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Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

1-01 Please reconsider decommissioning Kilarc Forebay. This is an incredible community 
resource loved and valued by many in the N valley. 

The FERC licensing process does not allow PG&E a further opportunity to renew its operating license. PG&E elected 
not to apply for a new license and the deadline for relicensing the Project has passed. PG&E has no option but to 
decommission the Project; the Kilarc forebay will be dewatered once the Project is decommissioned. 

1-02 Please reconsider the community and Davis Hydro's plans and see if one of them 
might be a more healthful and wise choice. 

PG&E understands that Davis Hydro has expressed interest in continuing operation of the Project or portions of the 
Project for power generation. As described in the Proposed Decommissioning Plan (Appendix A) the Federal Power 
Act and FERC regulations preclude PG&E from obtaining a new license to operate the Project since PG&E declined to 
file an application for a new license.  In addition, the Federal Power Act and FERC regulations preclude a third party 
from assuming operations of Project facilities from PG&E for power generation where that third party did not meet 
applicable deadlines for submitting a license application. Therefore, PG&E did not consider any alternatives for 
continued power generation operations in the development of the PDP.   
In addition, FERC has directed PG&E to develop a plan to render the Project non-operational, and PG&E’s plan 
includes removing the dams, discontinuing water diversions, and removing the powerhouse generating equipment.  
PG&E believes that the decommissioning plan proposed in the LSA will have the significant environmental benefit of 
improved aquatic habitat for anadromous fish in the bypass reach. 
 

2-01 There appears to have been nothing but meaningless gyrations by PG&E for the past 
year with respect to the subject of developing accurate and responsible maps that use 
basic common sense with respect to Public safety; and at the same time reasonably 
attempt to insulate the private land owners involved from future liability problems. This 
is an extremely frustrating situation. 

Comment noted. 

2-02 The newly released DLSA has made the problem worst (sic) - not better. There are 
now at least 11 maps that pertain to South Cow Creek - all with various errors: … 

Project maps are intended to describe the affected environment and meet FERC regulations. Figures have been 
revised to respond to suggested changes or correct errors, although some of the suggested revisions were not 
incorporated because they were not pertinent. Figures that have been revised include: A.1-1, A.1-2, E.2.3-1, E.2.3-2, 
E.2.6-1, E.2.6-2, among others. Text revisions were made in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan, to better 
describe Project facilities and access roads. 

2-03 Any specific references needed in technical discussion can more precisely define the 
access route in question by simply stating for example "that access route between the 
respective ends of South Cow Creek road, or for example; "that access route between 
c-3 and c-9, or c-1 & c-9". 

It is unclear what this comment is referring to. The draft PDP uses the "c" or "k" node references from the maps, 
Figures 2-1 and 2-2, to describe access roads. The LSA does not specifically describe road segments. 

                                                 
1 All Abbreviations and Acronyms are contained in the notes section of this table 
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

2-04 PG&E well knows the condition of the road between c-9 and c-l, its rough and steep 
condition in given locations, its dangerous in high water, and the fact the road in one 
location slid out 2 years ago. Visible stress cracks in that area and the repaired road 
itself are present today. This area could easily slide out again in the near future - even 
before de-commissioning is completed. There is absolutely no doubt that in the 
foreseeable future, with wet winters, that this area will slide again; making it more 
treacherous if naive travelers were induced to attempt to use this road. 

The referenced slide occurred on the road segment between C-9 and C-18, not C-1. This road segment has been 
shown as part of the overall Project Description but has not been recommended for use during decommissioning due 
to its length and amount of work required to make it safely passable for construction activities. In addition, as 
described in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan, road segment C-1 to C-18 is approximately 2.25 miles 
long and climbs over 800 feet in elevation. While the average grade is 6.5 percent, there are segments that are much 
steeper and areas that have drainage across the road. Given the length of the road and required improvements, the 
road segment C-1 to C-18 is not recommended for use or improvement.  

2-05 It is acknowledged that the usual serious accidents that are attributed to naive 
travelers, using bad or inaccurate maps, more typically happen at high elevation in the 
Winter. However, they can happen at lower elevations, in any season …. 

Comment noted. 

2-06 If PG&E does finally chooses to correct the maps in an appropriate manner, for your 
convenience a hand written spread sheet has been generated to at least outline some 
of the most basic misrepresentations. The DLSA is now a humongous and partitioned 
document, and therefore this list may not be complete in listing all the maps, or the 
errors on them. It should be PG&E's responsibility to do due diligence on this. 

See Comment Response 2-02. 

2-07 Attach 1 -- South Cow Creek Non - Project Roads for P-606 See revised text. Revisions were made as appropriate to the maps and document, and in Appendix A, Proposed 
Decommissioning Plan. 

2-08 Attach 2 -- Table with Figure Change suggestions See Comment Response 2-02..  
2-09 Attach 3 -- suggested text changes to description of Cow Creek Access Roads Text revisions were made in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan, to better describe Project facilities and 

access roads. 
3-01 The Owners have grave concerns as to the effect the Decommissioning will have on 

the water rights (including those set forth in the 1969 Shasta County Superior Court 
Decree No.38577), main canal, forebay and power lines that are valuable assets 
("Assets") of their Property,  

Any impacts from decommissioning on existing ground water rights are appropriately addressed under state law and 
not through the federal license surrender process.  Decommissioning the Project will not have any effect on water 
rights in the Project area.  PG&E does not have an obligation to continue providing benefits in perpetuity to 
beneficiaries of Project operations.   

3-02 in addition to the environmental issues that are the responsibilities of PG&E. Comment noted. 
3-03 … The Owners believe these valued Assets are jeopardized by the Decommissioning, 

and they want PG&E to either purchase the Property or trade for another parcel 
satisfactory to them. 

PG&E does not agree with the commenter’s proposal.  

4-01 … Mr. Albrecht has retained me to examine PG&E's possible rights of prescription 
beyond the 1907 Deed of Dam and Canal Easement. … 

PG&E respectfully disagrees with the comment and believes it has acquired all land rights necessary for Project 
purposes.  As the commenter suggests, any rights to access land outside of the specified deeded easement within the 
FERC Project boundary may be by a claim of prescription.  Since the Project is being decommissioned, PG&E does 
not believe it is necessary to amend Project maps or other Project documents beyond what is required by FERC, 
including the specificity the comment requests to describe the precise nature of those rights.  It is not clear to PG&E 
what purpose such an exercise would serve.  However, PG&E appreciates the comment that the dam must be 
removed in a cost effective and environmentally sound manner and will work with the commenter to accomplish that 
goal.  
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

5-01 ... DFG reiterates our support of PG&E's decision to decommission the Project and 
implement a responsible and reasonable decommissioning plan as described in the 
March 2005 Agreement (Agreement) signed by PG&E, DFG, the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), the National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, Trout Unlimited, and Friends of 
the River. 

PG&E appreciates the commitment of your agency to support the Project Agreement and work cooperatively during 
the decommissioning process. 

5-02 DFG believes the DLSA adequately represents the subjects and desired conditions of 
that Agreement. 

We appreciate your recognition of PG&E's efforts to decommission the Project consistent with the Project Agreement. 

5-03 … DFG believes that PG&E's decision to abandon their water rights rather than 
transferring them will accomplish the original goals of the [Project] Agreement. 

PG&E agrees that abandoning its water rights will accomplish the goals of the Project Agreement. See Comment 
Response 6-05. 

5-04 Page E.2-42 - E2.5.2. The DLSA indicates that steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
migrate upstream of Whitmore Falls "likely during wet years". This needs to be 
corrected to state steelhead migrate upstream of Whitmore Falls during winter and 
spring high flows each year. 
There is a statement in the second paragraph of this section claiming "fall run Chinook 
salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) cannot pass over Whitmore Falls and therefore 
cannot access the project area on old Cow Creek". Fall-run Chinook may pass over 
Whitmore Falls in years there is seasonally early rain. In fact the list of species 
observed at Kilarc Tailrace includes Chinook salmon (See Table E.2.5-1). 

In discussions with CDFG, this section was revised to indicate that Whitmore Falls may be passable under some 
conditions, but that the frequency with which adult steelhead and Chinook salmon can pass over Whitmore Falls is 
unknown as no formal studies have been conducted. 

5-05 Page E.2-44 First Paragraph. This paragraph includes the statement "The forebay 
supported large numbers of naturally-produced brown trout." Please provide a citation 
for this comment and the following conclusion that these trout use springs or the canal 
to spawn. If there are large numbers of juvenile natural brown trout in the forebay they 
may be coming from miles upstream and passing into the forebay through the 
unscreened diversion. If natural springs occur in the bottom of Kilarc forebay, they will 
need to be addressed in the decommissioning plan. If not, the report text needs to be 
revised to adequately represent the environmental conditions. 

PG&E agrees with all points made in this comment. Text will be adjusted accordingly. The information regarding 
potential spawning locations came from anecdotal sources, and it could not be confirmed that there are springs on the 
bottom of the forebay. 

5-06 Page E.4-3 Last Paragraph. This paragraph states that "the release of sediment 
behind the Kilarc Main Canal and South Cow Creek diversion dams may result in 
short-term filling of pools downstream of the dams and the creation of fish passage 
impediments." GEOM-1 should include fish passage monitoring for two years after the 
diversion is removed that would identify any fish passage impediments. If a passage 
impediment is identified as a result of the diversions being removed, PG&E would 
consult with DFG and appropriate measures would be conducted, if necessary. 

A new PM&E Measure (AQUA-5) has been added providing for fish passage monitoring for two years after the 
diversion is removed to identify any long-term fish passage impediments that develop resulting from the removal of the 
Kilarc and South Cow diversion dams. Consultation with CDFG was added to this new PM&E Measure. (Subsequent 
PM&E Measures from the DLSA have been renumbered.)  
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

5-07 Page E.4-8. Regarding PM&E Measure AQUA-5, the document states, "PG&E will 
request that CDFG stop stocking trout into the Kilarc Forebay the year before the 
facility is decommissioned. Additionally, PG&E will request that the Fish and Game 
Commission alter the catch limits for anglers to provide additional recreational benefits 
and further reduce the number of fish remaining in the Forebay when 
decommissioned." DFG fisheries managers prefer to determine the appropriate time to 
cease trout stocking based on time of year, water conditions, and hatchery operations. 
DFG is also in favor of considering all management options with respect to altering 
catch limits as decommissioning approaches. 

The PM&E measure was revised to indicate that PG&E will work with CDFG to determine appropriate fish 
management strategies for reducing the trout population in Kilarc Forebay prior to decommissioning. 

5-08 Page E.4-9. In response to PM&E Measure AQUA-6: Conduct Fish Rescue in Canals 
and Forebays, as Needed, DFG is supportive of PG&E conducting fish rescues on the 
Kilarc Canal and Forebay. DFG will consult with PG&E as to the appropriate areas to 
relocate the rescued fish. 

PG&E looks forward to consultation with CDFG and NMFS as to the appropriate areas to relocate rescued fish. 

5-09 Page 2-35. The disposition of the Cow Creek Powerhouse needs to include the 
removal of the gunite (shot-crete) from the bed of Hooten Gulch...Once the [Cow 
Creek] powerhouse structure is abandoned in place and the downstream seasonal 
dam is no longer functional, Hooten Gulch will return to its historical state as a 
seasonal channel and will likely support steelhead spawning. The gunite section will be 
a velocity barrier during a wide range of flows and therefore will need to be removed 
and the associated stream banks will need to be stabilized. 

PG&E will incorporate removal of the gunite in Hooten Gulch near the Cow Creek Powerhouse as part of the Project 
decommissioning plan in the LSA. PG&E has discussed a number of potential approaches for doing so with the 
resource agencies. PG&E will work with the resource agencies to develop appropriate measures to stabilize the 
stream bed and banks after the gunite is removed. The final approach will be developed during the engineering design 
phase during the permitting process. 

5-10 Page 2-8. The last bullet and last sentence under Siphon should read, "Buried portions 
of the siphon will be capped and abandoned in place." 

Text is revised. 

5-11 In conclusion, DFG believes that with the above mentioned changes that the DLSA 
adequately describes the Project features and proposes decommissioning actions that 
will sufficiently remove the Project facilities. PG&E’s proposed Protection, Mitigation, & 
Enhancement measures will reduce or eliminate any adverse impacts that were 
identified as part of the decommissioning activities. 

Comment noted. 

6-01 …PG&E has correctly identified the important issues regarding the proposed dam 
removals, and has performed the appropriate analyses. PG&E has accurately 
described Old Cow and South Cow creeks as sediment-limited systems, and has 
accurately characterized accumulated sediment as a valuable aquatic resource. The 
Decommissioning Plan should, and does, capitalize on the value of this sediment, 
allowing it to naturally redistribute after dam removal. Redistribution of this sediment 
(mostly gravel, sand, and cobble) will increase habitat complexity, restore natural 
riparian processes, and benefit anadromous fish. 

Agree. 
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Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

6-02 NMFS remains committed to working cooperatively with PG&E and other stakeholders 
in the decommissioning process. Decommissioning, as described in the DLSA, 
remains the most viable alternative for maximizing benefits for anadromous fish. NMFS 
was one of the signatories of the Early Decommissioning Agreement along with PG&E, 
the California State Water Resources Control Board, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, the National Park Service, Trout 
Unlimited and Friends of the River - establishing a framework for a decommissioning 
and restoration scenario for this Project. NMFS remains committed to the principles 
outlined in the Early Decommissioning Agreement. 

Comment noted. 

6-03 As pointed out in the DLSA, several special status anadromous species are present in 
the Project area. Fall and late-fall Chinook salmon in the Project are candidates for 
threatened status under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Central Valley ESU 
steelhead in the Project are threatened under the ESA. Project area has been 
designated critical habitat for the steelhead. Central Valley ESU Spring run Chinook 
salmon are threatened under the ESA and California Endangered Species Act (CESA). 
NMFS is responsible for protecting and managing these species under the ESA (16 
U.S.C. §§ 1531 el seq.), Federal Power Act (16 O.K.. §§ 803 el seq.), the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 O.K.. §§ 1801 et seq.), and 
other laws. NMFS has previously provided in detail our resources, goals, and 
objectives for this Project (NMFS 2005). 

Comment noted. 

6-04 ... PG&E proposes decommissioning work at the South Cow Creek Diversion dam from 
July to September when adult anadromous salmonids are not present in South Cow 
Creek (DLSA at E.4-7). This would facilitate movement of accumulated sediment 
commencing with restoration of flows to the bypassed reaches, and stimulated by 
precipitation and runoff in the wet season (October to April). This timing makes sense 
from NMFS' perspective. NMFS concludes that these reaches are sediment-limited, 
making the accumulated sediment a valuable resource, and that the total amount of 
sediment that will be released likely represents a very small proportion of the annual 
sediment load carried by a supply-limited stream. Accordingly, we believe that getting 
the sediment back into the system quickly should be a priority, as it may improve 
spawning habitat even for the next spawning season. 

PG&E agrees with the comment. PG&E is consulting with NMFS and other regulatory agencies to identify and refine 
measures to benefit anadromous salmonids and their habitat. 
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

6-05 ...PG&E proposes to abandon its Project related-water rights rather than transfer them 
as originally envisioned by the Project Agreement because abandonment would 
accomplish the Project Agreement's goals more easily and with greater certainty. ... 
NMFS would like to pursue this issue cooperatively with PG&E and other stakeholders 
in the future to assure that PG&E's water rights are dedicated to instream beneficial 
uses... NMFS encourages PG&E to petition the California State Water Resources 
Control Board to dedicate these water rights for the purpose of preserving or 
enhancing fish and wildlife resources. California Water Code Section 1707 is relevant 
to dedicating the water rights to enhancing fish and wildlife resources, and authorizes:.. 
NMFS would be glad to assist with this process as is permissible. 

Comment noted. PG&E has held discussions with SWRCB, NMFS, and CDFG regarding the disposition of the water 
rights. PG&E believes it has addressed their concerns. 

6-06 NMFS notes that sediment analysis results showed that copper concentrations in Kilarc 
sediments are at or slightly greater than Threshold Effects Level (TEL) of 35.7 mg/kg 
but well below the Probable Effects Level (PEL) of 197 mg/kg. NMFS expects the state 
and regional water boards to comment on this issue. 

Comment noted.  

6-07 [PM&E] AQUA-4: Modify the measure to apply to any Project structure left in place, 
rather than just the South Cow Diversion Dam. 

No structures will be left in place which relate to fish passage issues, other than the Cow Creek Dam cutoff wall. All 
other structures will either be completely removed or will not have any influence on fish passage. 

6-08 Measure GEOM-2: Modify the measure to include monitoring of the pilot thalweg for 
development of long-term fish passage barriers, and potential additional excavation, as 
necessary. The monitoring could be performed on the same basis as proposed in 
GEOM-2 (i.e.), after spring runoff for two years, and then PG&E will consult for with the 
resource agencies on a need for any additional monitoring. NMFS expects that fish 
barriers may frequently and temporarily occur in the pilot thalweg as sediment 
redistributes. Our suggestion is intended to prevent the development of a long term fish 
passage barrier. 

PM&E Measure AQUA-5 was added to include monitoring of the pilot thalweg for development of long-term fish 
passage barriers, and potential additional excavation, as necessary. The monitoring would be performed for two 
years, after the first large storm and after spring runoff. If a long-term barrier is identified, then PG&E will consult with 
the resource agencies on appropriate remedies.  

6-09 NMFS suggests that a measure be included (or an existing measure be modified to 
include) to limit and mitigate instances in which, as a result of decommissioning Project 
facilities, road access is provided across fish-bearing streams. 

