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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Dear Ms. Bose:

Enclosed for filing are the Forest Service’s comments on the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (FERC) December 29, 2008, Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the
DeSabla-Centerville Hydroelectric Project No. 803-087. We appreciate this opportunity to
review and comment on this document per CFR 18 Part 5 § 5.25.

The Licensee, resource agencies, non-governmental organizations and other interested parties
(relicensing participants) have been meeting to clarify resource objectives and optimally to reach
agreement on needed protection, mitigation, and enhancement (PM&E) measures for this
Project. We are pleased with significant progress in regard to recreation and road mitigations
resulting from field and office meetings in the fall of 2008. Aquatic resource discussions are on-
going with more meetings planned prior to submittal of our revised Section 4(e) license
conditions 60 days following conclusion of this DEA comment period. Therefore, it is
premature to detail those discussions or provide language for license conditions in this response.
We are optimistic that there will be progress on aquatic resource mitigations in the limited
remaining time prior to filing our revised 4(e) conditions. If resolution can not be achieved, the
Forest Service may revert to more conservative preliminary license conditions in order to assure
adequate protection for Project-affected resources, as provided under Section 4(e) of the Federal
Power Act.

Thus, this response is focused specifically on providing comments on FERC’s DEA.
Attachment 1 provides substantive discussions and recommendations, while Attachment 2
provides typographical and editorial comments. Generally, the Forest Service feels the DEA
addressed a broad spectrum of our concerns, however, we have remaining concerns and differing
interpretation of study results for several specific areas that we address in Attachment 1 of this
response.
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Ms. Bose 2.

The Forest Service appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this relicensing to assure
protection of resources on the National Forest affected by this hydroelectric project. If you have
any questions or concerns on this filing, please contact Kathy Turner, Zone Hydroelectric
Coordinator, at the Hat Creek Ranger District, Lassen National Forest, (530) 336-5521.

Sincerely,

/s/ Lorene T. Guffey for
KATHLEEN S. MORSE
Forest Supervisor

Attachments

cc: Kathy Turner, Hat Creek RD, Lassen NF
Julie Tupper, RHAT
Kathy Valenzuela, Shasta Lake NRA, Shasta-Trinity NF
FERC Service Lists
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Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that I am serving the foregoing document upon each person designated on the
official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

Dated at Fall River Mills, California, this 27th day of February, 2009.

/S/ Kathy Turner
Kathy Turner
Zone Hydroelectric Coordinator
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FERC 803 FERC Serv ice List – E-Mail Contacts

kevin@amwhitewater.org;
wez2@pge.com;
kturner@fs.fed.us;
blancapaloma@msn.com;
MAFv@pge.com;
bwalbridge1@charter.net;
jdp@dwgp.com;
rrcollins@n-h-i.org;
wld@dwgp.com;
hym@cpuc.ca.gov;
agraffrey@fs.fed.us;
slins@ci.glendale.ca.us;
cbonham@tu.org;
gregp@mid.com;
michael.neville@doj.ca.gov;
bellevatt@cdepot,net;
karl@ncpa.com;
jsteffen@iid.com;
eklinkner@cityofpasadena.net;
darthur@ci.redding.ca.us;
jsf@tridamproject.com;
eric.theiss@noaa.gov;
bjeider@earthlink.net;
JBeuttler@aol.comn;
nate@raftcalifornia.com;
srothert@amrivers.org;
smannheim@eob.ca.gov;
robert.mcdiarmid@spiegelmcd.com;
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cgiovann@steptoe.com;
rrcollins@n-h-i.org;
jwhittaker@winston.com;
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rcamacho@siliconvalleypower.com;
mpreto@ci.santa-clara.ca.us;
kbilas@reliant.com;
kbilas@reliant.com;
Alex.Goldberg@williams.com;
dans@acwanet.com;

dave@amwhitewater.org;
lawferccases@pge.com;
rbaiocchi@gotsky.com;
jmeith@minasianlaw.com;
jmeith@minasianlaw.com;
glaze@southfeather.com;
jmeith@minasianlaw.com;
caikens@ycwa.com;
jmh@bkslawfirm.com;
jabercrombie@amadorwa.com;
jmh@bkslawfirm.com;
ferc@sackheimconsult.com;
fish4ifr@aol.com;
svolker@volkerlaw.com;
svolker@volkerlaw.com;
jmerz@sacrivertrust.org;
ahart@harpos.to;
jdp@dwgp.com;
jtupper01@fs.fed.us;
joshua.rider@usda.gov;
dave@amwhitewater.org;
cindy@ccharles.net;
summerhillfarmpv@aol.com;
rkanz@waterboards.ca.gov;
dheinrich@waterboards.ca.gov;
cbonham@tu.org;
gortman@stinson.com;
glutticken@aol.com;
chriswatson.sol@gmail.com;
perlism@dicksteinshapiro.com;
mjatty@sbcglobal.net;
blancapaloma@msn.com;
cmulder@fs.fed.us;
sjespersen@friendsoftheriver.org;
torr@earthjustice.org;
gloria-smith@ios.doi.gov;
eric.theiss@noaa.gov;
Dan.Hytrek@noaa.gov;
nmurray@dfg.ca.gov;
mlynch@dfg.ca.gov;
lwhouse@innercite.com;
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FERC 803 FERC Serv ice List – Postal Contacts

Amador Water Agency
General Manager
Jim M. Abercrombie
12800 Ridge Road
Sutter Creek, CA 95685

American Rivers
Associate Director Dams Program
Steve Rothert
409 Spring Street
Nevada City, CA 95959-2422

American Whitewater
California Stewardship Director
Dave Steindorf
4 Beroni Drive
Chico, CA 95928

American Whitewater
National Stewardship Director
Kevin Richard Colburn
1035 Van Buren Street
Missoula, MT 59802

Association of CA Water Agencies
Director of Regulatory Affairs
Dan Smith
910 K Street Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95814

CA Sportfishing Protection Alliance
John Beuttler
1360 Neilson Street
Berkeley, CA 94702

California Dept. of Fish and Game
1416 9th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

