprehensive limiting factors analysis, the studies do not have the necessary interaction to adequately determine the best approach to managing the project if the project continues.


The licensee and the DFG have made numerous claims about the importance of the WBFR water to the production of SRCS on Butte Creek.  The facts are that every time the flow has been increased above the Centerville Powerhouse, salmon production has increased.  The WBFR water is not used in this reach at all.  In fact the creek runs at 50% of it’s natural flow in this reach regardless of how much WBFR water is imported.  The loss of fish and other aquatic habitat on the WBFR is not justified by this diversion to Butte Creek   They have failed to make a strong case that is peer reviewed and defensible and a study plan must be developed to clearly and unquestionably prove the value of the WBFR water.  The FBC has submitted a proposed study plan to look at the Population Dynamics that would better provide an unbiased determination as to the amount of WBFR water and the location and timing of it’s delivery into Butte Creek to best manage for a naturally reproducing suite of anadromous salmonids.   This information can only be fully understood by using 2-D modeling for Lower Butte Creek as described below.

Instream Flow Studies
6.3.3.2, 6.3.3-8, 6.3.3-9, 6.3.3-10 

FBC agrees with NOAA Fisheries and US Fish and Wildlife Service that PG&E must incorporate 2-D methodology into its instream flow study at the very lewast for the Lower Butte Creek project affected stream reaches.   2-D is the state of the art and the results of a limited 2-D modeling of spawning habitat on Lower Butte Creek has bee used to justify increasing spawning flows above the Centerville Powerhouse.  This led to the largest capture of out migrating juvenile Spring Run salmon ever recorded.  This year the flow will be increased further toward the full natural flow of Butte Creek.  2-D modeling is well worth the extra cost for the recovery of these endangered salmonids.

6.3.3-2


Pool depth is not included in the study plans anywhere and should be a critical component of the habitat analysis of the affected project reaches on Lower Butte Creek.  Many local residents have watched as pools are filled in by natural and unnatural processes.  This process needs to be understood more clearly and how the project’s flow modifications, erosion from project related facilities and flume failures are affecting pool depth.  Without the pools there are no salmon or steelhead to worry about.  Calibration flow up to the natural flow of Butte Creek must be conducted to determine the value of various flow scenarios on Lower Butte Creek.  This is the only way that accurate information will be made available for the design of optimun flows for all life stages of steelhead and Spring Run salmon  

Characterize Fish Populations

6.3.3-4
Salmon energetics/recreation disturbance information should be developed as part of the fish population characterization.  Much effort and a tremendous volume of WBFR water is being dedicated to the fish below the Centerville Powerhouse yet DFG and PGE agreed that fish are harassed and are usually in poor  condition below the powerhouse for spawning which adversely affect reproduction and survival of young (Flint and Meyers, 1977, DFG)(H. M. Howe, 1980, PGE)

Steelhead usage, steelhead/rainbow trout  genetics 

There is little or no data on Butte Creek steelhead and every effort should be made to develop a robust body of knowledge regarding these threatened fish.  Here again Butte Creek has the potential to be the most important source population for wild steelhead in the Central Valley and the project can have a dramatic effect on their survivability.  Angler surveys with trained biologist can yield extensive information about the life history and genetics of steelhead.  This is being done by the Wild Salmon Center in the Kamchatka Peninsula Rivers and could be easily replicated on Butte Creek using local anglers and others who would pay significant fees for the opportunity to participate.  This should be included in the Fish Population Characterization Study.

Fish passage
PGE has not proposed any fish passage study plan despite NOAA and FBC requests.  FBC has submitted a Proposed Study Plan for fish passage on all project affected reaches of Butte Creek and WBFR.  This must be included in the relicensing process.  FBC concurs with the DFG report that steelhead and Spring Run Salmon may pass much farther into the canyon based on reports that in 1975 PGE employees observed salmon jump at the falls immediately below DeSabla Powerhouse (above Centerville Head Dam) (Flint and Meyers, 1977, DFG) In addition, R. Hallock of DFG reported that at the Citizens Advisory Meeting in 1971, that residents reported steelhead used to have access to the upper reaches of Butte Creek including Butte Meadows (Flint and Meyers, 1977, DFG).  Despite the insistence by PGE that there is no historical evidence of fish passage it is clearly documented by DFG.  In addition, the reports by Holtgrieve and Holtgrieve, and Kier and Johnson, both state that there is also no historical evidence that fish did not pass further into the canyon and that habitat is available and accessible.  Using selected quotes without stating the complete sentence is very unscientific and should not be considered fact.  FBC concurs with the recommendations of Cindy Watanabe, DFG listed below and requests the FERC to fully read her report posted on the DeSabla-Centerville website.  In here report she indicated that there were several methods possible that might allow fish passage.  Most of the barriers are mere blips on the surface at higher flows.  None of this has been documented.  PGE should immediately undertake every effort to determine the feasibility of improving fish passage in all areas of Butte Creek up to and including the Butte Head Dam.  PGE should also consider other alternatives to fish passage such as is being recommended on the Feather River where fish are trucked above the dams and juveniles are collected on their down migration.

Recommendations for Further Study, Watanabe, DFG, March 24, 2000

In order to provide the desired preliminary design and the associated cost estimate, the following information should be obtained first:

1.  Determine what a reasonable fish passage design flow range should be (especially considering drought years and  past experience with river flow variations)

2.  Accurately locate each barrier and identify the nature of the passage problem.

3.  Observe and record data at the full range of flows likely to occur during the migration period in order to verify barrier status.   

Once barriers and flows have been established, the following design information will be required.

1.  Survey each barrier to obtain the topography at the barrier to include upstream, downstream and potential alternate route features.  (May require a survey of the whole reach since there are so many barriers.)

2.  Have a geologists, a geotechnical engineer and an explosives expert assess each barrier to determine various design parameters such as bedrock foundation conditions, stability of banks and impacts to be expected from extensive blasting.

3.  Have a geomorphologist examine the bedload transport that exists and try to assess what impacts barrier modification would have on sediment transport and spawning gravel locations. 

4.  Follow the procedures to obtain hydraulic stage relationships recommended by Clay (Design of Fishways and Other Fish Facilities, Chapter 2, pages 39-40).

5.  Determine who will be responsible for the structures.

6.  Determine who owns the property and what type of easements would be required.

7.  Determine what type of access is possible and methods and limitations of transporting equipment and materials to each barrier.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to protest the Proposed Study Plans. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (530) 893-0360.

Sincerely,

Allen Harthorn, Director

Friends of Butte Creek