There would be no need to cross the stream with heavy equipment during Project decommissioning, except at the 
Kilarc and South Cow Creek diversion dams. At these locations, the work area would be isolated from the active 
channel and dewatered prior to this equipment entering the stream channel. PM&E Measure AQUA-1 is designed to 
address this impact, and the efficacy of this measure will be monitored through implementation of PM&E Measures 
GEOL-1 and GEOL-2.  

6-10 PG&E has put together a thorough DLSA and Decommissioning Plan. 
Decommissioning, as described in the DLSA, remains the most viable alternative for 
maximizing benefits for anadromous fish. PG&E has included several important 
environmental measures for the protection of anadromous fish in the DLSA. 

Agree. 
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

6-11 NMFS notes that PG&E anticipates that the relevant resource management measures 
proposed in the DLSA will be included by NMFS in our Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Biological Opinion (BO) for the Project, and that PG&E plans to file with FERC a 
Biological Assessment (BA) in mid-2009. PG&E has included several important 
environmental measures for the protection of anadromous fish in the DLSA. NMFS 
looks forward to  continuing to work cooperatively with PG&E and FERC, including the 
consultation process. Our BO will include the measures provided in the FERC's 
environmental document. Based on our review of the subject application, we 
recommend FERC initiate consultation with NMFS pursuant to the ESA. 

PG&E appreciates NMFS' efforts to date, looks forward to continuing to working cooperatively with NMFS and FERC 
to consult under and comply with the ESA for the protection of anadromous fish species. 

7-01 … However, the DLSA does not provide an adequate base of information to allow 
either decision makers (i.e., FERC) to decide how to proceed with the 
decommissioning process, or interested parties to provide meaningful input to that 
process. … 

Thank you for your concern. PG&E believes the LSA adequately addresses the impacts to resources and provides all 
the environmental information necessary for FERC to conduct its environmental assessment as part of the license 
surrender process.  If FERC believes it needs additional information, it will require PG&E to provide it.  

7-02 ... Our position is that the ADU lived up to its end of the bargain, and PG&E cannot 
now unilaterally walk away from the bargain made and followed by both parties for over 
100 years. Thus, the ADU are not willing or in a position to settle for anything less than 
being made whole by PG&E. ... 

Any impacts of decommissioning on ground water rights are addressed appropriately under state law and not through 
the federal license surrender process. PG&E is not aware of any existing and valid rights to beneficially use water from 
Hooten Gulch.  The fact that PG&E has provided a convenience to water users that will be discontinued does not 
result in an "impact" associated with Project decommissioning. PG&E does not have an obligation to continue 
providing benefits in perpetuity to beneficiaries of Project operations.  However, PG&E is consulting with water users 
potentially impacted by the cessation of artificial flows to Hooten Gulch.   

7-03 … The impacts of de-watering Hooten Gulch, as set forth in your DLSA, on riparian 
habitat and the species that use that habitat (which include endangered species) is 
cause for great concern among the ADU members. … 

PG&E believes that the effects of ceasing artificial discharges to Hooten Gulch are adequately addressed in the LSA. 
No endangered species have been documented in Hooten Gulch.  PG&E has been and will continue to consult with 
USFWS and NMFS on potential impacts to federally listed species resulting from Project decommissioning. Following 
the decommissioning, Hooten Gulch down to the confluence with South Cow Creek will be returned to an ephemeral 
channel, and artificial flows currently discharged from Project facilities will cease. 
At this time the extent of impacts on riparian habitat in Hooten Gulch from Project decommissioning are unquantified. 
Under current conditions, flow diversion into Hooten Gulch is reduced in the later part of the year, similar to the natural 
flows that would occur under future conditions.   
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7-04 The DLSA needs to better inform decision-makers and interested parties about these 
impacts, and give them the opportunity to consider alternatives to the DLSA which 
would better address these environmental impacts … 

PG&E believes the LSA adequately addresses the impacts to resources and provides all the environmental 
information necessary for FERC to conduct its environmental assessment as part of the license surrender process.  If 
FERC believes it needs additional information, it will require PG&E to provide it.  
As described in the Proposed Decommissioning Plan (Appendix A) the Federal Power Act and FERC regulations 
preclude PG&E from obtaining a new license to operate the Project since PG&E declined to file an application for a 
new license.  In addition, the Federal Power Act and FERC regulations preclude a third party from assuming 
operations of Project facilities from PG&E for power generation where that third party did not meet applicable 
deadlines for submitting a license application. Therefore, PG&E did not consider any alternatives for continued power 
generation operations in the development of the PDP.   
In addition, FERC has directed PG&E to develop a plan to render the Project non-operational, and PG&E’s plan 
includes removing the dams, discontinuing water diversions, and removing the powerhouse generating equipment.  
PG&E believes that the decommissioning plan proposed in the LSA will have the significant environmental benefit of 
improved aquatic habitat for anadromous fish in the bypass reach.  

7-05 …the consultation required under the federal Endangered Species Act, since 
endangered species were identified along Hooten Gulch. Indeed, the ESA compliance 
will require the preparation of a Biological Opinion by either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, or NOAA Fisheries, and that opinion will determine the need for mitigation for 
impacts on endangered species. Putting effort now into defining a decommissioning 
plan which addresses these impacts will be less expensive and time-consuming that 
deferring that work until the required NEPA and ESA compliance efforts. 

See Comment Response 7-03. Appendix B, Consultation Summary, summarizes the consultation activities 
undertaken by PG&E with these agencies to date. 

7-06 ... We look forward to continuing the dialogue with PG&E  towards resolving this matter 
efficiently during the FERC decommissioning process, and avoiding problems with  
NEPA and ESA compliance which will be needed to ultimately implement a 
decommissioning plan.... 

Comment noted. 

7-07 … The ADU feels that the de-watering of Hooten gulch will not improve riparian habitat 
… 

See Comment Response 7-03.  

7-08 … the DSLA overlooks the critical impacts to domestic water users from the Abbott 
ditch system, agricultural water users from the Abbott ditch system and the extensive 
and robust riparian habitat supported by the flows in the Hooten Gulch and the Abbot 
ditch system ... 

See Comment Response 7-02.  
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7-09 The current DLSA, with its plan to de-water Hooten Gulch for much of every year and 
thereby the Abbott ditch system, overlooks the hundreds of acres of riparian habitat 
supported by PG&E’s releases to Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch system. Were the 
impacts to this habitat and the wildlife it supports to be properly taken into account, we 
believe that the current approach of de-watering the two systems (Hooten and Abbott 
ditch) would be seen to have a much more significant impact than estimated in the 
DLSA. 

See Comment Responses 7-02 and 7-03.   

7-10 In addition, the presence of endangered species along Hooten Gulch indicate that 
FERC will need to obtain a Biological Opinion from either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, or NOAA Fisheries, which will determine the need for mitigation for impacts on 
endangered species. Addressing these potential impacts now seems more likely to 
develop a decommissioning plan which can actually be implemented, rather than 
waiting to address the endangered species issues later in the process.  

See Comment Response 7-03 

7-11 Again, the current DLSA, with its plan to de-water Hooten gulch and thereby the Abbott 
ditch system, overlooks the hundreds of acres of riparian habitat supported by PG&E’s 
releases to Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch system. Were the adverse impacts to 
the riparian habitat that is now supported by the releases properly taken into account, 
we believe that the current approach of de-watering the two systems (Hooten and 
Abbott ditch) would be seen to have a much more significant impact than currently 
estimated. 

See Comment Response 7-03 

7-12 … This approach, which measures the impact by comparison with a pre-development 
condition and not by comparison the current condition which has existed in Hooten 
Gulch for about 100 years, essentially masks that there is a significant surface water 
impact in Hooten Gulch ... 

As discussed throughout, there would be impacts to Hooten Gulch as a result of Project decommissioning, but those 
impacts do not require mitigation because the concept of environmental mitigation assumes an adverse impact to the 
natural condition.  Since Hooten Gulch will be returned to its natural condition, there is, as a general matter, nothing to 
mitigate. 

7-13 Despite ongoing consultation between PG&E and the ADU, the ADU is omitted from 
this list of" …other entity/[ies] in the general area of the Project that there is reason to 
believe would likely be interested in, or affected by, the surrender application:." ... 

Under federal regulation 18 CFR Section 4.32, FERC specifies which parties are to be included in the Initial 
Statement. The list is limited to counties, cities, towns, local political subdivisions, special purpose political 
subdivisions, and Tribes. 

7-14 The omission of the Abbott ditch system's diversion from the Cow Creek powerhouse's 
tailwater before its exit from Hooten gulch back into South Cow Creek must be 
remedied. This section of the DLSA states that PG&E’s use of the water is non-
consumptive and the waters are returned to the creek, but omits the fact that the 
Abbott ditch system has diverted its water rights for consumptive use of that same 
water for domestic and agricultural uses. 

See Comment Response 7-02. 

7-15 Also, the water flowing in Hooten Gulch and the Abbott Ditch is also used by riparian 
habitat. 

See Comment Response 7-03. 
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7-16 Clarification of these water uses to all parties of the decommissioning process is 
imperative for a full and complete understanding of the project decommissioning 
impacts, and the development of a decommissioning plan that addresses water rights 
and environmental impacts. To date, on site visits, more than one participant has 
commented that they cannot gain a clear understanding of the water use situation from 
the documentation alone, and it is only after a site visit that the situation becomes 
clear. ... 

See Comment Response 7-02. 

7-17 The ADU believe that a more complete and accurate portrayal of the consumptive use 
of the water that PG&E releases from its South Cow Creek powerplant would better 
meet the intent of the process to allow FERC to consider impacts associated with the 
decommissioning process in its decision process. The ADU believes that the FERC 
process intends, and rightly so, to examine impacts resulting from the cessation of 
water flows to domestic users, agricultural users, and large areas of riparian habitat 
that are used by endangered species. All of these impacts would result if the current 
DLSA were implemented. It is our strong conviction that the FERC process envisions 
addressing such impacts in the DLSA, and by doing so avoiding more complicated 
NEPA and ESA compliance efforts, and reducing the need to address such impacts in 
less efficient and more costly proceedings in state or federal courts. 

See Comment Responses 7-02 and 7-03. 

7-18 As discussed earlier, the reported lack of impacts results from: (1) measuring impacts 
based on predevelopment conditions rather than the existing environment; and (2) not 
considering the associated impacts to the Abbott Ditch. In fact, there is a significant 
impact associated with ending PG&E releases to Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch 
system. Protection and mitigation measures should be included to avoid the impacts to 
domestic water users, agricultural water users and extensive impacts to riparian and 
possibly endangered species habitat over the entirety of the Hooten gulch and Abbott 
ditch system. ... 

See comment response 7-02 and 7-03 

7-19 Application of this PM&E measure to Hooten Gulch treats the transition to an 
ephemeral stream as the impact to be mitigated. As discussed earlier, the significant 
impact is actually the change from the existing perennial stream (which supports 
habitat, wildlife including endangered species, and agricultural and domestic water use 
by the ADU), and this measure does nothing to mitigate that impact. 

See Comment Response 7-03 and 7-12. 

8-01 Riparian habitat: For over 100 years, the Wagner Ranch and other ranches in the 
South Cow Creek valley have enjoyed the use of the Cow Creek Powerhouse tail race 
release to Hooten Gulch. Livestock water here, and numerous species including fish, 
frogs, pond turtles, birds, plants, and species of special significance have depended on 
this water supply and thrived for more than a century. It does not appear that the DLSA 
adequately addresses the impacts to the lands and wildlife affected. 

PG&E believes that the effects of ceasing artificial discharges to Hooten Gulch are adequately addressed in the LSA.  
PG&E has been and will continue to consult with USFWS and NMFS on potential impacts to federally listed species 
resulting from Project decommissioning. 
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8-02 Cattle operation: Dewatering Hooten Gulch will curtail the cattle operation at the Tetrick 
Ranch, particularly in the summer months, and will have significant economic effects. 
Presently, the cattle on the Tetrick Ranch are fenced out of the main channel of South 
Cow Creek. If Hooten was dewatered, the livestock would either need to be given 
access to the main channel of South Cow Creek, where most of the fall run Chinook 
salmon spawn, or shipped away during the summer months. In either case, additional 
costs and expense will incur. ... 

PG&E is not aware of any existing and valid rights to beneficially use water from Hooten Gulch.  The fact that PG&E 
has provided a convenience to water users that will be discontinued does not result in an "impact" associated with 
Project decommissioning. PG&E does not have an obligation to continue providing benefits in perpetuity to 
beneficiaries of Project operations.  However, PG&E is consulting with water users potentially impacted by the 
cessation of artificial flows to Hooten Gulch.   

8-03 Also, the Tetrick Hydro has a minimum flow release requirement of 2 cfs for fish. How 
is it possible that Hooten Gulch can be dewatered without any impact if Fish and Game 
and other agencies deemed it necessary to provide minimum flows into Hooten Gulch? 

Hooten Gulch will not be dewatered by decommissioning the Project. Rather, the flow will return to the natural 
hydrography and the artificial flows will cease. Diversion flows into Hooten Gulch in summer are low under current 
conditions.  

8-04 Other water users: The Abbott Ditch Users, "ADU", will need a water delivery system in 
place and in operation before PG&E shuts down in order to provide their domestic and 
irrigation water rights. Said system will require studies, permits and approvals. The 
Tetrick Ranch will be potentially impacted by a new water delivery system. 

See Comment Response 8-02. 

8-05 Penstock: The Tetrick Ranch may have liability issues and concerns with PG&E 
leaving the penstock in place as proposed in the DLSA. 

PG&E will continue to discuss the concerns raised in the comment with the property owner. 

8-06 The Disposition of the Powerhouse: The transfer of land and easements on the Tetrick 
Ranch was subject to the condition that they be solely for "a power plant and for use in 
connection with the generation and transmission of electricity." If the Powerhouse were 
not to be used for these purposes, PG&E should be required to deed back to the 
Tetrick Ranch the land, easements and rights of way that were previously granted to 
PG&E's predecessor in interest. 

PG&E will continue to discuss the concerns raised in the comment with the property owner. 

9-01 1. Get the facts correct on dam crest height, maximum dam height, and maximum 
sediment depth. 

Facts such as dam crest elevation and height were taken from existing PG&E design drawings. These were not 
independently verified. South Cow Creek dam height should be shown as approximately 8 feet 4 inches. General 
descriptions of existing structures are given for the purpose of illustrating main features affected by deconstruction. 
These are not design elements that will need to be precisely described in a later phase. Sediment depth was 
approximated and not measured. These data will be gathered during the preparation of the detailed engineering 
design plans. 

9-02 2. Recognize that for 1000 feet upstream and downstream of the dam that the average 
natural slope of the canyon bottom and the creek is relatively low at less than 2 
degrees, with large rock formations and boulders defining the banks. Exploit that 
information from the 1907 dam easement deed that  constrained the dam crest to be 
no more than 6 feet from the then existing creek bottom. This basically says the 
original thalweg was approximately 6 feet below the present crest of the dam because 
based on the canals and old concrete structures,  there is no evidence that there has 
been a change in the dam crest over the last 100 years. 

A USACE 404 permit application in 1989 included drawings showing dam height and crest elevations. These drawings 
show a stream bed 8 feet, 4 inches below the dam crest. The stream bed is not necessarily the historic thalweg prior 
to original dam construction. Absent human intervention, thalwegs very typically move within their stream beds and 
always change depth over geologic time. The elevation of the original, pre-dam channel bed is not exactly known; 
therefore, sediment depths are approximate. Section E.3.3.2 (pgs. E.3-9 and 10) was revised to indicate that the 
maximum depth of sediment is approximately 8.5 feet at the diversion dam, and starting about 30 to 50 feet upstream 
from the dam the sediment depths are about 6 feet. The implementation of this project will allow the sediment to erode 
and naturally redistribute downstream.  
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9-03 3. Similarly for about a reach of 30 feet downstream of the dam, the inverse of (2) 
above has occurred because of the hydrodynamic fluid forces from the dam spill, 
everything has been scoured to bedrock that is now about minus six feet from the 
original natural slope. Furthermore there are NO remaining large and medium boulders 
in this region. 

It is not possible to determine how much scour has occurred since construction of the dam, because the elevation of 
the original pre-dam bed is not known. Appendix H indicates that there has been scour immediately below the dam. 
The bottom of the dams' footings are visible in the plunge-pool, which itself is in bedrock. The plunge-pool probably 
formed as a result of scour caused by the high energy associated with water flowing over the dam crest. The scour 
pool is deemed desirable to fish and the project approach allows the stream to seek its natural position, depth, and 
configuration over time. 

9-04 4. With just the relatively small material (gravel) in the sediment above the dam, simple 
uncontrolled transportation downstream of this material into this region does not 
appear to be a very optimum technique to achieve geomorphic stability and no bank 
erosion, especially on the north side of the canyon.5. The North bank has the highest 
probability to have erosion problems just due to the natural direction of flow at the 
dam.6. Importing  a few large boulders, to replace those that have been removed by 
man, or unnatural hydrodynamic forces; specifically to recreate a stable natural slope 
up against a lowered retaining wall on the north bank, and in the region where the dam 
will be removed, can address points 3, 4, & 5  above. 

PM&E GEOL-1 indicates that BMPs will be implemented to address potential bank erosion. During preparation of the 
detailed engineering design plans, specific BMPs will be identified to protect against erosion. Replacing boulders is not 
necessary immediately below the South Cow Diversion Dam, because the plunge pool is already in bedrock, which 
will prevent additional scour below the existing plunge pool depth. In addition, the cutoff-walls will remain in place at 
the dam site, which will act as a grade control. New sediment will in-fill the pool as it is transported from upstream 
behind the diversion dam and the channel will re-establish its equilibrium gradient and elevation through this reach 
naturally. 