CA Office of Attorney General
Attorney General
Edmund G. Brown Jr.
1300 I Street Suite 125
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Outdoors
President
Nate Rangel
Coloma, CA 95613

CA Public Utilities Commission
Sandra J. Fukutome
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102-3214

CA Public Utilities Commission
Assistant General Counsel
Harvey Y. Morris
505 Van Ness Avenue Suite 5138
San Francisco, CA 94102

California Resources Agency
Margaret J. Kim
1416 9th Street Suite 1311
Sacramento, Ca 95814-5509

CA Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Mike Jackson
P.O. Box 207
Quincy, CA 95971

City of Pasadena
Dept. of Water & Power
Asst Gen. Manager: Eric R Klinkner
150 S. Los Robles Suite 200
Pasadena, CA 91101

City of Santa Clara
Esquire
Roland D. Pfeifer
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, 95050-3713

Earth Justice
Esquire
George Torgun
426 17th Street, 5th Floor
Oakland, Ca 94612

Energy Growth Group
Vice President
Hertz Hasenfeld
580 5th Avenue
New York, NY 10036-4701

Foothill Conservancy
Vice President
R. Winston Bell Jr.
20123 Shake Ridge Road
Volcano, CA 95689

FERC Projects Director
Christopher Robert Shutes
1608 Francisco Street
Berkeley, CA 94703

Geoffrey Fricker
11922 Castle Rock Court
Chico, CA 95928-8842

Friends of the River
P. Advocate
Jennifer Carville
915 20th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-3115

City of Glendale
Assistant City Attorney
Steven G. Lins
613 E. Broadway Suite 220
Glendale, CA 91206

County of Humboldt
Esquire
Tamara C. Falor
825 5th Street
Eureka, CA 95501-1153

Imperial Irrigation District
John Steffan
P. O. Box 937
333 East Barioni Boulevard
Imperial, CA 92251

20090227-5009 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/26/2009 8:53:15 PM



US Department of Interior
Pacific Region
Regional Director
2800 Cottage Way Suite W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1886

John C. Lee
889 Mathews Drive
Chico, CA 95926-2026

Los Angeles Dept of Water & Power
Robert Pettinato
111 N. Hope Street Room 1151
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2607

Modesto Irrigation District
Gregory Pohl
Modesto, CA 95354-0701

M-S-R Public Power Agency
General Manager
William C. Walbridge
1205 Greensburg Circle
Reno, NV 89509

Water Resources Control Board
Russ J. Kanz
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Nevada Irrigation District
General Manager
Ronald S. Nelson
1036 W. Main Street
Grass Valley, CA 95945-5424

Nevada Irrigation District
Hydro Manager
Les Nicholson
28311 Secret Town Road
Colfax, CA 95713-9473

NOAA General Counsel Southwest
Hydro Coordinator
Eric Theiss
650 Capitol Mall Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Northern California Power Agency
General Manager
Eldon Cotton
180 Cirby Way
Roseville, CA 95678-6420

Northern California Power Agency
Karl W. Meyer
180 Cirby Way
Roseville, CA 95678-6420

Oroville-Wyandotte Irrigation Dist.
General Manager
Michael Glaze
2310 Oro Quincy Hwy
Oroville, CA 95966-5226

Daniel L. Ostrander
12750 Quail Run Drive
Chico, CA 95928-8831

Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen’s Associations
Executive Director
William T. Grader
San Francisco, CA 94129

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Lead Director
Randal S. Livingston
245 Market Street #N11E
San Francisco, CA 94105-1702

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PG&E Law Dept FERC Cases
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94120

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Sr. License Coordinator: Bill Zemke
Mail Code N11C
P.O. Box 770000
San Francisco, CA 94177-0001

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Matthew A. Fogelson
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94120

People of the State of California
Deputy Attorney General
Michael W. Neville
455 Golden Gate Ave. Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004

Public Service Department of
Burbank, CA
Sr. Electrical Engineer: Bruno Jeider
164 W. Magnolia Boulevard
Burbank, CA 91502-1720

Redding Electric Utility
David Arthur
777 Cypress Avenue
Redding, CA 96001-2718

Regional Council of Rural Counties
Lon W. House
4901 Flying C Road
Cameron Park, CA 95682

Yuba County Water Agency
General Manager
Curt Aikens
1220 F Street
Marysville, CA 95901

Reliant Energy Power Generation
LLC
Kurt W. Bilas
1901 N. Moore Street, Suite 802
Arlington, VA 22209-1728

Sacramento Municipal Utility Dist.
Esquire
Dana S. Appling
6201 S. Street
Sacramento, CA 95817-1818

Silicon Valley Power
Assistant Director of Electric
Raymond C. Camacho
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

Solano Irrigation District
General Manager
Robert Isaac
508 Elmira Road
Vacaville, CA 95687-4931
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Southern California Edison Company
Michael D. Mackness
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770-3714

Tri-Dam Project
General Manager
Steve Felte
P.O. Box 1158
Pinecrest, CA 95364

Trout Unlimited
Charlton Bonham
1808B 5th Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

US Department of Interior
Pacific Southwest Region
Kaylee A. Allen
2800 Cottage Way Suite E1712
Sacramento, CA 95825

US Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation
Martin Bauer
3310 El Camino Avenue Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821-6377

US Department of Interior
Sacramento Office
Field Supervisor
2800 Cottage Way Suite W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

US Department of Interior
FERC Coordinator
8550 23rd Street
Sacramento, CA 95826

US Dept of Interior
Legal Dept.
1849 C St, NW M6456
Washington DC, 20240-0001

Friends of the River
Soren Jespersen
915 20th St.
Sacramento, CA 95814

Transmission Agency of N. CA.
Duncan, et. al
1615 M. Street NW
Suite 800
Washington DC, 20036

CA Electricity Oversight Board
Senior Counsel, Sidney Mannheim
770 L Street
Suite 1250
Sacramento, CA 95814

N. CA Power Agency
Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP
1333 New Hampshire Ave. NW
Washington DC, 20036

CA Generation Coalition
Horton, et. al
895 Broadway
El Centro, CA 92243

Williams Energy Services Co.
Alex Goldberg
1 Williams Ctr Ste 4100
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172-0140

CA Hydropower Reform Coalition
Richard Roos-Collins
100 Pine St.
Suite 1550
San Francisco, CA 94111

DeSabla-Centerville Project LLC
Winston & Strawn, LLP
1700 K. St, NW
Washington DC, 20006-3817

Friends of Eel River
Stephan Volker
436 14th Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Sacramento Rvr Preservation Trust
John Merz
Chico, CA 95927

Friends of Butte Creek
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Chico, CA 95928

Golden West Women Flyfishers
Cindy Charles
1403 Willard St.
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Charles Rockwell
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Penn Valley, CA 95946
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Attachment 1
Page 1

Attachment 1

Forest Service Substantive Discussions and Recommendations
on FERC’s Draft Environmental Assessment

DeSabla-Centerville Hydroelectric Project No. 803-087

The Forest Service (FS) provides the following substantive discussions including concerns,
differences of interpretation, and recommendations on FERC’s Draft Environmental Assessment
(DEA) for consideration. Comments reference the corresponding text from the FERC DEA for
ease in cross-referencing.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.3 Statutory and Regulatory Requirements
1.3.1.2 Section 4(e) Conditions

Page 8, Alternative Section 4(e) Conditions under the Energy Policy Act of 2005:
The DEA states that on July 30, 2008, PG&E filed alternative license conditions and
sought a trial-type hearing with both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). This is incorrect. While PG&E did propose alternative license conditions and
seek a trial-type hearing with the BLM, they only proposed alternative license conditions
with the FS. This same error is re-stated under section 2.2.4.3 with the same heading.

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.3 Staff Alternative

Starting on Page 32 (and elsewhere in the DEA): While it is insightful to read about and
better understand FERC’s staff alternative, it is premature for us to provide specific
agreement or disagreement with a number of the proposals made by the Staff since the
Forest Service is still discussing mitigations with relicensing participants. For those areas
where we are more certain of our position, we provide that under appropriate headings
below. However, the majority of our comments provide the Forest Service interpretation
of, or questions with, DEA text, as opposed to agreement or disagreement with the Staff
alternative. We look forward to providing refined 4(e) license conditions within 60 days
following closure of the DEA comment period.
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Attachment 1
Page 2

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

3.3.1 Geologic and Soil Resources
3.3.1.1 Affected Environment

Page 48, Reservoir Shoreline and Streambank Conditions:
The first paragraph states that canal-flume capacities (on the West Branch Feather River
side) are about 85 – 110 cubic feet per second (cfs). On page 20 of the DEA, the text
indicates this flume capacity is up to 125 cfs. We recommend this flume capacity be
consistent throughout the document.

The second paragraph in this section ends with a discussion concerning the lack of
shoreline affects from boat wakes on Round Valley Reservoir due to the lack of boating
access but does not address any other type of shoreline damage. This leaves the reader
with the impression that there is no reservoir shoreline disturbance at Round Valley
Reservoir. This impression conflicts with known cultural site damage at this reservoir
from operational flow fluctuations as documented in PG&E cultural reports for this area.
We recommend this paragraph be expanded to address this other type of shoreline
erosion induced by seasonal fluctuations from Project operations.

The last paragraph in this section ends with a similar discussion of the lack of boat wake
erosional impacts at Philbrook Reservoir, but again, does not address erosion induced by
seasonal operational elevation changes to the shoreline. We recommend this be
addressed to provide a full picture to the reader of what erosion is occurring on reservoir
shorelines.

3.3.2 Aquatic Resources
3.3.2.1 Affected Environment

Page 72, Long Ravine:
The first paragraph states: “There are no estimates of the flow parameters for Long
Ravine upstream of the discharge from Hendricks canal…”. As a result of this lack of
data, it is not possible to determine what percentage of the natural flow is diverted into
the Hendricks Canal, and whether the current and the Commission’s proposed minimum
instream flows (MIFs) are adequate to support viable rainbow trout populations
downstream on National Forest System lands. We recommend this be clarified in the
final EA text.

Page 121, Fish Entrainment at Project diversion dams:
The first paragraph states: “Fish can move back and forth between the canal and the
stream at each mainstem diversion point and fish can move upstream and downstream
within sections of each canal…”. This statement gives the impression that there is free
flowing exchange of fish both upstream and downstream between the mainstem and
canals in each project reach, which is clearly shown not to be the case in PG&E study
results. In fact, relicensing studies did not try to assess the number of fish that entered
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Attachment 1
Page 3

the Hendricks Canal and subsequently successfully returned to the WBFR. Specifically
at Hendricks Diversion Dam, 100% of the West Branch Feather River (WBFR) flow is
diverted into the Hendricks Canal, dewatering the downstream WBFR for several
hundred feet. There is a minor diversion returning a small portion of the flows (14 cfs in
normal/wet years or 7 cfs in dry years) back to the WBFR several hundred feet
downstream of the Hendricks Diversion Dam on the Hendricks canal. Fish could
theoretically return to the WBFR by finding the 6-11% flows returned to the natural
channel, yet low fish counts in the WBFR near this structure indicate this may not be a
common occurrence. Given the physical features of this return structure (e.g. the drop
and flows) it also does not appear that fish could return from the WBFR to the canal as
implied by FERC’s DEA text. There is no data to support this supposition.

Fish rescue data that was collected by the Licensee during outages of the Hendricks
Canal reveal that an average of 994 trout were entrained in the canal in 2005 and 2007.
However, this number only represents rainbow trout and brown trout, as the applicant
does not focus on other aquatic species. Furthermore, this number is assuming that every
fish that entered the canal was accounted for during the next rescue, which is highly
unlikely. The first paragraph further states that “…once a fish leaves the lower end of a
canal, it is assumed that the fish cannot move back…”. Therefore, the average
entrainment of 994 trout has to be considered a highly conservative estimate, as the data
provided by the Licensee did not include estimates of how many fish passed through the
lower end of the canal, nor how many fish were predated on by other trout. The most
liberal estimate is that 285,612 trout are entrained per year in the Hendricks Canal if you
assume that all fish that enter the canal are transported through the canal within two days,
and do not experience in-canal predation and fish losses through the canal spillways in
high water events.