9-05 7. It needs to be recognized that before removal of the dam,  that main canal intake 
can be shut off, and most of this intake structure then first reduced to about the dam 
crest height. In essence this area at the start of the main canal first goes back to be 
similar to what it was before the fish ladder and screen was built in 1983.  This area 
could then allow from FERC Road “A” heavy equipment ingress/egress  to both below 
the dam and above the dam. That dam material such as sheet metal panels could then 
also be egresses via road “A”. ... 

Additional description of road access is provided in the Proposed Decommissioning Plan (Appendix A).  However, 
some details of removal, sequence, and access will be developed concurrently with development of engineering plans, 
following issuance of the FERC order to decommission, and others will be developed in consultation with regulatory 
agencies through the permitting process. Final design and construction approach will minimize environmental impacts 
to the extent feasible as required under state and federal laws 

9-06 a. It is suggested that the target height of the pilot thalweg at the dam be about 1552 
feet msl elevation or about what it was 100 years ago. It is also suggested to leave the 
pair of 3.5 feet high cutoff walls in place underneath the re-graded sediment as an 
erosion insurance measure that creek bed at bedrock level does not ever try to walk up 
stream from the scour pool which could cause significant undesirable erosion at the 
stream banks.  

See Comment Response 9-04. 

9-07 10. A proposed removal sequence for the mill creek works, Cow Creek dam and main 
canal intake needs to be proposed in the SLA. That sequence determines the access 
requirements. The pros and cons of just using Road “A” on the south canal wall that 
comes down to the main canal berm versus proposing to work outside of the Project 
boundaries and deeded easements on the North canyon wall needs to be quantified 
accurately; including the true grades involved, and potential negative environmental 
impacts. Obviously Road “D” makes the best day to day construction personnel walk in 
access from a staging area on the PG&E lands, to that area above the dam, and then 
down the stairs  to the dam.       

See Comment Response 9-05. 
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10-01 The content of the DLSA and PDP appears to be consistent with the Kilarc-Cow Creek 
Project Agreement (Agreement) signed by the State Water Board on March 17, 2005. 

Comment noted. 

10-02 The only apparent deviation from the Agreement concerns the preservation of the pre-
1914 water rights held by PG&E and associated with the Project, which will be 
discussed below. 

Comment noted. PG&E has held discussions with SWRCB, NMFS, and CDFG regarding the disposition of the water 
rights. PG&E believes it has addressed their concerns. 

10-03 Given that the desired conditions of the Agreement have remained intact within the 
DLSA and PDP, there should be no need to update or supplement the Agreement. 

Comment noted. 

10-04 ... PG&E stated in the DLSA that the water rights issues are best handled under state 
law, outside of this federal process, and further stated that they will abandon the water 
rights by ceasing diversions after decommissioning. State Water Board staff suggests 
that PG&E amend the Cow Creek Adjudication through the courts to reflect the water 
rights abandonment after the license is surrendered. Further discussion between the 
State Water Board, DFG, and PG&E is needed to determine the feasibility of such an 
action. 

Thank you for the suggestion. PG&E has held discussions with SWRCB, NMFS, and CDFG regarding the disposition 
of the water rights. PG&E believes it has addressed their concerns. 

10-05 The PDP contains the general plans for the deconstruction activities associated with 
the DLSA. Though the plans are consistent with the Agreement, they are still general in 
nature, and the State Water Board would like to remain involved with the development 
of more detailed plans where hydrology and aquatic resources are involved. 

Comment noted. The SWRCB will be informed of new developments of more detailed plans where hydrology and 
aquatic resources are involved. 

10-06 The specific areas that State Water Board staff would like to see further refined in the 
deconstruction plans are as follows:  
[1] the exact methods and practices that will be used to manage spoils, sediment, and 
erosion during activities that could threaten water quality; 

PG&E intends to continue to involve the SWRCB in the development of more detailed deconstruction plans. Some of 
the details requested will be developed concurrently with development of engineering plans, following issuance of the 
FERC order to decommission. Others will be developed in consultation with the SWRCB for the CWA 401 Water 
Quality Certification, concurrently with development of measures in consultation with the USACE for the CWA 404 
permit. To meet Project permit conditions for construction and post-construction, PG&E will develop effective, site-
specific, erosion control measures based on applicable measures developed by the U. S. Forest Service and 
published in the Water Quality Management for Forest System Lands in California BMPs; (USDA-FS, 2000)  for 
construction and dismantling actions in consultation with the appropriate agencies, including the SWRCB, USACE, 
CDFG, NMFS, and USFWS.  
If the implemented BMPs are ineffective, PG&E will work with interested agencies to develop alternative measures in 
accordance with Project permit conditions.  

10-07 The specific areas that State Water Board staff would like to see further refined in the 
deconstruction plans are as follows:  
[2] the methods that will be employed to grade and shape stream beds following 
diversion structure removals, along with engineering details of the extent of the stream 
reach and width being altered, and the effects of Project structure components that will 
be left in place; 

PG&E intends to continue to involve the SWRCB in the development of more detailed deconstruction plans. The 
proposed approach is to allow high flows to naturally re-shape the channel dimensions and form as sediments are 
naturally transported from storage following dam removal, which will minimize disturbance of the streambed. Only the 
portion of the sediment wedge against the dam face will be shaped and a pilot thalweg will be constructed at the South 
Cow Creek and Kilarc Main Canal diversion dams. Please see Comment Response 11-08 for an explanation of 
engineering design details for the thalweg.  
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10-08 The specific areas that State Water 
Board staff would like to see further refined in the deconstruction plans are as follows:  
(3) The expected effect of increased flow on the existing water quality in the bypass 
reaches; 

Removal of Project diversions is expected to result in a beneficial effect of reduced water temperatures from increased 
flow. Similarly, turbidity and fecal coliform levels are expected to decrease with the increase in flow, as the sources of 
these parameters would remain constant, while the flow volume increases. 

10-09 The specific areas that State Water Board staff would like to see further refined in the 
deconstruction plans are as follows: [4) The length of time and level of commitment 
that will be employed to monitor the effectiveness of Project measures and adapt 
management practices as needed. 

The PM&E Measure GEOM-2 Bank Erosion Measure (pg E.4-5 of DLSA) addresses the monitoring the impounded 
sediment wedge and adjoining streambanks for erosion for two years following removal of South Cow and Kilarc 
diversion dams. A new PM&E Measure (AQUA-5) was added to the LSA to monitor passage conditions following 
removal of Kilarc Main Canal and South Cow Creek diversion dams (see Comment Response 5-06). PG&E intends to 
continue to involve the SWRCB in the development of more detailed deconstruction plans, as detailed in response to 
comment 10-06. Effective BMPS will be developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies, including the 
SWRCB (see Comment Response 10-06). If the implemented BMPs are ineffective, PG&E will work with interested 
agencies to develop alternative measures in accordance with Project permit conditions.  

10-10 In addition, it is anticipated that PG&E will need to acquire federal permits from the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers for dredging activities associated with the 
deconstruction. PG&E will then also be required to request a water quality certification 
(Certification) from the State Water Board, under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 
... 

PG&E looks forward to working with the SWRCB, USACE, and other agencies to develop all necessary permits, 
license, or other regulatory approval at the appropriate times. 

11-01 The project-related and environmental resource protection measures proposed in the 
DLSAlPDP for the surrender of the license and the decommissioning of the Project's 
facilities appear to follow the Kilarc-Cow Creek Project Agreement (Agreement) that 
was signed by the Service on March 4, 2005. 

Comment noted. 

11-02 The DSLA/PDP provides the basic concepts and proposals for the de-construction and 
decommissioning of the Project's various diversion structures, canals, and forebays. 
However, at this stage of the FERC process, some specific details of the various 
proposals for the numerous decommissioning actions are still not entirely clear. The 
DSLA/PDP proposes general de-construction options, basic pre-construction surveys, 
minimal control or mitigation measures, and generic monitoring proposals. In addition, 
the DSLA/PDP proposes that the Applicant not prepare detailed engineering, 
management, and mitigation plans until the Commission issues an Order granting the 
Applicant's License Surrender Application (containing the Project's Final 
Decommissioning Plan) some time prior to 2011. However, in order for the Service to 
completely evaluate the potential effects of the Project's decommissioning on fish and 
wildlife species, we would need more information. 

As discussed at the December 17, 2008 meeting, PG&E is continuing to develop the detailed plans for the dismantling 
and removal of Project features. Additional information on decommissioning plans will be provided to USFWS as it 
becomes available. We are developing some additional information on potential project effects that will be included in 
the final LSA. This will include estimates of the acreage of potentially affected areas, and associated additional PM&E 
measures. The additional information developed to date was summarized in a January 26, 2009 letter to Ms. Kathleen 
Wood, USFWS. 

11-03 More specific details on the Project's decommissioning effects to fish and wildlife 
should be provided to the Service 60 days before the Final License Surrender 
Application (containing the Final Decommissioning Plan) is filed with the Commission 
in March 2009. 

PG&E sent USFWS a letter on 1/26/09 that provided additional details on the Project’s effects to fish and wildlife and 
associated PM&E measures identified since the DLSA was released. PG&E will endeavor to provide additional 
information on decommissioning plans to USFWS as soon as they become available. 
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11-04 Specific details must be provided on the how, where, and when additional roads or 
access would be constructed, various segments of Project's facilities would be 
dismantled, and specific mitigations for various decommissioning actions would be 
implemented. 

Preliminary information has been developed to identify improvements on access roads to implement the 
decommissioning plan. The road assessment is divided into improvements for (a) potential new access roads, and (b) 
existing access roads, and are illustrated in Appendix A, Figures 2.1 and 2.2 in the LSA. The vast majority of the roads 
that will be used for decommissioning access are existing roads. Most of these existing roads will need only minor 
improvement. In the Kilarc Development, elevated flume structures prevent access to some canal segments, and 
therefore new temporary road segments are being considered that allow construction equipment to reach these canal 
segments. Eight of these canal segments are cut off by the elevated flume structures. In order to access these 
segments, thirteen short potential access roads are being considered, encompassing about 0.5 mile in total distance, 
or 0.67 of an acre. In the Cow Creek development, no new access roads will be needed for decommissioning.  

11-05 Specific protocols for pre-construction, de-construction, and monitoring surveys to 
assess potential threats to fish and wildlife species must also be further developed, 
provided, or referenced in a manner other than stated generally as "standard practices" 
or "best management practices." 

The text for PM&E Measure WILD-1 has been expanded to state that "PG&E will conduct pre-construction surveys for 
amphibians (including foothill yellow-legged frog and California red-legged frog), reptiles (including pond turtles), and 
any other individual at risk prior to construction activities at the diversions and powerhouse tailraces utilizing standard 
USFWS species-specific protocols, and any individuals will be captured and if necessary, relocated to suitable habitat. 
Exclusion fencing will be installed around the construction area. A biological monitor will be available throughout the 
construction phase to identify and relocate, if necessary, any individual animals found in the construction area. If 
California red-legged frog is found, construction work will be stopped and USFWS will be notified. Construction activity 
will recommence upon USFWS approval.Additional text has been added to the LSA stating "Biologists with experience 
in conducting breeding bird surveys will conduct the surveys. Surveys will be conducted between dawn and 10 am." 
Because the hydroelectric Project will no longer exist once deconstruction is completed, no future monitoring surveys 
are proposed. 

11-06 Please explain why turbidity and fecal coliform levels are expected to decrease with the 
increase in flow in South Cow Creek. 

Turbidity and fecal coliform levels are expected to decrease because the increase in flow would have a dilution effect. 
PG&E does not expect the source of these constituents (runoff affected by cattle, native animals) to change.  

11-07 The measures for erosion control do not appear to be sufficient. Somewhat after-the-
fact, the Applicant proposes to implement erosion control measures only if erosion 
occurs after the various de-construction actions of decommissioning. In addition, there 
is no discussion on what measures would be implemented if the proposed erosion 
control measures are found to be ineffective (i.e., will the Applicant develop and 
implement alternative erosion control measures to remediate the problem?). 

Additional text describing the erosion control measures has been added to the final LSA. In developing the erosion 
control measures, PG&E will adhere to standard erosion control procedures, including applicable measures developed 
by the USFS and published in the Water Quality Management for Forest System Lands in California BMPs (USDA-FS, 
2000). The Water Quality Management for Forest System Lands in California provides a set of standardized BMPs to 
protect water quality during the planning and construction of projects. The BMPs are organized into eight land use 
activity categories including Road and Building Site Construction and Watershed Management. Also additional text in 
the final LSA will include that during the construction period, post-storm assessments will be made and if necessary, 
adjustment to BMPs will be made. The monitoring assessment will identify necessary repairs or replacements of BMPs 
and/or recommend additional measures based on site conditions.  
Two years of in-stream post-construction monitoring are proposed to identify any potential need to implement 
additional or alternate measures to control erosion following deconstruction activities. 
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11-08 The Applicant does not provide a clear description of how the proposed thalweg 
channels, to be cut into the sediment wedges behind the dams, will be contoured. Will 
these channels be at bankfull width, will the banks be angled back, or will the banks be 
straight up and down? 

Additional text describing the proposed thalweg has been added to the PM&E GEOM-1 describing the design of the 
pilot thalweg. This text incorporates suggestions made during consultations with NMFS, USFWS, CDFG, and 
SWRCB. The pilot thalweg will be shaped on-site during the dam removal process. The pilot thalweg will be 
dimensioned so that it is has at minimum a 6-foot bottom width, which is approximately 20 percent of the 30foot 
bankfull channel width downstream from the dam. The side slopes of the pilot thalweg will be laid back to a natural, 
stable angle of repose. The pilot thalweg will be constructed to a starting depth that is approximately equivalent to the 
water surface elevation of the plunge pool immediately downstream from each of the respective dams. Adjustments to 
these thalweg dimensions and elevation will be allowed if site-specific conditions make it infeasible to construct the 
pilot channel to the recommended dimensions at either of the dam sites. 

11-09 Please specify further if certified weed-free straw or native seeds/plants will be used for 
revegetation of banks or access points/roads. 

The LSA PM&E measure BOTA-1 has been revised to state "If straw is used for temporary erosion control, it will be 
certified weed-free. Native plants will be used for re-seeding and other revegetation, unless the property owners 
specify the use of other materials. If the use of native seed is intended, but sufficient supplies are not available, then 
cereal seed will be used for temporary erosion control." The lands surrounding the project are privately owned. Plant 
materials used for revegetation will be determined in part by the preferences of the landowners who may be interested 
including non-native plants in the revegetation of their properties. 

11-10 The Applicant's descriptions and proposals for road decommissioning are vague. The 
Applicant appears to propose that ripping and seeding is the most vigorous course of 
action. However, if steep roads are ripped, then rill and gully formations will develop 
unless the roads are ripped along the slope (cross-wise to the road). In addition, the 
Applicant does not discuss the connectivity of the roads to drainages. The Applicant 
should address potential erosion issues associated with roads to be decommissioned 
or with new access roads. The means by which the Applicant would design roads to 
minimize erosion is not discussed in detail. 

Additional text addressing the potential erosion issues to access roads has been added to the final LSA. Most of the 
roads that will be used during the decommissioning existing roads located on private property. Several new short road 
segments are being considered to facilitate work on the canals. Building these roads would include the removal of 
vegetation, including limited areas of live oak woodland and ponderosa pine plantation. These new roads would 
constitute about 0.5 mile or 0.75 of an acre, and would be built only in areas that have already been disturbed by 
logging. For the disposition of existing roads, or any new access roads that are created for decommissioning, the 
roads will either be left in place or scarified and seeded (see Comment Response 11-09) depending on landowner 
preferences. To minimize potential erosion issues, any new temporary roads required for the project will be designed 
and constructed in accordance with USFS Standard Specifications for Roads and Bridges as well as follow the BMPs 
outlined in the USDA Forest Service guidance on Water Quality Management for Forest System Lands in California 
(specifically BMP 2-1 through 2-11, 2-13 and 2-17). 

11-11 The Applicant does not discuss the rational for leaving the cut-off wall in-place on 
South Cow Creek and how the presence of that structure would affect the stream and 
movement of the sediment wedge upstream. 

Preliminary engineering design concepts are to minimize disturbance of the streambed. Removal of the 2 parallel cut-
off walls might lead to streambed disturbance and to channel instability. Further, the cut-off walls would function as a 
grade control structure, which will ensure limits on channel down-cutting below the elevation of the top of the cut-off 
wall, (elevation 1549.6 feet), which is estimated to be approximately the original elevation of the pre-dam channel bed. 
Section E.3.5.2 Cow Creek Development (pg E.3-19 of Aquatics section) discusses the rationale for leaving the 
concrete cut-off wall in place as a grade control structure. Since the sediment wedge that has deposited behind the 
dam is situated above the top of the cut-off wall elevation (i.e., above the original bed elevation before dam 
construction), leaving the cut-off wall in place will not effect transport of the sediments stored behind the dam. 
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11-12 The Service looks forward to working collaboratively with the Applicant and all 
interested parties to develop a comprehensive License Surrender Application, 
Decommissioning Plan, and implementation schedule that will protect, mitigate, and 
enhance fish, wildlife, and other resources currently affected by the Project. The 
Service appreciates the opportunity to comment during this stage of the Project. 

Comment noted. 