Overall, the fish population data upstream and downstream of Hendricks Diversion Dam,
and fish rescue data collected during rescue efforts do not provide sufficient precision to
be useful in determining effects resulting from the Project on resident fish populations.
The Resource Agencies, including the Forest Service, requested additional trout
population and fish entrainment/canal studies in its April 17, 2008 letter to FERC that
would provide more precise, comparable, and useful data. However, these requests were
largely denied by the Commission (PG&E 2007; RA 2007a and 2007b; USFWS, 2007a,
2007b, 2007c, and 2007d; Forest Service 2008). Information obtained from California
Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G) and included in their response to the FERC
Ready for Environmental Assessment (REA) Notice, describes that in the 14 mile reach
downstream of Hendricks Diversion Dam, linear abundance has dropped from 723 trout
per 100 meters to 51 trout per 100 meters since 1977. This equals roughly a 92% decline
in trout density in this reach over a thirty year period. Though this information does not
specifically link the decline in population to entrainment into Hendricks Canal, removal
of up to 100% of the flow from the WBFR, and the lack of a screening device or fish
ladder at Hendricks Diversion Dam has resulted in unsuitable fish habitat conditions
directly downstream of the dam (prior to influence of tributaries), a high probability of
entrainment for those fish that enter the canal upstream, and an overall loss of genetic
flow between habitats that are now biologically isolated during those times when water is
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Attachment 1
Page 4

being diverted. We recommend the DEA be supplemented with these facts to better
represent Project effects.

3.3.2.2 Environmental Effects

Page 146, Upper West Branch Feather River-Philbrook Creek (additionally addressed on
DEA page 362):
FERC provides a discussion of differences in MIF’s proposed for Philbrook Creek below
Philbrook Dam by the Forest Service June 27, 2008 Preliminary 4(e) conditions and
PG&E’s October 2007 Project Application measures. Specifically, the Forest Service
proposes an increased release of 10 cfs from April 1 to May 15 in years when the snow
water equivalent at the Humbug DWR snow pillow sensor (HMB #823) is at least 40
inches on April 1st. While FERC attempts to model these 10 cfs flows, they note that the
models were neither setup nor calibrated for this spring period and instead ran a
sensitivity analysis for the summertime period of June 17 through July 31. This later
seasonal run indicated higher temperatures in Butte Creek could result from a depletion
of the coolwater pool in Philbrook Reservoir from these increased spring flows, and thus
did not recommend the FS MIFs to improve trout spawning habitat in Philbrook Creek.

While we appreciate FERC’s attempt to model this scenario, apparently, not all of the
information available on this topic was made available to FERC. The Forest Service, in
collaboration with relicensing participants (including PG&E hydrologist and water
temperature specialist) collaboratively developed the parameters of the Forest Service
proposed springtime increase in MIF using water temperature model runs, information
regarding Philbrook Reservoir stratification, analysis, and recommendations. This
resulting condition assured storage levels in Philbrook Reservoir would not be
compromised due to increased MIFs in Philbrook Creek during wet water years.
Increasing MIFs from April 1st to May 15th, would create additional storage capacity to
capture increased runoff that is expected to occur following the spring snow melt period
and/or rain on snow events, thus minimizing the possibility of spillage over the dam
which regularly occurs in wet water years. Furthermore, increasing MIFs in Philbrook
Creek during this time period would attenuate the hydrograph below the reservoir (better
representing unimpaired flows), thus providing additional protection to spawning fish in
Philbrook Creek. As a safeguard the final sentence was added to this Forest Service
condition: “If during the period of April 1st to May 15th, the Licensee determines that
Philbrook Reservoir will not fill to capacity despite the snowpack conditions, release
flows may be altered or reduced to 2 cfs, following consultation with the Forest Service”.

We understood that the Forest Service condition language was acceptable to all parties.
While we can not speak on behalf of PG&E, the fact that their July 30, 2008 Alternative
License Conditions and August 14, 2008 Reply Comments to FS Preliminary License
Conditions do not request any changes to the Philbrook Creek portion of Condition #18
should support our assertion.
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As stated above, during normal to above normal water years, the inflow to Philbrook
Reservoir exceeds the capacity of the outlet pipe. This causes the excess water to flow
through the spill channel. The exact timing and magnitude of these flows is unknown,
because the gage is not located on the spill channel. We appreciate FERC’s
recommendation that a new flow gage be installed below the confluence of Philbrook
Creek and Philbrook spill channel to provide information to address this knowledge gap.

On page 362, FERC further justifies maintaining a MIF of 2 cfs below Philbrook
Reservoir due to the fact that “current rainbow trout populations in this reach are
viable..”. Fish population data provided by the Licensee shows that a total of 44 rainbow
trout were observed downstream of the reservoir in 2006. This is equal to an average of
approximately 403 trout per acre in Philbrook Creek. This number of fish is less than
50% of the 830 rainbow trout per acre recommendation we made for the WBFR that
represents healthy Northern Sierra Streams as defined by the Forest Service and CDF&G.
Additionally, because we do not have historical population data in Philbrook Creek, it is
not possible to detect trends in the population, or make inferences whether this population
is viable over time. It would be helpful for FERC to explain the basis for their viability
assertion.

Given this information, we request that FERC update the discussion of this condition in
the final environmental assessment. The Forest Service believes these limited flows
would improve trout spawning habitat in Philbrook Creek in years when water is
available, while not adversely affecting either Philbrook Reservoir storage or water
temperatures in Butte Creek following interbasin transfer from the WBFR. (See also
“Page 363, Philbrook Creek” below, for additional information regarding improved
spawning habitat.)

Page 178-180, Long Ravine, Cunningham Ravine, and Little West Fork:
In FERC’s “Our Analysis” section for each of the above listed feeder tributaries to the
Hendricks canal, it is stated that “… trout populations both above and below the feeder
diversions are self sustaining. In addition, existing MIFs provide good water quality with
temperatures in the optimal range… and are similar both upstream and downstream of the
diversion dam.” Information provided by the Licensee as part of the relicensing studies
was limited to directly above and directly below the diversion for each of these
tributaries. Information on the conditions found downstream on National Forest System
lands was not provided. Thus, the statement regarding trout populations and water
quality below the canal does not pertain to NFSL. All observational data regarding
aquatic conditions on NFSL downstream, are the result of a field visit to Little West Fork
by FS personnel in the spring of 2007. Furthermore, because it is unknown what
percentage of the natural flow is diverted into Hendricks Canal for each of these
tributaries, the statement “PG&E’s proposal to continue to release a MIF of between
0.25 and 0.1 cfs would continue to provide adequate habitat to maintain self-sustaining
population of aquatic organisms…” is not accurate as it does not take into account the
conditions that these systems evolved with below the diversion, including habitat on
NFSL.
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Page 189, Water Year Type, and Page 189-190 Drought Conditions :
The Forest Service notes PG&E’s suggestion and FERC’s support of a minor adjustment
to 4(e) language concerning triggering of Water Year Type (WYT) implementation based
on the actual release date of the State publication of Bulletin 120 instead of an expected
release date of that document. We support that proposal, which will be reflected in our
final 4(e) package language.

Similarly, the slight modification of dates for PG&E to contact resource agencies
regarding drought conditions is reasonable. Specifically to shift initial notification of
drought conditions in the second or subsequent dry water year from March 10
(recommended by resource agencies) to March 15 recommended by PG&E and FERC.
Additionally, we concur with shifting consultation with resource agencies from May 1 to
May 15 of the same year. These slight shifts in dates again allows for information
contained in State Bulletin 120 to be available to the Licensee to determine if drought
conditions are met, prior to making notification and initiating consultation with resource
agencies.

Page 204-208, Water Temperature, DeSabla Forebay:
In the Forest Service June 27, 2008 Preliminary License Conditions, Recommendation #5
stated that PG&E was to develop and implement a DeSabla Forebay Water Temperature
Improvement Plan that provided for an 80% reduction in heating, equivalent to a ≤ 0.2ºC
limitation. Since filing these conditions, we have been involved in discussions with
multiple parties and feel that installation of a pipe to move water directly from Butte
Creek Canal into the DeSabla intake is the alternative that would best minimize forebay
water heating. Since, according to PG&E’s study, this is the greatest water temperature
reduction that could be achieved, there would be no reason to additionally stipulate an
80% reduction or ≤ 0.2ºC limitation on this improvement that may or may not be
achievable by PG&E. This uncertainty adversely affects PG&E’s ability to understand
the costs associated with this improvement. Therefore, in our final 4(e) license
conditions the Forest Service will rewrite this recommendation to that of a pipe
installation without these additional reduction stipulations.

3.3.5 Recreation Resources
3.3.5.2 Environmental Effects

Page 270, second full paragraph analyzing public recreation trail:
It appears that FERC misunderstands the intent of the FS recreation 4(e) condition for the
Licensee to develop a recreation trail from a FS constructed parking area to the Project
(Philbrook) Reservoir on the southeast shoreline. Because of the private cabins around
the shoreline, the public does not understand that the Project shoreline is open to their
use; it appears to be private land. Since the Project reservoir shoreline is open to the
public, the intent of this condition is to clearly indicate, via a pathway, where it is
appropriate for the public to travel to get from the FS provided parking area to the project
shoreline, through the private cabins. The trail is not for the convenience of the private
cabin owners, but for Project-induced recreationists. Delineating the public access way
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will not only provide foot access to the shoreline, but should decrease conflicts with
private cabin owners in having a public pathway designated. Since this forested area is
open and only a couple hundred feet long to reach the shoreline, cost for construction of
these trails is minimal. Upon discussion during an October 2008 field meeting, including
assurance that the parking areas would be provided by the Forest Service at no cost to the
Licensee and the trails were short, PG&E did not voice concerns on this measure.

Page 276, Law Enforcement:
FS preliminary license condition 33 contains an element for “Project Patrol”. While this
element references that the person could be a “law enforcement” person to be consistent
with other parties proposed measures, we do not require law enforcement status. We
understand that FERC considers law enforcement per se to be the responsibility of the
state and county. However, our goal is to have a person who can provide a presence to
deter numerous on-going concerns expressed by the public, as documented in relicensing
recreation studies. These concerns are Project-related and do not require law
enforcement training. The project patrol would be expected to contact the appropriate
law enforcement agency if a violation is noted, but would not have to take action on their
own. The main goal of this person is to assist the public, assure compliance, perform
minor maintenance, extinguish campfires, and generally provide for public safety and
resource protection. This is especially important given the expected increase in number
of visitors over the term of the new license, discussed in relicensing study results and the
FERC DEA.

Given this discussion, and Licensee’s concurrence with this measure during field
discussions, we recommend that this text be rewritten provide for a Project patrol.

3.3.6 Land Use and Aesthetic Resources
3.3.6.1 Affected Environment

Page 285, Road Maintenance Analysis:
In this paragraph the reference to the “North Fork Feather River road crossing” should
be changed to “West Branch Feather River road crossing…”. There is also a reference
to “Table 3-9” that would appear to indicate instead “Table 3-42”.

Regarding the WBFR road crossing (designated as BW45 road on Table 3-42), we
recommend that the road be designated as a project road by FERC and that it be added
along with other facilities (such as Project spill channels, as discussed in the DEA) as a
boundary adjustment if a new license is issued. There were multiple on-site visits to this
road with the Licensee to discuss its necessity for Project operations or if it could be
closed by the Forest Service during our travel management process. The Licensee said
they use this road to access their gage below Round Valley Reservoir when spill does not
allow access across the dam. They requested continued use of this road for any future
license term. Since the only reason to keep this road open is to allow the Licensee
Project access, we recommend this road be included in the Project Boundary.
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Although some of the other roads listed in Table 3-42 are not currently within the FERC
Project boundary because they are not used exclusively for Project operations, some
provide the only access to Project facilities. As such, these roads are key to continuing
Project operations as well as accommodating Project induced recreational traffic.
Accordingly, the FS is working with the Licensee and County to develop proportionate
share road agreements to address road reconstruction and maintenance. We recommend
FERC’s paragraph on roads be rewritten to more accurately describe these roads and the
Project nexus for operational access.