12-01 … This document puts forward one of many alternative facility dispositions not yet 
suggested or studied by PG&E within the NEPA context … 

PG&E understands that Davis Hydro has expressed interest in continuing operation of the Project or portions of the 
Project for power generation. As described in the Proposed Decommissioning Plan (Appendix A) the Federal Power 
Act and FERC regulations preclude PG&E from obtaining a new license to operate the Project since PG&E declined to 
file an application for a new license.  In addition, the Federal Power Act and FERC regulations preclude a third party 
from assuming operations of Project facilities from PG&E for power generation where that third party did not meet 
applicable deadlines for submitting a license application. Therefore, PG&E did not consider any alternatives for 
continued power generation operations in the development of the PDP.   
In addition, FERC has directed PG&E to develop a plan to render the Project non-operational, and PG&E’s plan 
includes removing the dams, discontinuing water diversions, and removing the powerhouse generating equipment.  
PG&E believes that the decommissioning plan proposed in the LSA will have the significant environmental benefit of 
improved aquatic habitat for anadromous fish in the bypass reach. 
FERC is responsible for conducting the NEPA environmental analysis for decommissioning the Project. FERC will 
conduct its environmental analysis after PG&E files its License Surrender Application. PG&E’s License Surrender 
Application contains all the environmental information needed for FERC to conduct its environmental assessment. 
NEPA alternatives will consider disposition of the Project facilities, but will not consider operational alternatives to 
decommissioning (as described above) If FERC believes it needs additional information, it will require PG&E to 
provide it.   

12-02 Specifically, we will not address the exact legal structure that can most effectively 
address the different alternatives. Clearly, cooperation of PG&E will be of great 
assistance to producing a solution that will most profit all concerned, including the fish. 

Comment noted. 

12-03 … The disposition of the Kilarc facility must be evaluated from the existing condition for 
both humans and wildlife, and since we are talking about Green power, for listed 
endangered species and national and global effects. 

The LSA defines and describes the existing condition of important human and natural resources that may be affected 
by the decommissioning of the project. All known special status species, including listed endangered species, have 
been described and the effects of decommissioning upon them have been evaluated.  
Regarding national and global effects (i.e., global warming and climate change), the California Energy Commission 
responded to a similar claim as follows in a letter to CDFG dated December 21, 2004 (pg. 6): "In the view of Energy 
Commission staff, decommissioning small energy facilities like Kilarc - Cow Creek [Hydroelectric Project] would create 
no measurable difference in air emissions in California, but can significantly contribute to increases in wild salmonid 
habitats. The claims in the Synergics letter about increases in air pollution and climate change gases from the loss of 
small increments of hydropower are exaggerated and unsubstantiated."  
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12-04 This review of the DLSA starts with a section describing some of the unmitigated 
impacts of the Kilarc facility, and for contrast, in the last section shows how another 
alternative - such as the Davis Hydro Alternative will better serve the environment, the 
fish, the community and PG&E's ratepayers. 

See Comment Response 12-01. 

12-05 Fire risk will increase in the area due to the loss of high elevation/local water supply 
that allows easy, rapid ferrying of water down to a fire by helicopter. Removal of the 
Kilarc reservoir at its local high position over the community will have an effect on the 
town of Whitmore and the surrounding area that has come to depend on this gravity-
favored water. This community cannot move or easily adapt to the loss of this fire 
protection, so the effect is unmitigated. .... 

There are several other water bodies nearby, many of which are larger than the Kilarc Forebay: Buckhorn Lake (4 
miles from Kilarc Forebay), Silver Lake (4.5 miles), Blue Lake (6.2 miles), Woodridge Lake (12.5 miles), and Lake 
Shasta (15 miles) are possible alternatives to Kilarc Forebay for fire suppression water resources. Additionally, certain 
wider points along the creek have been successfully used in the past for water collection via helicopter. The short 
distances between Kilarc Forebay and nearby water resources would not add substantial amounts of time to fire 
response and would not hinder firefighting efforts in the area. 

12-06 The effect on the fish will be more profound. Fire is a major identified stressor on fish in 
the area. The fire runoff is chemically very alkaline and full of ash and fines. The loss of 
soil from fire fills the streams with fine ash and fines that destroy habitat for several 
years, and the residual load of fines persist long after the fires, negatively impacting 
anadromous fish downstream in the fish habitat beds of the Cow. While there is always 
a risk of fire, the differential probabilistic loss of fire protection to plants, wildlife, and 
primarily for this analysis, the fish will have a negative effect on all species of concern. 

Because Project decommissioning would not reduce fire protection or the ability to fight wildfires in the area (See 
Comment Response 12-05), it would not cause the postulated effects to fish habitat and terrestrial species. NMFS, 
USFWS, and CDFG have each indicated that decommissioning the Project is the best alternative for maximizing 
benefits for anadromous fish. 

12-07 Fishing recreation will decrease, as there is no other similar public facility for many 
miles….Many of the people who live in and near the Kilarc facility are there for the 
recreation, and to offer a remote substitute is neither equivalent nor environmentally 
responsible as the increase in travel to alternative sites will increase pollution from 
traffic, destroying proximate recreation and our environment. 

The 39 regional facilities listed in tables E.2.10-1 through E.2.10-4 include Grace Lake and Lake Nora, both of which 
are within 20 miles from the town of Whitmore. These reservoirs are comparably-sized to Kilarc Forebay and offer 
similar facilities to the local area. Any increase in distance traveled would not detectably increase air pollution. 
Additionally, PG&E believes recreation use is adequately addressed in the LSA. The loss of Kilarc Powerhouse and 
Kilarc Forebay and day use area as a recreational resource is considered a minimal impact due to the site’s relatively 
low rates of visitation and the previously described proximity to other regional recreation resources. Therefore, no 
PM&E Measures are warranted.  

12-08 … Separately, one can estimate the value from the fishing density and the effects and 
costs of distance people have traveled to this site … 

PG&E believes is has accurately addressed the impact to recreation in the LSA. 
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12-09 The sum of these effects gives in monetary terms the value of this site is lost to the 
human population – the effects on the wildlife through the destruction of existing habitat 
– especially wetlands will be profound.  

PG&E believes that the LSA adequately assesses the impact to wildlife habitat and wetlands.  Several resource 
studies were conducted to analyze the impact of decommissioning on wildlife habitat and wetlands. These included 
vegetation/habitat mapping, special-status plant surveys, a riparian vegetation survey, a wetland delineation, a 
reconnaissance-level wildlife survey, VELB habitat surveys, a California red-legged frog site assessment, foothill 
yellow-legged frog surveys, and raptor surveys. 
The biological resource studies indicate that less than 0.25 acre of riparian and herbaceous wetlands may be affected 
by the proposed decommissioning of the Project, as described in Section E-3.7.1. Depending on the final engineering 
design and deconstruction plan, some of this riparian vegetation may be avoided. As specified in Section E-4, PM&E 
Measure BOTA-1, any impacts to wetlands will be mitigated as required by the permitting resource agencies. Impacts 
to upland habitat will be limited, will occur primarily in areas that have previously been disturbed, and will be 
temporary. Several PM&E measures have been provided in Section E-4 to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the potential 
impacts. 
PG&E is consulting with USFWS, NMFS and CDFG regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for 
sensitive biological resources. 
In addition, decommissioning the Project will increase the amount of water available in the bypass reach, and increase 
aquatic habitat for anadromous fish species listed under the ESA in Old Cow and South Cow creeks.  

12-10 Since this site is unique, and highly valued unless an equivalent one is provided by 
PG&E, the recreation impact remains profound, but essentially unaddressed and 
unmitigated in the DSLA. 

See Comment Response 12-07. 

12-11 ... Handicapped fishing will be impacted, as there are no other similar facilities for 
handicapped/wheelchair fishers. True, the number of handicapped participants is 
smaller than the general fishing population, but the calculation of the impact of the 
demolition of this fantastic resource is heightened for a smaller human population by 
acuteness of need, appreciation, and scarcity (or in this case lack) of comparable sites. 

Though the area may be accessible to people with disabilities, PG&E does not believe it is compliant with current ADA 
standards. In addition, after decommissioning the entire area would be inaccessible to members of the public. There 
are other facilities nearby that may be accessible to those with disabilities, although they might not be ADA-compliant. 
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12-12 Under the DLSA it is not possible to mitigate this loss without constructing a nearly 
identical facility with similar sweeping views of three mountain ranges. 

As proposed in the PDP, native plants would generally be used for re-seeding and other revegetation upon 
decommissioning. While the contrast of these changes with the existing conditions would be considered moderate to 
strong, returning the area to a natural condition using native plants would actually improve the natural aesthetics of the 
Kilarc Forebay area. However, upon decommissioning, the Kilarc Forebay would no longer be publicly accessible.  
The public is currently permitted to access the Kilarc Forebay for recreational use in conjunction with PG&E's FERC 
license. This right of public access will otherwise cease with PG&E's decommissioning of the Project, and the Kilarc 
Forebay area would no longer be considered an aesthetic resource.  
PG&E believes aesthetic resources are adequately addressed in the LSA because the loss of the land adjacent to the 
Kilarc Forebay as an aesthetic resource is considered a minimal impact due to the site’s relatively low rates of 
visitation. As for the canals, while the comment is unclear about which canal it associates with the forebay, the paths 
along the Kilarc main canal are not managed as publicly accessible recreational facilities by PG&E and therefore 
aesthetic impacts associated with loss of views from the paths were not analyzed.  
Views of surrounding areas would not be altered by the Project. Sightseeing is available at the 39 regional facilities 
listed in tables E.2.10-1 through E.2.10-4, as well as the LaTour Demonstration State Forest. McMullin Mountain and 
LaTour Butte, approximately 6 miles east of the Kilarc Forebay and within the boundaries of the Forest, have 
sweeping 360° views of the surrounding area, including Mt. Shasta. PG&E believes sightseeing opportunities are 
adequately addressed in the LSA because of the ample sightseeing opportunities within the region. Text within the 
section has been modified to reflect minimal impacts to aesthetic resources. 

12-13 ...PG&E might consider economical alternatives, such as the DHR plan, that would 
maintain the facility. If the demolition alternative is pursued, a minimal surrender 
condition would be to provide a equivalent recreation facility 

See Comment Response 12-01 and 12-07. 

12-14 There are wetlands in numerous areas of the facility that will be impacted by the DSLA 
plan…. These wetlands provide a myriad of constructive uses and under California law 
may be protected. The habitat created, fire protection, and hydropower are constructive 
uses of these wetlands and diminutions of these services may be in violation of 
California law. The loss of these wetlands is significant under state law and mitigated 
as a surrender condition. Further, and more important in evaluating alternatives under 
Federal law, any alternative action that does not support these wetlands creates a 
significant unmitigated impact under state law. Any alternative must maintain or 
mitigate for them and the services the wetlands provide. 

See Comment Response 12-09. 

12-15 The whole Kilarc canal water delivery system is identified in the DLSA as an important 
system that has historical importance that reaches back to gold mining days. While the 
original wooden flumes are lost, their modern steel replacements provide exactly the 
same function in the same places along the canal. Other than the metal flumes, much 
of the rest of the concrete construction may be over 50 years old. Removing the 
structure will remove a significant artifact of early engineering in California. 

While it is recognized that the Kilarc water conveyance system is an important historical resource, and is 
representative of early engineering in northern California, it has not retained enough physical integrity for listing 
individually or as an historic district in the NRHP and the CRHR. 
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12-16 The Cultural section of the DLSA (page E.2-87-97) does not discuss the development 
of the canal and its relationship to previous hydraulic gold mining canals in the bypass 
region of the Old Cow. … If it cannot be preserved, its relationship to the underlying 
mineralization should be documented and given the research and treatment it 
deserves.  

The cultural section of the DLSA includes an overview of the region's prehistory, ethnography and history. The 
purpose of this section is to describe the historical and prehistoric resources that are present in the APE. The DLSA 
provides a brief historical context and statement of significance for those historical resources eligible for listing in the 
NRHP and CRHR. The development of gold and copper mining and its relationship to the early development of 
hydroelectric power generation in the Kilarc-Cow Creek watershed is thoroughly documented in Appendix M, which 
provides a discussion of the development of canals in the region and their relationship to previous copper mining 
operations that proliferated during the mid-1860s. Copper mining supplanted gold mining when gold deposits in 
Shasta County became depleted. 

12-17 Just removing the structures with only an exposition and documentation of its heritage 
(as the DSLA has done) leaves the draft incomplete, without an analysis of the 
alternative of leaving them in-place. 
In summary, the DSLA has made the historical record fairly clear, but the application is 
for future actions, and these proposed actions have not been compared to the viable 
alternative of leaving the structures in place and operating. 

See Comment Response 12-01. 

12-18 Since the PG&E controls the water, removal of that water will destroy the wetlands. 
With the wetland gone, there is no wetland destruction – under Federal Law. This is 
quite different from state law and is common sense. In California, under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act the local regional water quality control plan may 
have a provision that requires the maintenance (or mitigation) of a wetland once 
created for numerous reasons including water quality. 

Comment noted. 

12-19 ... The removal of the Kilarc facility is driven by PG&E’s belief that they would be 
required to put more water in the bypass for the fish. This may be a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, if a scientific basis for such a “4e”condition is not required. The difficulty here 
is that there is no evidence of the number of fish that will be produced if water were 
returned to the bypass, either in absolute terms, or relative to an alternative proposal 
similar to that put forward by Davis Hydro. 

During the relicensing phase of the Project, PG&E determined that the cost of operating the Project under the terms 
likely to be included in the new license would make this small hydropower project an uneconomical source of power.   
Resource studies conducted in 2003 indicate that habitat within the natural streams of the Project area has areas with 
excellent shading, diversity, complex cover, and fair to good spawning gravel. There is room for the stream to become 
wider and deeper in some areas, which would increase and improve summer habitat, without increasing velocity to the 
extent that it results in adverse effects on habitat.  It is reasonable to expect that improved habitat conditions will result 
in increased fish production.  

12-20 CDFG staff cites experience at Battle and other creeks where more water in the 
bypasses has produced a large increase in fish, notably rainbow, and potential 
steelhead behavior in those areas. That experience and finding is uncontested. 
However, in this case, the habitat of the bypass channel is very poor for young rainbow 
habitat – worse than the habitat available in the other rivers publicly cited especially for 
critical spawning and juvenile life stages. 

Habitat in the bypass reach of Old Cow Creek is not impoverished as the commenter describes. Resource studies 
conducted in 2002 and 2003 indicate that the natural streams in this area, while incised, also have excellent shading, 
diverse habitat, complex cover, and fair to good spawning gravel. There is room within the channel for the stream to 
become wider and deeper, increasing and improving summer habitat, without increasing velocity to the extent that it 
results in adverse effects on habitat. Decommissioning the Project as proposed in the LSA will increase the amount of 
water available in the bypass reach, and increase aquatic habitat for anadromous fish in Old Cow and South Cow 
creeks. It is reasonable to assume that improved aquatic habitat conditions will result in increased fish production. 
Such relationships are well described in the literature. No changes to document made. 
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12-21 Rainbow trout and steelhead are the same species. The use of the endangered 
species act (ESA) here is to preserve not a species – not even a subspecies - but 
rather a behavior of some members of the species. Since one cannot tell which fish will 
migrate downstream to the sea and return – thus becoming a steelhead- the ESA is 
being used to protect all habitat that contains rainbow trout where the physical 
conditions might allow anadromy. While it is very unlikely that significant numbers will 
return upstream into this bypass region, relative to resident and downward adult 
migrants, the emphasis at this site is to emit as many juvenile steelhead as possible so 
that the straying behavior of the steelhead as it returns can be utilized to increase 
steelhead behavior and populations across the Diaspora of the fish’s range. 

NMFS lists specific distinct population segments (DPS) of the species O. mykiss under the Endangered Species Act, 
and has jurisdiction over all anadromous fish habitat.  A goal of this protection is to protect the genetic diversity of the 
species, including local physical and genetic traits that contribute to successful recruitment to the anadromous 
population (steelhead).  .  
This species has enormous phenotypic plasticity in its life history. Anadromous parents can produce offspring that 
migrate to the ocean and those that remain and rear to adulthood in freshwater (termed residualization). In some 
watersheds there may be both resident and anadromous populations. Because the degree of mixing of these two 
phenotypes is generally unknown, and stocks that have been isolated from anadromy for many generations may still 
produce offspring that migrate to the ocean, NMFS and CDFG policy is that any rainbow trout produced in areas 
accessible to anadromous steelhead are considered to be steelhead and are given the same protections accorded 
that run of steelhead (if any), under the ESA. 

12-22 These pools could provide lateral habitat if there were sand or gravel sides. 
Unfortunately they are mostly incised rock lined and boulder edged. This poor 
spawning and juvenile habitat along with upstream migration barriers gives an opening 
for asking which alternative will produce the most steelhead- facility removal, or Davis 
Hydro’s fish spawning habitat initiative. ...  

See Comment Responses 12-01 and 12-20. 
Additionally, NMFS, the agency with jurisdiction for anadromous fish and their habitat, has indicated that 
“Decommissioning, as described in the DLSA,, remains the most viable alternative for maximizing benefits for 
anadromous fish.” (NMFS November 6, 2008 letter to FERC and PG&E). NMFS also stated “This (Early 
Decommissioning] agreement remains the most viable alternative for maximizing benefits for anadromous fish.” 
(NMFS August 1, 2008 letter to FERC regarding Davis Hydro’s “The Kilarc Reconstruction Alternative: A Fish 
Restoration Proposal for the Kilarc Hydropower Facility”.) 

12-23 If PG&E’s DSLA plan goes forward there will be more flow in the bypass from the water 
currently used by the hydro. This may increase habitat by some amount. There, the 
productivity of any additional habitat created with increased flows may be small or even 
negative due to the incised valley geomorphology of the bypassed region of the Old 
Cow.  

See Comment Response 12-19 and 12-20. 

12-24 Specifically, according to the soil transport analysis, increasing the flow in the bypass 
reach will do nothing to increase sediment accumulation along possible habitat areas. 
Current evidence is a starting point for such a study: the poverty of habitat in the 
bypass reach can be confirmed by site observations, and the report on the habitat 
described in Appendix E of the DSLA and the discussion of this region in the Biological 
Habitat Assessment (BHA).  