Page 362, Philbrook Creek
The Commission further justifies maintaining a MIF of 2 cfs below Philbrook Reservoir
since “current rainbow trout populations in this reach are viable..”. Fish population data
provided by the Licensee shows that a total of 44 rainbow trout were observed
downstream of the reservoir in 2006. This is equal to an average of approximately 403
trout per acre in Philbrook Creek. This number of fish is less than 50% of the 830
rainbow trout per acre recommendation we made for the WBFR that represents healthy
Northern Sierra Streams as defined by the Forest Service and CDF&G. Additionally,
because we do not have historical population data in Philbrook Creek, it is not possible to
detect trends in the population, or make inferences whether this population is viable over
time. It would be helpful for FERC to explain the basis for their viability assertion.

Page 363, Philbrook Creek
In the first full paragraph the Commission makes the following statement “increasing
minimum instream flows beyond those currently required in this reach would provide
little additional benefit to resident rainbow trout populations…”. The current MIF
requirement in Philbrook Creek provides a Weighted Usable Area (WUA) of 16% for
trout spawning habitat. By increasing the MIF to 10 cfs between April 1st and May 15th

in designated wet water years, the WUA would increase to 62%. This is an approximate
increase of 350% in trout spawning habitat in Philbrook Creek below the reservoir. The
Forest Service considers this very significant increase in spawning habitat to be well
worth the earlier release of these flows, which, for reasons previously stated under the
entry for “Page 146”, above, will not adversely affect any other resources and will still
pass through three powerhouses to generate power, albeit earlier in the year.

3.3.7 Cultural Resources

3.3.7.2 Environmental Effects

Page 307-312 and 398-400, Historic Properties Management Plan:
There are a number of concerns with the discussion of the Historic Properties
Management Plan (HPMP) discussed in these sections: 

1. The “Our Analysis” discussion by FERC implies the HPMP, as submitted, is
complete, referencing a 5-year revision date. However, the analysis also
acknowledges the lack of site-specific proposals and need for continued
consultation and annual reports. Thus, it is not clear if FERC is requiring the
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Licensee to continue consultation now in order to develop a more complete
document, or just suggesting that over the years as consultation continues the
inclusion of specific detail (as requested by FS and others) would be added as
developed, eventually resulting in an improved document. DEA page 399-400
also discusses the HPMP and states that FERC recommends implementation of
“…PG&E’s HPMP…” with five specific additions, none of which include
consultation with interested parties to convert this draft template into a project-
specific plan, as we were told by the Licensee.

Our position is that the current HPMP is only a placeholder with standard
verbiage borrowed from another Project HPMP and submitted as a starting point
for consultation on this project. That is the description the FS was provided by
Licensee cultural staff when repeatedly asked when HPMP discussions would
start. This understanding is additionally documented in the FS February 7, 2008
comment letter to PG&E on the draft HPMP. Accordingly, the FS will submit a
final 4(e) license condition similar to our preliminary condition, requiring a
complete HPMP be filed within one year of license issuance and will expect
consultation and incorporation of all parties input into that document before we
approve it prior to final approval by FERC. We recommend that the Licensee
initiate consultation as soon as feasible in order to obtain the appropriate level of
detail needed within the 4(e) timeline of one year after license issuance.

2. On the bottom of page 311, while addressing the Round Valley reservoir site, the
FERC analysis states: “PG&E currently is working with the Commission’s
Division Administration and Compliance on mitigation measures for this site and
the work most likely would be completed by the time a new license is issued.
While PG&E may complete the specific mitigation measures by the time a new
license is issued, a chance exists that not all necessary work would be completed
by that time.” Since this site is located on NFSL, it is critical that the FS be
involved in these discussions as well as in development of mitigation measures.
As managers of the public lands where this site is located, it is vital that we assure
that any plans are in compliance with our laws, regulations, and consistent with
any management activities we have planned in the area. We request that FERC
assure that the Licensee seeks FS involvement and approval prior to approving
any measures on NFSL.

3. The top of Page 312 addresses the Programmatic Agreement and suggests that the
FS be a “concurring party” on that agreement. As addressed in the previous
comment, as managers of some of the lands where cultural resources are located,
the FS must be a “signatory” to assure that any approvals and decisions are
consistent with FS mandates. We are developing a separate detailed response to
this concern in response to FERC’s January 30, 2009 Draft Programmatic
Agreement letter.
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.2.2 Discussion of Measures Recommended by Staff

Page 360 Round Valley Dam Spillway Stabilization and Page 361 Philbrook Spillway
Channel Stabilization:
The FERC cost estimate for stabilization of both of these spillways is shown to be
identical (i.e. one time capital cost of $480,000, annualized cost of $96,000). However,
these spillways are very different, which should be reflected in these costs. This estimate
is considerably high for Round Valley and considerably low for Philbrook Spillway.

For Round Valley, rather than requiring an unnecessary and costly spillway stabilization
plan, the FS Preliminary 4(e) instead required specific measures to resolve the localized
erosion occurring directly below the spillway at the dam. During an October 2008 field
trip with the Licensee, we discussed these measures and asked the Licensee to reconsider
their estimated costs based on the limited work prescribed. They informed us at the
January 23, 2009 DeSabla manager meeting that they have recalculated costs on
mitigations discussed during the October 2008 meetings, but those have not yet been
provided to relicensing participants. Therefore, our estimate that these costs are too high
is based on our engineering staff estimates of what it would take for us to complete this
work.

Alternatively, for the Philbrook Spillway, there is a well detailed 50% design plan with
costs of $2,778,285 (without @0% contingency) that significantly exceeds FERC’s one
time cost of $480,000. Recently the Licensee explained they would cap their mitigation
of the Philbrook Spillway at $3 million dollars, although final designs are not yet
complete. Discussions are on-going for this needed mitigation so we can’t address how
accurate we believe this estimate is, but we do not consider the cost estimate in the DEA
to be adequate. We recommend that FERC develop more accurate costs that differ for
these two spillways. Lastly, we note that restoration needs in both spillways is the result
of past/on-going Project operations, not as a result of issuance of a future license.
Therefore, we recommend that these costs not be included as relicensing costs in the
DEA at all.

Page 378-379, Resident Fish Monitoring:
In the last paragraph on page 378 and continuing onto page 379, FERC states that
“…monitoring the resident fish populations for the duration of the license term as
specified by the resource agencies is excessive.” Though the Commission agrees to
begin fish monitoring five years following changes in MIFs in the WBFR, limiting the
frequency of this monitoring to a two year sample period would not account for natural
variability in populations, hydrology, food availability, or climate change. As it is
currently recommended by FERC, adjustments to MIFs would only occur if data
collected during two years of resident fish monitoring revealed noticeable, statistically
significant changes in fish populations. However, if sampling were to be implemented in
years five and six, and wet water years occurred in the four years prior, flows in the
WBFR may far exceed the current and proposed MIFs. It could be assumed with some
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confidence that successful fish reproduction, food prey availability, and usable habitat
would increase. Thus, potentially resulting in a higher population estimate in years five
and six, if compared to a situation where the WBFR experienced drought conditions in
the years prior to scheduled sampling years. Limitations of using minimal population
monitoring can be further explained by referencing information provided by CDF&G in
response to the REA Notice. In this, CDF&G describes that in the 14 miles reach
downstream of Hendricks Diversion Dam, linear abundance has dropped from 723 trout
per 100 meters to 51 trout per 100 meters since 1977. This equals roughly a 92% decline
in trout density in this reach over a thirty year period. Using a monitoring strategy that
sampled during any two successive years during this time period would not show that a
precipitous decline in the population was taking place.

Long-term monitoring (periodically throughout the life of the license) would provide
useful data to assess fish population trends in the WBFR not only as a function of
changes in MIFs, but also through natural or climatic pressures such as those listed
above, and allow for realistic adaptive management of MIFs.

In addition to monitoring of resident fish populations in the WBFR, we believe the same
logic can be used to justify utilizing a long-term monitoring strategy for assessing benthic
macroinvertebrates over the life of the license. Furthermore, having long-term
monitoring data for both fish and macroinvertebrates would allow for comparisons and
correlations between populations, as each would be affected by changes in MIFs and
natural or climatic processes, as well as predator/prey interactions.

Page 392, Bald Eagles:
In this discussion of frequency of bald eagle monitoring, we note FERC’s
recommendation for monitoring every 3 years instead of annually as provided for in the
Forest Service June 27, 2008 Recommendation #10. We agree with FERC that an actual
monitoring frequency would be determined during the development of the referenced
bald eagle management plan. We also recognize that monitoring every three years may
be adequate, given the current limited use of the Project by this species, as long as there
are no management changes made during the new license term that further reduce or
eliminate the 250 acre foot minimum pool at Philbrook Reservoir. The future plan
should address triggering additional monitoring if Project management actions alter
foraging habitat, such as the reduction of this minimum pool, or if observations of eagles
become more common, as FERC states in this discussion.

Page 395, Recreation Resources:
In the second full paragraph on this page, FERC states they do not support the FS
proposed 15-20% recreation fee retention. FERC states that since the facility is within
the FERC boundary the fees should be used for the operation and maintenance of the
campground by the Licensee. Forest Service funding of recreation facilities has changed
in recent years. Campground fees paid on-site are now retained by the Forest Service for
commensurate upkeep of those facilities. Our concern is that without any way for the
Forest Service to secure alternate funding for these facilities, the FS would not be able to
provide interpretive programs or other opportunities at this facility that are not addressed
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by the license condition. Due to the small size of the campground, 15-20% of the fees
are expected to be less than $3,000 per year. PG&E did not express any disagreement
with this FS proposal at our October 2008 recreation meeting nor did they offer any
alternative license conditions showing opposition to this Forest Service fee retention.

Page 397, Recreation Monitoring:
In the first paragraph on this page FERC recommends monitoring boating use at
Philbrook Reservoir only every 5 years, along with other recreational monitoring, rather
than annually as prescribed by the FS. The reason for the Forest Service annual
consultation requirement was because Licensee recreation study results indicated existing
moderate user conflicts between boats and other users as discussed on Page 59 of
Attachment 2, Rationale to our June 27, 2008 Preliminary License Conditions.
Additionally, Butte County has an ordinance that, if posted, would currently prohibit
larger motorized boats from this reservoir due to its small size (173 surface acres at full
pool and considerably smaller after seasonal drawdown). Finally, we remain concerned
with a sudden increase in use (including boating) following paving of the Skyway Road.
Given these concerns, the Forest Service wanted to have a quick annual check on boating
trends, which we thought could easily be conducted by the Philbrook Campground host,
as opposed to hiring a consultant with higher costs and considerable travel. We
understand that annual monitoring may seem excessive and are willing to reduce that as
long as there is some mechanism that sudden increases in boating use, accident rates, or
user conflicts could trigger a review at less than the five year monitoring interval, as
needed.

Page 397, Transportation System Management Plan:
The Forest Service agrees with FERC’s acknowledgement in the first paragraph of this
section which states: “Many project roads pass through land managed by the Forest
Service, and therefore we consider it important to delineate PG&E and the Forest
Service’s responsibilities to ensure that these roads are well maintained to ensure
appropriate, safe access to project facilities for inspection, operation, and maintenance
purposes as well as appropriate public access to project lands and waters.” So, it is not
clear in the next sentence where FERC states “We note, however, that it is the
Commission’s practice to require ongoing maintenance for only those roads used
primarily for project purposes.” Does this last sentence also refer to all of the
aforementioned project needs for inspection, operation, maintenance, and public access?
The paragraph becomes even more confusing as it states there is no need to assess cost-
sharing responsibilities on roads located outside of the Project boundary. Yet the Forest
Service asserts that many of the roads used specifically to access the Project for
inspection, operation, and maintenance as well as for public access are currently located
partially or wholly outside of Project boundaries. (Although detailed maps showing the
relationship between roads and the Project boundary are not available, so it is not
possible to confirm that relationship in all cases, especially where roads pass through the
Project boundary). Thus, while Table 3 in our June 27, 2008 Preliminary 4(e) document
provides our perception of whether the roads are inside or outside the Project Boundary,
we are not positive these assertions are correct. Whether inside or outside the boundary,
it is the Forest Service’s understanding that the Licensee is responsible for Project-related
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costs (road or otherwise) where a nexus exists, including recreational use induced by the
Project reservoir. We recommend concerns with Project nexus roads be clarified and that
appropriate roads be included in the Project boundary.