Current evidence documents suitable spawning and rearing habitat within project bypass reaches.  See Comment 
Response 12-20. 
The sediment transporting flows in the bypass reach of Old Cow Creek will change very little after decommissioning, 
as described in. Section E.3.2.1 Evaluation of Hydrologic Impacts below Diversions, (pg. E.3-3). However, release of 
the sediment stored behind project diversion dam, which includes a substantial proportion of spawning-sized gravels, 
will provide some benefit to anadromous fish as it is distributed downstream.  
NOTE: Appendices addressing agency consultation (new Appendix B), botanical, terrestrial, and wildlife resources 
(new Appendix J-1) and aquatic and habitat and fisheries resources (new Appendix J-2) have been added to this 
FLSA. Therefore, all appendices which appear in this report have been re-labeled accordingly.  
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12-25 It can also be observed remotely in the pictures on the Davis Hydro Web site and in the 
pictures presented in the BHA. If it is revealed that the DLSA proposed plan of 
demolition decreases habitat in the Kilarc bypass channel, it might not be permitted to 
flood this critical habitat with water so long diverted for hydropower. 

See Comment Response 12-20 and 12-22. 
The bypass reach of Old Cow Creek does not lie within designated critical habitat for any anadromous fish species. 
However, CDFG and NMFS re-evaluated the barrier at Whitmore Falls in 2003 and now believe that this barrier may 
be passable under some flow conditions.  The reclassification of the barrier at Whitmore Falls led CDFG and NMFS to 
revise their management objectives for the Project Area to include anadromous salmonids.  

12-26 In summary, the critical question in the evaluation of alternatives is whether the natural 
stream channel – in this case, not in the case of the gentle South Cow or Battle Creek- 
will potentially be as fertile a habitat as is possible under the Davis Hydro alternative. 
Thus a minimal criticism of this draft is that it fails to show that the demolition 
alternative is preferable even from the narrow metric of steelhead production. A 
minimal analysis for surrender should be the defense of this hypothesis.  

See Comment Response 12-01  

12-27 The demolition of the Kilarc Canal will raise the water temperature below the 
powerhouse and in the extensive salmon and steelhead habitat downstream of the 
powerhouse. This is documented in numerous temperature measurements made by 
Mr. and Mrs. Wetmore. It is also supported by the detailed observations reported in 
Exhibit E of the DSLA (pp. E.2-39) and it is easily observed on any summer day with a 
thermometer. ... 

Without the Project, water temperatures below the Project would be what they would have been under natural 
conditions. With the Project in place, water temperature studies indicate that there is some warming in the bypass 
reach. Even with the Project in place, the temperatures above the Kilarc powerhouse are quite suitable for salmonids. 
These temperatures would become more suitable after decommissioning. Mean daily water temperatures immediately 
above the Kilarc powerhouse are generally warmer than those immediately below the Kilarc powerhouse by 0.3 to 2.1 
ºC. This indicates that the water moving through the bypass reach warms more than the water moving through the 
Project canals. It must be kept in mind that the amount of warming that occurs is driven in part by the thermal mass of 
water being warmed and more water goes through the project than down the bypass reach. With the removal of the 
project, the water currently diverted by the project to Kilarc Forebay and through the Kilarc powerhouse would 
continue down the existing bypass reach.  

12-28 The effects of acid rain on salmonids are well documented and must be mitigated if the 
demolishing alternative increases hydrocarbon emissions. Demolishing this source of 
green power will engender substitution of fossil energy causing acid rain, incrementally 
destroying large areas of steelhead and other salmon habitat. This is unmitigated and 
cannot be mitigated by PG&E because they are already unable to acquire green 
resource at any price to meet their mandated goals. ... 

It is not the purpose of the LSA to present a renewable resource development strategy or portfolio. PG&E is 
committed to the development of green power resources and looks forward to engaging stakeholders constructively in 
the appropriate proceeding to that end. According to the California Energy Commission, decommissioning small 
energy facilities like Kilarc - Cow Creek Project would create no measurable difference in air emissions in California, 
but can significantly contribute to increases in wild salmonid habitats.  
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12-29 The transient effects of demolition will not be from the small effect of the dam removal, 
but also from the removal of the huge forebay and three miles of canal and associated 
structures. The latter will put fines into the Old Cow for many years as the loosened 
material runs off. This is a significant unmitigated impact in that these fines will wash 
slowly downstream over many years mixing into gravel beds and destroying their 
fertility. … 

There is no evidence that given the channel geomorphology and sediment transport regime, fine sediments from 
decommissioning of the Kilarc main canal and removal of the Kilarc forebay will be a significant impact on Old Cow 
Creek. Section E.2.3.2 Channel Type and Channel Stability (pgs. E.2-17-18) explains that Old Cow Creek is a 
cascade/step-pool B-2 channel type, which is very stable and very efficient at transporting sediments. Section E.2.3.3 
Channel Sediment Storage and Transport Characteristics (pg. E.2-24) explains that Old Cow Creek is a supply-limited 
type sediment transport regime, which means that the transport capacity is much greater than the sediment supply. As 
such, substantial deposition of fine sediments in-channel due to deconstruction activities is very unlikely. The high 
sediment transport capacity is demonstrated by the analysis which showed that there is a very limited amount of fine 
sediment in pools (see discussion pg. E.2-23) and this is despite the fact that there are natural hillslope failures that 
deliver large quantities of sediment to Old Cow Creek just a few hundred feet above the Kilarc Diversion Dam (pg. 
E.2-20).  
Furthermore, deconstruction of the Kilarc canal and forebay will be managed to reduce potential for erosion and 
sediment input to Old Cow Creek by enacting the following PM&E Measures: GEOL-1 Implement Soil Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Best Management Practices (pg E.4-1), GEOL-2 Implement Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Best Management Practices (pg. E.4-2), and GEOL-3 Professional Engineering Design Plans and Specifications (pg. 
E.4-3). Additionally, the design for the canal de-construction is to control runoff and accompanying sediment load. The 
Kilarc main canal will be partially in-filled, retaining a small flow capacity, functioning similar to a swale. As such, the 
swale will function to collect runoff and sediments that may erode from the hillslopes, and drain them toward the 
forebay, not towards Cow Creek. Breaching that is intermittently spaced along the swale length will function to prevent 
concentration of water, allowing periodic safe drainage at various points from the swale to the Cow Creek channel.  

12-30 In the original Decommissioning Agreement was a good-faith promise by PG&E to 
return the water that they owned in the German ditch to the stream for instream (fish) 
uses. However, PG&E had already generously allowed others to use and become 
dependent on this water, much like the town of Whitmore was built dependent on the 
implicit generosity of PG&E for providing fire control, recreation, and minor industry to 
the town with the creation of the Kilarc reservoir. ... 

The water right at issue is not owned by PG&E, but owned by the South Cow Creek Ditch Association.  As described 
in the LSA, PG&E holds shares in the South Cow Creek Ditch Association for water associated with the German Ditch.  
Upon decommissioning, PG&E intends to divest its shares in the South Cow Creek Ditch Association. 

12-31 ... Since upstream passage of anadromous fish is difficult (many say impossible), this 
stocked indigenous population will persist into the indefinite future as it is well adapted 
to the existing environment. This barrier is only one of many and by no means the 
largest barrier in the bypass region. This would preclude any significant infusion of the 
anadromous genotype into the area now saturated with adapted non migrating fish. 
Thus simply on the basis of the current conditions any thought that steelhead behavior 
will be generated as the result of the hydro-removal is not supported by the genetic 
content and physics of the region. 

On Old Cow Creek, CDFG and NMFS have determined that Whitmore Falls is passable under some conditions. No 
studies have been conducted to assess the frequency with which adult steelhead and Chinook salmon may be able to 
surmount this barrier. It is unknown whether the Project would improve access on Old Cow Creek; however, habitat 
within the Project Area would be improved. The benefits of the Project apply to both resident fish and anadromous 
fish, to the extent that they can access this habitat. The genotype of the fish within the Project Area is unknown. The 
degree to which the genes of resident rainbow trout/steelhead would mix with those of anadromous fish is also 
unknown. It is likely that these genotypes have mixed in areas downstream of the Project Area, as there is nothing to 
prevent downstream movement of the resident fish that currently reside there.. 

12-32 In summary, the PG&E Draft License Surrender Application (DLSA) correctly lists 
many impacts and underlying challenges of the proposed action especially vis-à-vis the 
fish. 

Comment noted. 
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12-33 Whitmore Falls had long been considered an impassible barrier to anadromous 
salmonids. CDFG and NOAA Fisheries re-evaluated the barrier at Whitmore Falls in 
2003 and now believe that this barrier may be passable under unspecified high flow 
conditions (likely during wet years …). The reclassification of the barrier at Whitmore 
Falls led CDFG and NOAA Fisheries to revise their management objectives for the 
Project Area to include anadromous salmonids (DLSA p. E.2-42). However, this barrier 
is only one of many and by no means the largest barrier in the bypass region. This 
would preclude any significant infusion of the anadromous genotype into the area now 
saturated with non migrating fish. 

See Comment Response 12-31. 

12-34 Across the board, the Draft Application fails to adequately address the effects of their 
actions. Further, since it is obvious that there are significant impacts, PG&E’s ignoring 
the study of alternatives lengthens the time they operate the site under the old rules 
while waiting for the FERC to require them to study the alternatives rather than simply 
doing the studies as they originally suggested. This very delay has a profound negative 
effect on the species by nature of the resultant inaction. 

Thank you for your concern. PG&E believes the LSA adequately addresses the impacts to resources and provides all 
the environmental information necessary for FERC to conduct its environmental assessment as part of the license 
surrender process. If FERC believes it needs additional information, it will require PG&E to provide it.  

12-35 ... The Davis Hydro alternative could be started immediately with PG&E’s cooperation 
and if it were to be seen to be helping the fish, we could have a Win (fish)-Win 
(fishing)-Win (community)- Win (PG&E cost) solution at little cost to all concerned in 
very short order. Therefore, to facilitate that discussion, we extend our comment on 
PG&E’s DLSA plan in the following section with an alternative that could be put in 
place immediately. Under Davis Hydro’s DHR alternative, the forebay will be retained 
as it is now. ... 

See Comment Response 12-01. 

12-36 There are others that are not addressed but which are similar including the effect on 
wildlife, migrating birds, endangered species, property values to humans. While it is 
simple to say that the “natural conditions are best” the inhabitants and their dwellings 
are highly adapted to the existing conditions, so that for them “natural conditions” are 
the existing conditions. 

See Comment Response 12-03. 

12-37 “FERC issues a Notice of Ready for Environmental Analysis (REA) under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)”Comment: FERC may not if unmitigated impacts are 
revealed, an EIS will be required. 

The Notice of Application REA is a public notice that an application has been filed and is available for public 
inspection. The REA solicits public and agency comments on the application to determine the scope of the 
environmental analysis. The REA is not specific to either an EA or an EIS. The REA will be issued after filing the LSA 
regardless of the determinations of the LSA. 

12-38 Note: The Final License is unlikely to be filed in 2008. 
Both these comment impact Exhibit C, Schedule 

See revisions in Exhibit C. 

12-39 Map G-5 and all derived figures have some significant errors in Spillway #3 path 
placement. 

Project maps are intended to describe the affected environment and meet FERC regulations. Figures have been 
revised to respond to suggested changes or correct errors.  



Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 606 
License Surrender Application 

 Appendix O - 26 March 12, 2009 
Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 606 

©2009, Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

13-01 Members of the Whitmore Community are important stakeholders in the disposition of 
the Kilarc facilities upon PG&E’s license surrender. We have repeatedly been ignored. 

Comment noted. PG&E held a series of public meetings and site visits in 2007 and 2008 to present the Preliminary 
Proposed Decommissioning Plan and DLSA, invite public comment, and answer questions. FERC held public 
meetings in January 2008 as well. PG&E has taken public input into consideration in developing the LSA, and will 
continue to engage the public and stakeholders throughout the license surrender process. 

13-02 Citizen comments and other attachments to this letter demonstrate the significant, 
unmitigated impacts of your proposed “Decommissioning Plan.” 

Comment noted. 

13-03 … PG&E then incorporated the same plan, without taking into consideration comments 
received by the community, into your "Draft License Surrender Application" … 

PG&E believes it took public input into consideration in developing the DLSA, and has continued to engage the public 
and stakeholders during the preparation of the LSA.  See Comment Response 13-01. 

13-04 A majority of the community concerns were first raised at your public meeting in March 
2007, reiterated in September/October 2007 following the release of your plan to 
demolish valuable assets at great cost to us ratepayers, and continue to be completely 
ignored in your latest document. 

PG&E believes it took public input into consideration in developing the DLSA, and has continued to engage the public 
and stakeholders during the preparation of the LSA.  See Comment Response 13-01. 

13-05 Our latest comments are cross-referenced to the totally inadequate analysis in your 
DLSA in the first attachment to this letter. The attachment proves that there would be 
significant, unmitigated impacts of PG&E’s decommissioning plan.  

Comment noted.  

13-06 These impacts would be avoided by the feasible alternative to leave all Kilarc facilities 
in place for future use. Our community, with support from Davis Hydro, is prepared to 
take responsibility for the facilities PG&E will abandon and fully address in so far as 
possible the fish issues. The problem remains that PG&E is raising unnecessary 
obstacles to a win-win future situation. 

PG&E understands that Davis Hydro has expressed interest in continuing operation of the Project or portions of the 
Project for power generation. As described in the Proposed Decommissioning Plan (Appendix A) the Federal Power 
Act and FERC regulations preclude PG&E from obtaining a new license to operate the Project since PG&E declined to 
file an application for a new license.  In addition, the Federal Power Act and FERC regulations preclude a third party 
from assuming operations of Project facilities from PG&E for power generation where that third party did not meet 
applicable deadlines for submitting a license application. Therefore, PG&E did not consider any alternatives for 
continued power generation operations in the development of the PDP.   
In addition, FERC has directed PG&E to develop a plan to render the Project non-operational, and PG&E’s plan 
includes removing the dams, discontinuing water diversions, and removing the powerhouse generating equipment.  
PG&E believes that the decommissioning plan proposed in the LSA will have the significant environmental benefit of 
improved aquatic habitat for anadromous fish in the bypass reach. 

13-07 PG&E states that the net book value of the Project is estimated to be approximately $5 
million – and proposes to spend $14.5 million of OUR ratepayer money to destroy it. It 
makes much more sense for PG&E to donate the facilities, and allocate ratepayer 
funds authorized by the CPUC to foster the success of future project benefits. 

The net book value of the Project is given to illustrate the cost of a takeover of the Project by the federal or state 
government, an outcome that PG&E does not anticipate but is required to assess. PG&E is not legally authorized to 
permit another entity to operate the Project. Only FERC has that legal authority. When PG&E decided not to relicense 
the Project, FERC issued an open solicitation to others to file a NOI to file an application to operate the Project. Only 
one entity timely filed a NOI but that entity did not timely file a license application by the December 27, 2006 deadline 
established by FERC. Consequently, FERC issued an order to PG&E to decommission the Project facilities.  

13-08 PG&E should NOT “be entitled to receive its net investment plus severance damages” 
(DLSA Section D.2 Amount Payable in the Event of Project Takeover). PG&E should 
not be compensated because it cannot continue to operate the project cost-effectively. 
PG&E should not be allowed to stand in the way of ratepayer and community interests. 

This refers to compensation in the event of a takeover of the Project by federal or state government, pursuant to the 
Federal Power Act. PG&E is required to assess the cost of a takeover as part of the LSA, but does not anticipate a 
takeover of the facilities, nor does it anticipate receiving this compensation. 
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13-09 Significant, unmitigated effects of the proposed dismantling plan, that would be 
addressed by developing and selecting a project alternative as required under NEPA, 
include: … 

FERC is responsible for conducting the NEPA environmental analysis for decommissioning the Project. FERC will 
conduct its environmental analysis after PG&E files its License Surrender Application. PG&E’s License Surrender 
Application contains all the environmental information needed for FERC to conduct its environmental assessment. 
NEPA alternatives will consider disposition of the Project facilities, but will not consider operational alternatives to 
decommissioning. If FERC believes it needs additional information, it will require PG&E to provide it.   

13-10 Loss of local recreation that is especially suitable for youth and handicapped Though the area may be accessible to people with disabilities, PG&E does not believe it is compliant with current ADA 
standards. In addition, after decommissioning the entire area would be inaccessible to members of the public. There 
are other facilities nearby that may be accessible to those with disabilities, although they might not be ADA-compliant. 

13-11 Destruction of a historic resource While it is recognized that the Kilarc water conveyance system is an important historical resource, and is 
representative of early engineering in northern California, it has not retained enough physical integrity for listing 
individually or as an historic district in the NRHP and the CRHR.  

13-12 Water supply impacts from loss of groundwater recharge to springs and wells Any impacts of Project decommissioning on existing surface or ground water rights are appropriately addressed under 
state law and not through the federal license surrender process.  As discussed in the LSA, owners of groundwater 
wells in the vicinity of Kilarc forebay do not have water rights to any artificial recharge that may occur as a result of 
Project operations.  However, PG&E did solicit well production information from potentially affected well owners and is 
willing to consult with any well owners who can demonstrate adverse effects on well levels or yields from 
discontinuation of Project operations. 

13-13 Loss of fire suppression capability puts our community and natural resources at risk There are several other water bodies nearby, many of which are larger than the Kilarc Forebay: Buckhorn Lake (4 
miles from Kilarc Forebay), Silver Lake (4.5 miles), Blue Lake (6.2 miles), Woodridge Lake (12.5 miles), and Lake 
Shasta (15 miles) are possible alternatives to Kilarc Forebay for fire suppression water resources. Additionally, certain 
wider points along the creek have been successfully used in the past for water collection via helicopter. The short 
distances between Kilarc Forebay and nearby water resources would not add substantial amounts of time to fire 
response and would not hinder firefighting efforts in the area. 

13-14 Downstream water quality impacts on endangered fish The impacts of water quality associated with decommissioning on listed fish species are evaluated in the LSA.  With 
the proposed PM&E measures in place, no impacts are expected.   
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13-15 Impacts to wildlife and natural resources, including wetlands and potentially 
endangered species 

PG&E believes that the LSA adequately assesses the impact to wildlife habitat and wetlands.  Several resource 
studies were conducted to analyze the impact of decommissioning on wildlife habitat and wetlands. These included 
vegetation/habitat mapping, special-status plant surveys, a riparian vegetation survey, a wetland delineation, a 
reconnaissance-level wildlife survey, VELB habitat surveys, a California red-legged frog site assessment, foothill 
yellow-legged frog surveys, and raptor surveys. 
The biological resource studies indicate that less than 0.25 acre of riparian and herbaceous wetlands may be affected 
by the proposed decommissioning of the Project, as described in Section E-3.7.1. Depending on the final engineering 
design and deconstruction plan, some of this riparian vegetation may be avoided. As specified in Section E-4, PM&E 
Measure BOTA-1, any impacts to wetlands will be mitigated as required by the permitting resource agencies. Impacts 
to upland habitat will be limited, will occur primarily in areas that have previously been disturbed, and will be 
temporary. Several PM&E measures have been provided in Section E-4 to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the potential 
impacts. 
PG&E is consulting with USFWS, NMFS and CDFG regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for 
sensitive biological resources. 
In addition, decommissioning the Project will increase the amount of water available in the bypass reach, and increase 
aquatic habitat for anadromous fish species listed under the Endangered Species Act in Old Cow and South Cow 
creeks.  

13-16 Potential hazard of dangerous wildlife seeking water on residential and ranch 
properties 

The Project would not displace large carnivores or other wildlife that may be considered dangerous. The change in 
habitat from an artificial system with two relatively small forebays (Kilarc Forebay is 4.5 acres and the Cow Creek 
Forebay is 1 acre) to a more natural stream environment does not constitute a loss of surface water so substantial as 
to drive these animals elsewhere. Adequate water will still be available in the natural channels including South Cow 
and Old Cow creeks. Water is not a limiting resource in the area, particularly given the 25 to 100 square-mile range of 
many large carnivores. 

13-17 Deterioration of local economy and property values with disruption to ecological 
balance and community benefits that have evolved over 100 years with the project 

PG&E does not have an obligation to continue providing benefits in perpetuity to private beneficiaries of Project 
operations.  

13-18 Steelhead trout would also benefit from the proposed alternative – it is NOT necessary 
to dismantle the historic Kilarc Diversion, Canal and Reservoir to save this endangered 
species.  

See Comment Response 13-06. 

13-19 The Proposed PG&E solution is based on returning fish to an area where they have 
never been seen, and will be very difficult to get to or grow in no matter whether there 
is hydro or not. 

PG&E disagrees with the commenter.  On Old Cow Creek, CDFG and NMFS have determined that Whitmore Falls is 
passable under some conditions. No studies have been conducted to assess the frequency with which adult steelhead 
and Chinook salmon may be able to surmount this barrier. It is unknown whether the Project would improve access on 
Old Cow Creek; however, habitat within the Project Area would be improved. The benefits of the Project apply to both 
resident fish and anadromous fish, to the extent that they can access this habitat.  
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13-20 PG&E indicated that you would not respond to comments provided verbally when you 
presented your latest document. There, 14 concerned local citizens attended a 
community meeting … to repeat concerns that we do not believe are adequately 
addressed in the PG&E document. ...  

Comment noted. PG&E held a series of public meetings and site visits in 2007 and 2008 to present the Preliminary 
Proposed Decommissioning Plan and DLSA, invite public comment, and answer questions. FERC held public 
meetings in January 2008 as well. PG&E has taken public input into consideration in developing the LSA, and will 
continue to engage the public and stakeholders throughout the license surrender process. 

13-21 The DLSA reflects PG&E's perspective and is not designed for easy reference by the 
community. It was prepared to support PG&E’s assertion that its decommissioning plan 
would have no significant impacts on the community or natural resources. 

Comment noted. 

13-22 1. The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise the Initial Statement found 
in the DLSA to include at a minimum two addresses in Whitmore for community 
stakeholders in Item 7. (currently on Page IS-6) The addressees should be Mr. 
Thomas Glenn Dye, original Chair of the Save Kilarc Committee with whom you are 
most familiar, and Ms. Laura Carnley, who is transmitting these comments on behalf of 
the Whitmore Community Stakeholders as described.  

Under federal regulation 18 CFR Section 4.32, FERC specifies which parties are to be included in the Initial 
Statement. The list is limited to counties, cities, towns, local political subdivisions, special purpose political 
subdivisions, and Tribes. 

13-23 PG&E should also continue to utilize its full mailing list of community members who 
have requested additional information at any time from the beginning through the 
conclusion of the license surrender process. 

PG&E will continue to mail applicable information and notices to the Interested Parties on its mailing list to the extent 
required by FERC or permitting agencies. 

13-24 PG&E could have made the DLSA much easier for the community to read and 
understand. DLSA Section ES.3.2 Contents is both informative and misleading.  

Comment noted. 

13-25 It states that the application is composed of one volume, while the DLSA Table of 
Contents identifies the “List of Appendices” and their locations in Volume 2 and Volume 
3. … 

See revised text in LSA. Revisions were made as appropriate to the maps and document. 

13-26 The concerns raised by the community have NOT been addressed, and the burden of 
proof should not be on the community to determine PG&E's rationale for dismissing 
significant issues. 

PG&E believes it took public input into consideration in developing the DLSA, and has continued to engage the public 
and stakeholders during the preparation of the LSA.  See Comment Response 13-01. 

13-27 The document, provided mostly on CD, is impossible for many community members to 
access, and cannot be understood without printing major portions. To review PG&E’s 
analysis of a single issue, it is necessary to look in up to ten separate sections of the 
report, although most is found in the Exhibit E ... 

Comment noted. 

13-28 3. The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise its license surrender 
application to address the Kilarc Development separately from the South Cow (even if 
common information must be repeated in both sections), and group for each topic 
issue the discussions of affected environment, impacts, and mitigations, with all 
corresponding tables and figures. 

Comment noted. The LSA structure is directed by FERC and cannot be revised for the final LSA. 
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13-29 All of the area stakeholders rely on wells, or springs for their household water. No 
study of ground water has been conducted since 1984 and the results were that it was 
marginal. Many homes have been added since that time. It is unknown where recharge 
originates and, for example, there is not other apparent sources of recharge besides 
Kilarc for Two Ponds. It is unknown who and how much recharge depends on Kilarc. 

Any impacts of Project decommissioning on existing surface or ground water rights are appropriately addressed under 
state law and not through the federal license surrender process.  As discussed in the LSA, owners of groundwater 
wells in the vicinity of Kilarc forebay do not have water rights to any artificial recharge that may occur as a result of 
Project operations.  However, PG&E did solicit well production information from potentially affected well owners and is 
willing to consult with any well owners who can demonstrate adverse effects on well levels or yields from 
discontinuation of Project operations. 

13-30 DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial 
Species Observed during 2003 and 2008 Surveys presents an incorrect alignment for 
Spillway No. 3 upstream of the spring-water supply for the residential property (there is 
no channel where it would in fact run uphill as the contour lines are correct). It is 
impossible to accurately analyze the hydrology effects on either wells/springs or 
botanical resources, when the maps developed by PG&E don't accurately reflect the 
project facilities for water delivery. 

LSA Figure E.2.6-2 has been revised. 

13-31 ... The above statements are patently FALSE – the federal license surrender process 
requires a NEPA evaluation. The impacts to community wells ARE a direct project 
effect that must be assessed and to “consult” with well owners does not MITIGATE the 
problem. 

See Comment Response 13-29. 

13-32 Reduction of groundwater recharge and yield of springs and wells upon which 
residents depend could occur due to removal of the Kilarc canal and reservoir and 
must be characterized as a POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT adverse effect for which 
mitigation must be defined. 

See Comment Response 13-29. 

13-33 Reduction of groundwater recharge could also result in a secondary effect of 
subsidence, a POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on ground stability. 

Land subsidence is highly unlikely to result from the reduction in groundwater recharge associated with removal of the 
forebays or canals. Causes of subsidence include overpumping of groundwater in poorly consolidated aquifers, 
dissolution of soluble rock or soil materials within an aquifer (typically caused by increased percolation of water 
through an aquifer), subsurface mining, and other activities that induce void space within the aquifer. Reduction in 
groundwater recharge in the Kilarc-Cow Development is not a cause for subsidence. 
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13-34 Reduction of groundwater recharge could also result in a secondary effect on natural 
resources, including old growth trees and wetlands, a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on 
habitat. [Topics 6 and 7] 

PG&E believes that the LSA adequately assesses the impact to wildlife habitat and wetlands.  Several resource 
studies were conducted to analyze the impact of decommissioning on wildlife habitat and wetlands. These included 
vegetation/habitat mapping, special-status plant surveys, a riparian vegetation survey, a wetland delineation, a 
reconnaissance-level wildlife survey, VELB habitat surveys, a California red-legged frog site assessment, foothill 
yellow-legged frog surveys, and raptor surveys. 
The biological resource studies indicate that less than 0.25 acre of riparian and herbaceous wetlands may be affected 
by the proposed decommissioning of the Project, as described in Section E-3.7.1. Depending on the final engineering 
design and deconstruction plan, some of this riparian vegetation may be avoided. As specified in Section E-4, PM&E 
Measure BOTA-1, any impacts to wetlands will be mitigated as required by the permitting resource agencies. Impacts 
to upland habitat will be limited, will occur primarily in areas that have previously been disturbed, and will be 
temporary. Several PM&E measures have been provided in Section E-4 to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the potential 
impacts. 
PG&E is consulting with USFWS, NMFS and CDFG regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for 
sensitive biological resources. 
In addition, decommissioning the Project will increase the amount of water available in the bypass reach, and increase 
aquatic habitat for anadromous fish listed under the ESA in Old Cow and South Cow creeks.  

13-35 The Kilarc Reservoir is a water resource available for helicopter bucket refilling to 
suppress wild land fires in the area. The local fire company supports retention as this 
has helped in controlling numerous fires. Removal of the Kilarc reservoir must be 
characterized as a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect for which mitigation must be defined. 

There are several other water bodies nearby, many of which are larger than the Kilarc Forebay: Buckhorn Lake (4 
miles from Kilarc Forebay), Silver Lake (4.5 miles), Blue Lake (6.2 miles), Woodridge Lake (12.5 miles), and Lake 
Shasta (15 miles) are possible alternatives to Kilarc Forebay for fire suppression water resources. Additionally, certain 
wider points along the creek have been successfully used in the past for water collection via helicopter. The short 
distances between Kilarc Forebay and nearby water resources would not add substantial amounts of time to fire 
response and would not hinder firefighting efforts in the area. 

13-36 ... DLSA Section E.2.4.7 2003 Water Temperature Conditions states that the 
“decommissioning” (e.g. proposed dismantling) “will eliminate any effect of the Project 
on water temperatures.” In fact, the beneficial effect of the Project reducing 
downstream temperatures, by being eliminated, where “Temperature is a significant 
limiting factor for aquatic biota” will in fact cause a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect where 
“The Basin Plan objectives state that temperatures for cold or warm interstate waters 
are not [sic] be increased by more than 5-degrees Fahrenheit above natural receiving 
water temperature and NO [emphasis added] increase is allowed which impacts 
beneficial uses.” This colder water has got to have an effect on the fish areas 
downstream. 

Without the Project, water temperatures below the Project would be what they would have been under natural 
conditions, i.e. decommissioning the Project will not increase water temperature above natural receiving water 
temperature.   
Decommissioning the Project will not impact beneficial uses. With the Project in place, water temperature studies 
indicate that there is some warming in the bypass reach. Even with the Project in place, the temperatures immediately 
above the Kilarc powerhouse are quite suitable for salmonids. These temperatures would become more suitable after 
decommissioning. Mean daily water temperatures immediately above the Kilarc powerhouse are generally warmer 
than those immediately below the Kilarc powerhouse by 0.3 to 2.1 ºC. This indicates that the water moving through the 
bypass reach warms more than the water moving through the Project canals. It must be kept in mind that the amount 
of warming that occurs is driven in part by the thermal mass of water being warmed and more water goes through the 
project than down the bypass reach. With the removal of the project, the water currently diverted by the project to 
Kilarc Forebay and through the Kilarc powerhouse would continue down the existing bypass reach and would 
experience less warming than it does with the Project in operation.  
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13-37 To reiterate, this letter requests a focus on disposition of Kilarc Facilities independent 
of South Cow. 

Comment noted 

13-38 The community asserts that there are no studies showing that Steelhead have ever 
spawned in the area above Whitmore Falls, a natural barrier well below the Kilarc 
facility. Recent communication from Howard Brown of NMFS to M. Accituno of Entrix, 
July 16, 2008 states: “Critical habitat for Steelhead extends upstream to near the 
Whitmore Range Station and Whitmore Falls.” 

In discussions with CDFG, this section was revised to indicate that Whitmore Falls may be passable under some 
conditions, but that the frequency with which adult steelhead and Chinook salmon can pass over Whitmore Falls is 
unknown as no formal studies have been conducted. The reclassification of the barrier at Whitmore Falls led CDFG 
and NMFS to revise their management objectives for the Project Area to include anadromous salmonids. 

13-39 The community asks, what fish are currently in the by-passed reach? Planted fish or 
native species? Local people have never caught steelhead, or observed any other fish 
to catch, in the bypassed reach, as corroborated by descendents of pioneer families. 
Local people who have walked up the by-passed reach observe that there is already 
more good habitat in the ditch than up the creek, with rock gravel bottom in sections. 

The species in the Kilarc Project Area are shown on Table E.2.5-1 of the LSA. Rainbow trout and other species were 
documented in the bypass reach during relicensing studies. While the project canals do provide some habitat, this 
habitat is limited. The habitat in the natural channel is substantially better for all life stages in that it has greater depth, 
more cover, more food, and generally greater diversity than that provided by the canals. 

13-40 DLSA Section E.3.5 Aquatic Resources identifies the threshold criteria to include 
“Create new, complete barriers to upstream fish migration” – which clearly will not 
occur when either removing or leaving facilities in place without creating any new 
barriers. 

A new PM&E measure (AQUA-5) has been added providing for fish passage monitoring for two years after the 
diversion is removed to identify any long-term fish passage impediments that develop resulting from the removal of the 
Kilarc and South Cow diversion dams. Consultation with CDFG was added to this new PM&E measure. (The 
subsequent PM&E measures from DLSA were renumbered.) This monitoring will be conducted concurrently with that 
proposed under PM&E Measure GEOM-1. 

13-41 Another criteria is “Result in a level of mortality that substantially reduces the 
population of a native fish species, or negatively affects individuals of or the long-term 
persistence of populations of special-status fish species” – yet NO long term adverse 
effects, such as the increase in temperature in reaches downstream of the project, 
described in the preceding section, are identified, and the presumed long term benefits 
are not even identified, except by stating without justification “The removal of Project 
features and the cessation of diversions would return the Project-affected bypass 
reaches to a more natural state and is expected to result in long-term benefits for the 
aquatic species. Water temperature results from 2003 indicated that decommissioning 
would lower water temperatures in the bypass reaches (see Section 3.4, Water 
Quality); therefore no thermal impacts to aquatic resources would be expected.” 

See Comment Response 13-36. 

13-42 Conversely, there is no evidence that any of the threshold criteria established by PG&E 
would be violated by leaving project facilities in place, which is essential to addressing 
the SIGNIFICANT unmitigated effects of the proposed dismantling of facilities in many 
other topic areas as documented in this letter. 

See Comment Response 13-31. 
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13-43 DLSA Section E.3.6 Wildlife Resources establishes the threshold criteria to include 
“Cause a substantial loss of foraging or breeding habitat.” The dismantling of the Kilarc 
Forebay alone would cause such a loss. 

See Comment Response 13-34.  Decommissioning would remove aquatic foraging habitat at the Kilarc Forebay, but 
would improve aquatic habitat and foraging habitat in the bypass reach of Old Cow Creek. 
The significance criterion was intended to read: “Evaluation criteria for impacts that may warrant PM&E measures 
consist of the following: 
• Substantial loss of foraging or breeding habitat that negatively affects the long-term persistence of a population of 

a special-status species or that substantially reduces the population of a native species. 
• Injury or mortality of wildlife at a level that negatively affects the long-term persistence of a population of a special-

status species or that substantially reduces the population of a native species.  
as is the case with the criterion immediately following. This change in the text has been made. Effects to habitat for 
common wildlife species are not generally considered to be substantial unless an area considerably larger than Kilarc 
Forebay is affected. 

13-44 DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial 
Species Observed during 2003 and 2008 Surveys presents an incorrect alignment for 
Spillway No. 3 upstream of the spring-water supply for the residential property (there is 
no channel where it would in fact run uphill as the contour lines are correct). It is 
impossible to accurately analyze the hydrology effects on either wells/springs or 
botanical resources, when the maps developed by PG&E don't accurately reflect the 
project facilities for water delivery. 

Figure E2.6-2 has been revised. 

13-45 4. The Community Stakeholders want to know why PG&E’s biologists did not send in a 
record to CNPS for big-scale balsamroot. 

A record for the big-scale balsamroot population recorded during Project surveys will be filed with the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base maintained by CDFG. 