Regardless of the possible differences in interpretation, the Forest Service, Butte County
and PG&E have met and discussed the roads in question (i.e. those potentially outside of
current Project boundaries, but where there is a need for Project access, which are the
same roads as those shown in Table 3 of our Preliminary License Condition #36). For
these roads, we believe we have agreement with the Licensee to develop a joint road
agreement that will specify proportionate share of maintenance needs based on traffic
counts that will be initiated this spring. This agreement will address ways in which each
participant can most efficiently meet road maintenance needs, while assuring resource
protection goals, and obtaining the best value for expenditure.

5.4 Summary of Section 10(j) Recommendations and 4(e) Conditions

Page 401-410, Tables 5-3 and 5-4:
PG&E’s forecast for this small hydroelectric Project is that post-relicensing economics
will be marginal. Economics have thus been a major factor in trying to develop fiscally
reasonable mitigations while still providing for adequate resource protection. This effort
has not been assisted by economic data provided by either the Licensee or FERC.
FERC’s annualized costs, shown in these referenced tables, do not correlate well with
PG&E costs, and in neither case are the basis for the costs provided. A transparent
economic model that is openly shared with relicensing participants was requested on
numerous occasions over the course of relicensing. Without this information, the Forest
Service has no option but to try to develop reasonable mitigations based on conflicting
cost data. This has not been satisfactory and in the end has resulted in Licensee concerns
with high costs while we are concerned that mitigations are not sufficient for the
resources. We hope that a compromise will be developed, but recommend that in future
relicensings with significant economic constraints, parties can agree, and FERC will
support, a transparent economic process upfront that will provide adequate tools to
develop reasonable measures.

5.5 Consistency with Comprehensive Plans

Page 414, United States:
Please add the following two comprehensive plans to the list in this section:

USDA Forest Service. 1991. Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan including Record of Decision. Vallejo, CA: Pacific Southwest Region.

USDA Forest Service. 2004. Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Final
Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision. Vallejo, CA: Pacific Southwest
Region.
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Attachment 2

Forest Service Typographical and Editorial Comments
on FERC’s Draft Environmental Assessment

DeSabla-Centerville Hydroelectric Project No. 803-087

The Forest Service (FS) provides the following minor and typographical edits on FERC’s Draft
Environmental Assessment (DEA) for consideration. Comments reference the corresponding
text from the FERC DEA for ease in cross-referencing.

3.3.2 Aquatic Resources
3.3.2.2 Environmental Effects

Page 141, Upper West Branch Feather River-Downstream of Round Valley Reservoir Dam:
In the second to last paragraph in this section, there appears to be an incorrect reference
to a project reservoir. “Therefore, by late July or August, the West Branch Feather River
downstream of Philbrook Reservoir dam is an intermittent stream containing only
isolated pools.” Philbrook should be changed to “Round Valley”.

Page 218-219, Table 3-30 (and the same information on Table 5-2 on Page 379):
PG&E has provided minor edits they consider to be typographical errors made by the FS
and FERC addresses those in the DEA. The FS agrees with PG&E and supports the
correction shown for Site F-2 and dropping Site 43.6 downstream of Round Valley
Reservoir due to intermittent flow not providing sufficient flow during sampling periods.
For Site 15.1 the Forest Service offers the following clarification: Rattlesnake Creek is
located close to, but upstream of the Miocene Diversion. It is the Forest Service intent to
have this site located on NFSL and upstream of the Miocene Diversion (and thus in the
Project) – whether that site is slightly upstream or downstream of Rattlesnake Creek is
immaterial to us.

3.3.6 Land Use and Aesthetic Resources
3.3.6.1 Affected Environment

Page 281, Aesthetic Resources:
In the third paragraph in this section the DEA text states: “Philbrook Reservoir, located
near the head of Philbrook Creek, is roughly 35 miles downstream of Round Valley
reservoir…”. This statement is confusing as Philbrook Reservoir is on a separate
waterway (Philbrook Creek, not WBFR) so is not “downstream”, and is additionally
much closer than 35 miles to Round Valley reservoir. We recommend this text be
corrected.
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Page 282, Project River Reaches:
The first sentence in this section states: “West Branch Feather Reach flows 20 miles
from Philbrook reservoir to Miocene Diversion…”. Since Philbrook reservoir is not
located directly on the WBFR, we believe “Philbrook reservoir” should be changed to
Round Valley reservoir and “Reach” should be changed to “River”.

3.3.7 Cultural Resources
3.3.7.1 Affected Environment

Page 289, Table 3-43:
Please clarify the locations of the following three entries in this table:

• “FWS of Philbrook Reservoir” (what is FWS?)
• Approximately 1.5 acres on LNF (where?)
• Approximately 1.5 acres on LNF (where?)

5.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Page 347, Table 5-1:
The paragraph of text preceding Table 5-1 appears to be inconsistent with the Table. For
example, in the text it states that annual generation for the no-action alternative would be
139.4 GWh, while in the table that appears to be the number for annual generation for the
Staff Alternative with Mandatory Conditions.

5.2 Comprehensive Development and Recommended Alternative
5.2.2 Discussion of Measures Recommended by Staff

Page 363, West Branch Feather River-Downstream of Hendricks Diversion dam:
In the second paragraph of this section, there is an incorrect reference to Table 3-16,
which needs to be corrected.

Page 365, Upper Butte Creek -Downstream of Butte Creek Diversion dam:
In the first paragraph of this section, there is an incorrect reference to Table 3-18, which
needs to be corrected.

Page 366, Lower Butte Creek -Downstream of Lower Centerville Diversion dam:
In the third paragraph of this section, there is an incorrect reference to Table 3-20, which
needs to be corrected.
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