13-46 The community has observed that there is much wildlife that inhabits the Kilarc 
Forebay: Bald Eagles, Osprey, Swallows, Water Snakes, Salamanders, deer, and 
smaller animals. .....Elimination of the Kilarc Forebay must be characterized as a 
SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on such wildlife habitat.  

See Comment Response 13-34. 

13-47 The diverse wildlife makes Whitmore a very attractive place to live (for humans). Comment noted 
13-48 Some species have already been disappearing since the 1960s, such as turtles and 

porcupines. 
The Project is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on porcupines, which are not a special-status species. 
With the implementation of the PM&E measures proposed in Section E.4, the proposed decommissioning is not 
expected to have a significant adverse effect on the western pond turtle. 

13-49 More habitat could be lost to wildfires See Comment Response 13-35. 
13-50 and trees could suffer for lack of water regardless, even though other species besides 

birds may be able to find other sources of water. The CUMULATIVE adverse effects of 
dismantling facilities as proposed by PG&E would be SIGNIFICANT. 

There are no trees on the margins of the Kilarc Forebay, so draining the forebay should have no effect on any trees.  
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13-51 With the hydropower project in place, Kilarc has become a refuge and recovery area 
for endangered species that later came to the area, allowing room for populations to 
grow and disperse, where there is ample food even though it is not the traditional 
habitat area. 
The community asserts that the procedure for dismantling facilities will have a 
SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on some species such as bats that must be flushed out 
of the tunnel before it is closed. ... 

See Comment Response 13-34. 

13-52 PG&E has only surveyed resources for a total of 5 days which is completely insufficient 
to characterize ecosystems that depend on the project features. 

A variety of resource studies have been conducted in the Project Area in 2003 and 2008 over several seasons and for 
multiple days per season for each study.  

13-53 The community comments only on the Historical Resource, which is entirely public 
information. However, PG&E has stymied the assessment of its analysis by 
mischaracterizing historic resources as archaeological, and restricting release of the 
entire Cultural Report, presumably because of confidential location information for 
Native American Resources that has been buried in the same report. ... 

The LSA does address historical resources separately from archaeological resources. There are separate sections 
documenting the history and prehistory of the project area, field survey methods, background research, survey results, 
assessment, and evaluation of documented resources for eligibility for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR, and 
proposed mitigation methods. Cultural Resources reports that identify the locations of significant cultural resources are 
confidential, and not for public distribution. Disclosure of such information is restricted by federal and state law. The 
full cultural resources report includes the location of important archaeological resources that have not been evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility. PG&E has provided information on historical resources in the LSA from the Cultural Resources 
Report minus the confidential location of important archaeological resources.  

13-54 In the 20s through at least 1953, buildings adjacent to the powerhouse that have since 
been torn down served the local social life – and are not reflected in the short summary 
of the DLSA. 

The historical context in the LSA focuses on the remaining built environment, its historic significance, and the 
resources eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. The current conditions (extant buildings) are the baseline for the 
evaluation. PG&E has determined that the Kilarc and Cow Creek hydroelectric systems have not retained enough 
physical integrity to warrant eligibility for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR, based on the NRHP and CRHR criteria for 
evaluation. PG&E has determined that the Kilarc and Cow Creek powerhouses are eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
the CRHR. The removal of historical resources began as early in the 1920s and 1930s in the Cow Creek Powerhouse 
and the Kilarc Powerhouse in the late 1950s with the semi-automation of generation operations. This reduced the 
number of personnel necessary for operation of the pH facilities and made obsolete numerous buildings and 
structures. The LSA does not address buildings that no longer exist. Additionally, historic contribution to local social 
activity is not a component of the NRHP or CRHR criteria for evaluation. 

13-55 The GANDA Cultural Resources Report (which has NO page numbers on the footers – 
page referenced is opposite Figure 26; the table of contents indicates Figure 27 is on 
the following page, but it is not) does identify that “Approximately 21 out of the 27 
buildings existing at the site in 1919 had been removed by 1997 (PG&E 1979; Camp, 
Dresser & McKee 1997:4-1).” 

There are page numbers in the footer of the GANDA Cultural Resources Report. The mentioned quote is on Page 70. 
PG&E will correct the Table of Figures. Yes, most of the built environment in the vicinity of the Kilarc Powerhouse has 
been removed. 
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13-56 The DLSA identified that “All resources identified within the APE were photographed 
and mapped with GPS equipment.” (Page E.2-91) and “A total of seven architectural 
and historical resources were identified within or adjacent to the APE. All were 
recorded on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) standard forms, mapped and 
photographed. […] Table E.2.8.2-2 summarizes the architectural and historical 
resources described in this Draft LSA report.” (Page E.2-92 with tables on Page E.2-
166 [labeled only as Page 166 in the footer]; The Cultural Report identified as 
Appendix L to the DLSA was said to include confidential information and therefore was 
not released publicly. A single hardcopy of the Cultural Report was provided to the 
Shasta Historical Society.) 

Comment noted.  

13-57 Page E.3-28 identifies the impact threshold criterion as “Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of architectural and historical resources recommended for 
eligibility in the NRHP or the CRHR.” Given that the Kilarc Main Canal does not even 
appear as one of the seven architectural and historical resources identified in Table 
E.2.8.2-2, it becomes impossible to evaluate whether the Kilarc Main Canal meets this 
criteria. Nonetheless, the same criteria applies for archaeological resources (identified 
on page E.3-29). ... 

The Kilarc Canal (482-12-07H) is part of the Kilarc hydroelectric system. PG&E has determined that the Kilarc Canal 
and the entire hydroelectric system has not retained enough physical integrity to warrant eligibility for listing in the 
NRHP and the CRHR. The Kilarc Main Canal is currently in use and is not considered a historical or archaeological 
resource.  

13-58 NOTE: the text incorrectly refers in the past tense that the LOCAL historic resource 
PROVIDED hydroelectric power. As described in the DLSA and above, the system is 
historically important to the development of Shasta County, not simply LOCAL interests 
(although these local interests clearly merit consideration as well!). And, the system 
continues to generate hydroelectric power, and according to Davis Hydro and the 
FERC, has the potential to continue generating following PG&E’s license surrender. 

Comment noted.  Please see Comment Response 13-06. 

13-59  … In short, the GANDA report argues that because PG&E has already destroyed 
important historic resources, PG&E should not be obligated to preserve the remaining 
features that ARE historic and highly valued by the community. … 

See Comment Response 13-54.  

13-60 It is similarly unclear why, in the final paragraph on page E.2-97, within section E.2.9 of 
the DLSA, PG&E states “Site P-45-003241 was briefly recorded as a ditch pouring into 
the Kilarc Main Canal. It was re-recorded as the North and South Canyon Creek ditch, 
with a total of eight features.” when the previous recordation number appears in Table 
E.2.8-1 (the prior section of the report) and a new number has been assigned and the 
feature identified as 482-12-10H in Table E.2.8-2. 

Appropriate changes were made to the LSA. In the DLSA, the Table of Figures in the Cultural Resources Report is not 
numbered correctly, and some figures are omitted altogether. 
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13-61 ... Community members note that removal of the reservoir will force people to go 
further for wholesome outdoor activity in a time when everyone is trying to be more fuel 
conservative. Buckhorn Lake - a thriving source of non-migrating fish has already been 
lost to recreationists, and Kilarc is highly affordable for local residents – the existence 
of Kilarc Reservoir makes the community more attractive and adds to the value of the 
town for both visitors and residents who do not have to leave home to enjoy it. 

The tables E.2.10-1 through E.2.10-4  list 39 regional facilities located near the town of Whitmore, including Grace 
Lake and Lake Nora, both of which are within 20 miles from the town of Whitmore. These reservoirs are comparably-
sized to Kilarc Forebay and offer similar facilities to the local area. Additionally, PG&E believes recreation use is 
adequately addressed in the LSA. The loss of Kilarc Powerhouse and Kilarc Forebay and day use area as a 
recreational resource is considered a minimal impact due to the site’s relatively low rates of visitation and the 
previously described proximity to other regional recreation resources.  Therefore, no PM&E Measures are warranted.  

13-62 DLSA Section E.4.10.1 Loss of Kilarc Forebay for Recreational Use identifies PM&E 
Measure REC-1: Solicitation of Interest to Recreational Operators – and then proceeds 
to describe how PG&E is unable to implement the measure. An infeasible measure is 
NOT mitigation for a SIGNIFICANT impact. Page E.4-20, first paragraph concludes 
“The implementation of PM&E Measure REC-1 [sic – should be REC-2] would help 
redirect visitors to other regional recreational facilities after the Kilarc Forebay has 
been decommissioned.” 

PM&E Measure REC-1 was removed and the description of the Solicitation of Interest process is included in Appendix 
B, Consultation Summary. 

13-63 DLSA Section E.3.10 Recreation establishes the impact threshold criterion as “Directly 
remove or damage existing recreational resources.” The “Summary” of impacts does 
NOT apply the threshold criterion when stating that “no impacts on recreation in the 
Kilarc and Cow Creek developments are anticipated.” PG&E asserts that the Kilarc 
Forebay and Picnic Area would no longer be accessible to the public after 
decommissioning; PG&E ignores in the DLSA that the Forebay is proposed for removal 
all together. 

The text has been revised to correctly state the Project would have minimal impacts on recreation. 

13-64 The community asserts that the proposed mitigation is INADEQUATE to reduce a real 
impact, as measured by PG&E’s own threshold criterion, to a less-than-significant 
level. Under NEPA, Project Alternatives MUST be considered and an EIS must be 
prepared before a project may proceed with an UNRESOLVED SIGNIFICANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACT. 

See Comment Response 13-09. 
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13-65 … DLSA Section E.2.11.3 Visual Sensitivity notes at the bottom of the first paragraph, 
“Aside from [sic – should be “After] fishing, sightseeing was the second most popular 
activity noted by participants in the 2007 Recreational Resources Report.”  … 

As proposed in the PDP, native plants would generally be used for re-seeding and other revegetation upon 
decommissioning. While the contrast of these changes with the existing conditions would be considered moderate to 
strong, returning the area to a natural condition using native plants would actually improve the natural aesthetics of the 
Kilarc Forebay area. However, upon decommissioning, the Kilarc Forebay would no longer be publicly accessible.  
The public is currently permitted to access the Kilarc Forebay for recreational use in conjunction with PG&E's FERC 
license. This right of public access will otherwise cease with PG&E's decommissioning of the Project, and the Kilarc 
Forebay area would no longer be considered an aesthetic resource.  
PG&E believes aesthetic resources are adequately addressed in the LSA because the loss of the land adjacent to the 
Kilarc Forebay as an aesthetic resource is considered a minimal impact due to the site’s relatively low rates of 
visitation. As for the canals, while the comment is unclear about which canal it associates with the forebay, the paths 
along the Kilarc main canal are not managed as publicly accessible recreational facilities by PG&E and therefore 
aesthetic impacts associated with loss of views from the paths were not analyzed.  
Views of surrounding areas would not be altered by the Project. Sightseeing is available at the 39 regional facilities 
listed in tables E.2.10-1 through E.2.10-4, as well as the LaTour Demonstration State Forest. McMullin Mountain and 
LaTour Butte, approximately 6 miles east of the Kilarc Forebay and within the boundaries of the Forest, have 
sweeping 360° views of the surrounding area, including Mt. Shasta. PG&E believes sightseeing opportunities are 
adequately addressed in the LSA because of the ample sightseeing opportunities within the region. Text within the 
section has been modified to reflect minimal impacts to aesthetic resources. 

13-66 The community fears that mountain lions and other predators may seek ponds on 
grazing and residential properties and create a SIGNIFICANT conflict with people and 
domestic animals. PG&E makes no mention anywhere in the DLSA of this issue. 

The Project would not displace mountain lions and other large carnivores. The change in habitat from an artificial 
system with two relatively small forebays (Kilarc Forebay is 4.5 acres and the Cow Creek Forebay is 1 acre) to a more 
natural stream environment does not constitute a loss of surface water so substantial as to drive these predators 
elsewhere. Adequate water will still be available in the natural channels including South Cow and Old Cow creeks. 
Water is not a limiting resource in the area, and certainly not within the 25 to 100 square mile range of mountain lions. 
Mountain lion distribution and habitat use is closely tied to their primary prey, deer. Because mountain lions ambush 
their prey, they avoid open areas.  The shorelines around the forebays are currently devoid of suitable cover for 
mountain lions and do not provide prime habitat. The conversion of these forebays to natural habitat and the 
restoration of natural stream channels at canal crossings will not displace mountain lions.  

13-67 DLSA Section E.4.1.2.1 Conflicts with CAL FIRE’s Fire and Resource Assessment 
Program states that there could be conflicts only during construction activities. 
However, if the Kilarc Reservoir were removed, it would no longer serve as a water 
resource available for helicopter bucket refilling to suppress wild land fires in the area. 
The local fire company supports retention as this has helped in controlling numerous 
fires. Removal of the Kilarc reservoir must be characterized as a SIGNIFICANT 
adverse effect for which mitigation must be defined. 

See Comment Response 13-35. 



Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 606 
License Surrender Application 

 Appendix O - 38 March 12, 2009 
Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 606 

©2009, Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

13-68 ... “The Stewardship Council recommends that the land and land uses at the Kilarc 
Reservoir Planning Unit be preserved and enhanced by focusing on the importance of 
the recreation resources to the local community and the need to provide ongoing 
protection to natural and cultural resources. In presenting the Recommended Concept 
provided here, our objective is to enhance the recreation experience at Kilarc Reservoir 
in coordination with any decommissioning activities while also enhancing biological 
resources and ensuring protection of cultural resources.” Dismantling the facilities will 
create a SIGNIFICANT conflict with Stewardship Council objectives and 
recommendations. 

Beginning in 2008, the Stewardship Council will work with PG&E and interested stakeholders to develop the individual 
land transaction packages for all of the PG&E lands. Transaction planning is expected to continue through 2013. At 
the time of the next phase of work, the Stewardship Council will re-evaluate the Kilarc and Cow Creek Planning Units 
to reflect the status and outcome of the decommissioning process and terms of a FERC order if applicable at that 
time. 

13-69 The Community of Whitmore as well as surrounding Communities, the County of 
Shasta, and all stakeholders aware of the potential for decommissioning, are for 
retention. This has been shown in petitions and supporting signed flyers distributed in 
local papers.  

Comment noted 

13-70 The Shasta Historical Society wants the 105 year old Power Station built by Italian 
stone masons preserved. 

In recognizing the significance of the Kilarc and Cow Creek Powerhouses, as described in PM&E Measure HIST-1, 
PG&E will develop an MOA to address the long-term management and treatment of the two NRHP- and CRHR-
eligible buildings. 

14-01 This email is in reference to South Cow Creek Road, and the Kilarc/Cow 
decommissioning. It has come to our attention that some of the maps that have been 
prepared and disseminated in conjunction with the Kilarc/Cow proceedings may be 
misleading. Readers may be left with the impression that South Cow Creek Road is a 
county-maintained road from Whitmore to Millville. This is not the case. In 1983, the 
Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 83-131 (attached). The Board thereby 
removed the middle section of South Cow Creek Road from the County's maintained 
mileage. The gap extends from 5 to 11.4 miles northerly of State Route 44. It was 
never much of a road to begin with, and may be impassible at the present time. Please 
revise all maps and other references to this road segment to reflect this existing 
condition. 

Project maps are intended to describe the affected environment and meet FERC regulations. Figures have been 
revised to respond to suggested pertinent changes or correct errors. Figures that have been revised include A.1-1, 
A.1-2, E.2.3-1, E.2.3-2, E.2.6-1, E.2.6-2, among others. 

15-01 Sections 3.0 to 7.0 have been edited from the September 2007 version of this 
document. Some of the information in that original draft does not appear to be located 
elsewhere in this new draft For example Section 6.0 "Land Rights and Landownership". 
In September 2007 Draft, PGE said it was their intent to Quick Claim easements back 
to the private land owner. October 2007 Comments requested that the text be 
expanded to also include: "It is PGE's intent that the execution of the decommissioning 
plan for removal of structures and facilities will be such that there are no future liability 
issues with any remaining structures for present or future landowners." ... 

PG&E revised the information in Section E.3.1.1 Impacts on Land Ownership to reflect language from the Preliminary 
Proposed Decommissioning Plan.  PG&E plans to decommission the Project facilities in a safe, environmentally sound 
manner, and will work with agencies and landowners to achieve that goal.  Any additional clarification associated with 
land rights and the Pacific Forest and Watershed Lands Stewardship Council is best addressed in that forum. 
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15-02 Buried in the DLSA text (Environmental Report, E.2.l2.2) the subject of land ownership 
is addressed. There is a reference to Fig_E2_I2-1 & Fig_E2_12-2 to define private 
landownership on Kilarc and Cow Creek.. The Project land make-up in terms of 
percent PGE lands, percent patented lands, is vastly different for Kilarc versus Cow 
Creek.. Why is PGE so reluctant to provide this simple information in the SLA for each 
of the two separate developments. It takes about one sentence of text. The reader 
learns nothing by referring to the Figures (maps). As a side note, for Cow Creek, the 
12-2 figure is yet another map that still shows incorrectly the route of the unimproved 
road between the two ends of South Cow Creek road. 

The LSA provides adequate information for FERC to understand land ownership in the FERC boundary and within the 
vicinity. Figures were revised to respond to suggested changes or correct errors (see Figures E.2.12-1 and E.2.12-2) 

15-03 a. This Section should be Titled "South Cow Creek Diversion Dam, Main Canal Intake 
Structure, & Main Canal to Spillway #1. 

This proposed change would not fully describe the features within the section. No revisions were made. 

15-04 b. Key dimensions of the dam are still wrong! See separate Information Package on 
Diversion Dam … 

Facts such as dam crest elevation and height were taken from existing PG&E design drawings. These were not 
independently verified. South Cow Creek dam height should be shown as approximately 8 feet 4 inches. General 
descriptions of existing structures are given for the purpose of illustrating main features affected by deconstruction. 
These are not design elements that will need to be precisely described in a later phase.   

15-05 e-1: Third Bullet should be modified to read: "Some structures or portions thereof, 
connecting to the steep side slopes will be left in place to minimize disturbance to the 
slopes due to decommissioning activities and potential erosion. It is acceptable to the 
private landowner if structures at or below ground level or typical grade level are left in 
place just so long as they are graded over with sediment fill or fill from elsewhere. ... 

Revisions were made as appropriate to the maps and document. See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed 
Decommissioning Plan. 

15-06 e-3: Fifth bullet is now totally inadequate given the DLSA present inaccurate 
description and characterization of the true access situation at the dam. Please see 
separate "Information package on South Cow Creek Diversion Dam" and separate 
three page Comment section on access roads. If summarizing this bullet should 
basically say: " All major heavy equipment access will be via access road "A"; and day 
to day construction personnel access and that for very light equipment can be via 
Access Road "D". 

Additional description of road access is provided in the Proposed decommissioning Plan (Appendix A).  However, 
some details of removal, sequence, and access will be developed concurrently with development of engineering plans, 
following issuance of the FERC order to decommission, and others will be developed in consultation with regulatory 
agencies through the permitting process. Final design and construction approach will minimize environmental impacts 
to the extent feasible as required under state and federal laws. 

15-07 e-4: Fourth bullet; Please change to read: It is acceptable to the private landowner if 
broken concrete is eventually placed in the first reaches of the main canal or other 
south bank areas; given that it is graded over with sediment fill or fill from elsewhere. If 
placed in bank areas very near the stream bed, such broken concrete should be 
behind natural large boulders such that it is highly improbable it could become exposed 
and transported by extreme high water events. ... 

See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan; revisions were made as appropriate. As suggested, 
leaving broken, exposed concrete exposed on site would create a hazardous environment and would not likely be 
allowed by any regulatory agency.  
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15-08 Cow Creek Access Roads: This section, and the same information given elsewhere in 
the DLSA text, needs significant work to be technically correct and not misleading; 
especially to an individual located remotely with no first hand knowledge of the area. 
See separate three page write-up on "Cow Creek Access roads". For example in 
Comment 2-f of that write-up, PGE Manton Engineering Group could readily provide 
some key survey data they have for the access roads defined on the K-2 Exhibit. 
Vertical elevation data for the last four points (46-50) of access road "A"; and the first 
three (1-3) for access road "D" is what is needed. These very few elevation data points 
provide the explicit data needed to quantify the steep grade of Access road "A" at the 
key area in question. Similarly it will define how high the termination point of Access 
road "D" is above the dam, and the extreme grade there, down the wooded hillside to 
the dam. 

See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan, revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-09 Text as it has been developed is extremely weak in educating an uninformed reader 
that is remotely located and has no knowledge of the area - text could be described as 
misleading:… 

See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan, revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-10 Specific sections in Appendix A pages 2-38 to 2-39 need work to be correct: d. Cow 
Creek Forebay: The write up is strange. Project road "A leads [from the dam to the 
Forebay C-4 to C-17, but fundamentally the Forebay is accessed from either from the 
Powerhouse, C-1 to C17; or from the Whitmore side end of South Cow Creek Road, C-
9 to C-17. The initial segment of C-1 to C-17; that is C-1 to C-18, is approximately 2.25 
miles long and climbs over 800 feet. While the average grade is 6.5%, there are 
segments that are much steeper and areas that have drainage across the road in the 
wet season. Near the top of the grade, the upside hill is slipping out and there are 
stress cracks on the hill above the road and in the road itself. Given the length of the 
road and required improvements, this road is not recommended for use or 
improvement. From the Whitmore side, the segment from C-9 to C-3 is approximately 1 
mile long and is need of minor improvements. This segment crosses South Cow Creek 
at a paved wet crossing. The road elevation change down to the wet crossing and then 
up to the main Project road, C-4 to C-17 is about 100 feet, but on each side of the 
creek that elevation change is 80 feet in approximately 0.1 miles, or an average grade 
of 16%. 

See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan; revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-11 { If it is important to discuss the grade on C4 to C-18, then it is equally appropriate to 
do it for C-9 toC-3. } 

Grade is discussed for C4-C18 because it is one of several issues leading to the recommendation that the road 
segment not be used. 
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Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

15-12 f. South Cow Creek Diversion and associated structures. Comment: This section needs 
major thought and additional information! The specifics of physically getting ingress 
down to dam and creek bed, or egress there from via the north bank versus the south 
bank need to be identified in detail. The first sentence in this paragraph is simply 
untrue. ... 

See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan; revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-13 Rewrite description of Cow Creek Access Roads: see comment See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan; revisions were made as appropriate. 
15-14 South Cow Creek Diversion Dam (page A-4); Height and crest of dam are still stated 

incorrectly. Errors are large and not trivia!. Please see separate "Dam Information 
Package". … 

See Comment Response 15-04. 

15-15 Cow Creek Access Roads (page A-5). Needs significant work. See Appendix A 
Comments and three page attachment on roads; plus entire package sent to Jennifer 
Abrams 10/21/08 with copy to Stacy Evans. 

Comment noted. 

15-16 See second paragraph of Appendix A Comment 1. Also see Letter from Matteoni, et al. 
to PGE (Jennifer Abrams) dated 11/03/2008, same subject. This letter is a detailed 
comment on this section re: a specific area of the Project. Ms. Abrams has 
acknowledged receipt, and said it was being forwarded to the PGE team; so 
presumption is copy has been forwarded to Stacy Evans to be part of DLSA. 

Comment noted. 

15-17 "Affected private landowners" needs to be included in the second sentence. It should 
be noted that many of the actions taken to date in terms of DSLA text, and proposed 
decommissioning procedures can and will cause long term harm to the affected private 
landowners; and the Environment. This will come to pass if there are not some better 
and more complete thought processes going forward, coupled with accurate 
representations of the physical nature of the infrastructure and surrounding lands.(page 
A-5) ... 

See revisions in LSA; revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-18 Deconstruction Activities (page A-7) (1) "where practical, prevent net loss in the health 
of riparian and aquatic habitat area." It should be noted that present DSLA proposals 
for removal of the South Cow diversion dam are a direct contradiction of this 
paragraph. 

Comment noted. 

15-19 Date of 1905 for Cow Creek in paragraph 3 appears questionable. What was reference 
source for the 1905 date? All deed dates (Powerhouse land, deeded easements for 
Mill Creek dam, Mill Creek canal & water rights, South Cow Creek Diversion dam, and 
most of main canal are 1907. Filing of water right claims exist prior to 1907, and 
homestead claims and railroad deeds possibly exist for the Forebay and other parts of 
the main canal, but writer is unaware of them. ... 

See revisions in LSA; revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-20 Add bullet: 1983: Fish Ladder added to South Cow Creek Diversion Dam See revisions in LSA; revisions were made as appropriate. 
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

15-21 (Pages IS-6&7): The six private land-owners for the Cow Creek Development, and the 
two for Kilarc should at least as two subgroups, or individually, be acknowledged as 
"entities" in section 7.0 or a separate section 9.0. … 

Under federal regulation 18 CFR Section 4.32, FERC specifies which parties are to be included in the Initial 
Statement. The list is limited to counties, cities, towns, local political subdivisions, special purpose political 
subdivisions, and Tribes. 

15-22 Original September 2007 Decommissioning Draft had excellent statement that 
"Historical Resources & Drawings would be used an information source & criteria for 
what needs to be done in Decommissioning. Where is this same equivalent statement 
in the DSLA? This type of information source is extremely useful for understanding 
what needs to be done on removal of man made structures that have been in place this 
long. It is simply wrong for this effort to go forward and not attempt to exploit, or 
recognize, the value of such information. 

See Comment Response 15-12. 

15-23 The DLSA has at least two tables for "symbols/definitions". A few additions such as 
"dam crest", "dam spill", "intermittent watercourse", "empheral watercourse", "thalweg" 
might be helpful to the reader and writers of the SLA [sic].  

The term “thalweg” was added to the glossary of terms and acronyms in the LSA, as well as additional text revisions 
for clarification as appropriate. 

15-24 Page ES-4 : See Exhibit "A" (page A -4) Comment # 4 
Page ES-II, Land Use: See Appendix A Comments; Comment #1 second paragraph 

Comment noted.  See revisions in Appendix A, Proposed Decommissioning Plan; revisions were made as appropriate. 

15-25 "Geology & Soils" first sentence reads" Decommissioning of the diversion dams, 
canals, spillways, tunnels, and forebays may potentially result in stream bank erosion 
and subsequent sedimentation". It should be noted that based on common sense 
alone that the highest probability for this on the South Cow portion of the Project is at 
the diversion dam. On Kilarc, it would likely be the main canal. On Cow Creek, it is 
likely that undesirable erosion will occur unless the decommissioning uses some 
common sense to achieve geomorphic stability by replacing the typical indigenous 
large boulders that are now absent in the immediate upstream & downstream region of 
the diversion dam. ... 

PM&E GEOL-1 indicates that BMPs will be implemented to address potential bank erosion. During preparation of the 
detailed engineering design plans, specific BMPs will be identified to protect against erosion. Replacing boulders is not 
necessary immediately below the South Cow Diversion Dam, because the plunge pool is already in bedrock, which 
will prevent additional scour below the existing plunge pool depth. In addition, the cut-off walls will remain in place at 
the dam site, which will act as a grade control.  

15-26 It would appear that some simple inexpensive preventive measures and techniques is 
a far more sound environmental approach than ignoring the situation on dam removal 
and doing for post monitoring for just two years. This time period length is totally 
inadequate to span the normal variance of high flow events on this Creek. 

It is expected that removal of the Project facilities will take three years, followed by two years of maintenance and 
monitoring of the site restoration work monitored by FERC. After the two years are over, additional monitoring would 
be supervised by the USACE per the conditions of the 404 permit, and under other authority, such as NMFS or CDFG. 

15-27 PM&E Measure AQUA-7 (page ES-22) This paragraph is not stated correctly, is 
possibly too limiting, and can be in conflict with AQUA-1 in terms of the best solution 
for the bypass; and the best solution for heavy equipment ingress/egress. … 

PM&E Measure AQUA-7 (now AQUA-8) has been revised. However, specific construction sequence, equipment 
access and use of cofferdams and/or bypasses will be developed during the final engineering design phase. 
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Table 1: Kilarc-Cow Proposed Decommissioning Project Public Comments and Responses 

RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

15-28 The scour condition below the dam, and the sensitive north bank area, is inadequately 
described either here, or in Appendix G; including identifying that the normal large 
boulders that establish geomorphic stability are now missing in the immediate region of 
the dam. Samples 2 feet deep are meaningless with respect to this issue. Visual 
pictures at the dam versus 50 feet downstream or 75 feet upstream are much more 
innovative. Please reference the South Cow Creek Info package. Even this package 
has limited photos to define the condition. ... 

It is not possible to determine how much scour has occurred since construction of the dam, because the elevation of 
the original pre-dam bed is not known. Appendix H indicates that there has been scour immediately below the dam. 
The bottom of the dams' footings are visible in the plunge-pool, which itself is in bedrock. The plunge-pool probably 
formed as a result of scour caused by the high energy associated with water flowing over the dam crest. The scour 
pool is deemed desirable to fish and the project approach allows the stream to seek its natural position, depth and 
configuration over time. 
NOTE: Appendices addressing agency consultation (new Appendix B), botanical, terrestrial, and wildlife resources 
(new Appendix J-1) and aquatic and habitat and fisheries resources (new Appendix J-2) have been added to this 
FLSA. Therefore, all appendices which appear in this report have been re-labeled accordingly. 

15-29 a.. Separating the Mill Creek features attributes from SHA-1764H is an excellent idea, 
and moving all the South Cow project information from the dam (spillways, cross flume, 
main canal, cat bridge, tunnel, forebay) through the Penstock into a new Site Record 
482-12-01H is logical. There is key information in this new Site record necessary to 
develop the best process for the physical decommissioning itself, so a complete copy 
of 482-12-01H should be appended to the final SLA. This type of historical site record 
is in a different classification in terms of sensitivity as those for the Archaeological 
Resources; and it is unfortunate that a copy was not made available in the DLSA for 
those long time residents of the area to proof (some families presence predate 1907). 

Comment noted. Site forms are not generally appended to LSA documents. The Department of Parks and Recreation 
site form for the Cow Creek Powerhouse (482-12-011H) is included in the Cultural Resources Report (Appendix M). 
PG&E will provide information on historical resources from the Cultural Resources Report minus the confidential 
location of important archaeological resources.  
NOTE: Appendices addressing agency consultation (new Appendix B), botanical, terrestrial, and wildlife resources 
(new Appendix J-1) and aquatic and habitat and fisheries resources (new Appendix J-2) have been added to this LSA. 
Therefore, all appendices which appear in this report have been re-labeled accordingly. 

15-30 b. Photographs in SHA-1764H of the dam prior to 1989 should be made available to 
the Resource agencies.  
c. What information has PGE supplied to the writers of this new Site record concerning 
the description of the hooped wooden Penstock above ground low pressure section 
coming from the Forebay that was replaced circa 1987/88 with a modern steel section 
that was buried?… 

PG&E has determined that the South Cow Creek Canal (SHA-1764H), the hooped wooden penstock, and the rest of 
Kilarc-Cow Creek hydroelectric systems and water conveyance facilities are not eligible for listing in the NRHP and the 
CRHR. PG&E has provided photographs of the Kilarc and Cow Creek hydroelectric systems in the Cultural Resources 
Report.  

15-31 (Page E.3-2) Maximum Sediment incorrect - See Dam Info package. The text in section E.3.1.1 (pg. E.3-2) has been revised to indicate that the maximum depth of scour at the dam will be 
approximately 8 feet. 

15-32 (Page E.3-2) First bullet on stream bank erosion is very true; and highly probable at S. 
Cow Creek diversion site. Why aren't simple inexpensive preventative techniques 
being proposed in the DLSA to preclude it. 

As noted in PM&E Measure GEOL-1, BMPs will be incorporated in the design phase and through the permitting 
process to limit erosion. 

15-33 (Page E.3-4) Trivial question: If Hooten Gulch was only dry in the summer and fall 
months as is typical of many watercourse at low elevation in California; isn't it likely that 
this is an "intermittent channel" and not an "ephemeral channel"? 

For purposes of the LSA, intermittent and ephemeral are interchangeable because the stream is dry a substantial 
proportion of the year. No changes made. 
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RESP. # COMMENT RESPONSE1 

15-34 Bank/Channel Stability (Page E.3-8) See Comment #1. PM&E GEOL-1 indicates that BMPs are to be implemented to address potential bank erosion. During preparation of 
the detailed engineering design plans, specific BMPs will be identified to protect against erosion. Replacing boulders is 
not necessary immediately below the South Cow Creek Diversion Dam, because the plunge pool is already in 
bedrock, which will prevent additional scour below the existing plunge pool depth. In addition, the cutoff-walls will 
remain in place at the dam site, which will act as a grade control. New sediment will in-fill the pool as it is transported 
from upstream behind the diversion dam and the channel will re-establish its equilibrium gradient and elevation 
through this reach naturally. 

15-35 (Pages E.3-9 & 10) One can easily disagree with last statement in this section. In the 
area near the dam, one can use common sense and replace material such as large 
boulders that have obviously been removed or displaced by hydraulic forces due to the 
dam being there. In short make reasonable attempts to replace with appropriate 
material what a man made structure caused to be removed. ... 

Replacing boulders is not necessary immediately below the South Cow Creek Diversion Dam because: (1) The plunge 
pool is already in bedrock, so no additional scour can occur below the existing plunge pool depth, (2) The cutoff-wall is 
to remain in place at the dam site, which will act as a grade control, (3) new sediment will in-fill the pool as it is 
transported from upstream behind the diversion dam, and (4) the channel will re-establish its equilibrium gradient and 
elevation through this reach naturally. 

15-36 Summary of Geomorphology Impacts (Page E.3-II) Third bullet: See previous 
comments on max sediment depth. 

See Comment Response 15-34. 

15-37 Top Paragraph: One has to question analysis conclusion in terms of probability and 
logic. Instead of" “possible", one could easily say that "highly improbable" is a better 
adjective. See S. Cow Creek Dam Info package. If common sense procedures are 
followed to recreate the natural thalweg that existed prior to 1907, including 
appropriately placing large boulders at the face of the downstream cutoff wall, it is 
highly improbable that the cutoff walls will ever become uncovered or exposed in the 
future. 

See Comment Response 15-34. 

15-38 PM&E Measure GEOM-1 (page E.4-4). One has to question the strategy of doing 
nothing preventative in the scour pool immediately downstream of the dam in terms or 
replacing material or in terms of shaping the new thalweg. Again please see Dam Info 
Package. 

The scour pool is deemed desirable to fish and this approach allows the stream to seek its natural position, depth and 
configuration over time. 

15-39 PM&E Measure GEOM-2 (page E.4-5) Once again see previous comments and dam 
information package. It would seems like an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
potential problems and destruction. Only a two year monitoring period can be 
categorically stated beforehand to be inadequate given the normal variance of high 
water events on this creek; unless a three sigma event does happen to occur in the 
first two years. 

See Comment Response 15-26. 

15-40 Very poor definition of land ownership. See Appendix "A" Comment #1 second 
paragraph that also references Fig._E2_12-1 & 12-2. 

The LSA provides adequate information for FERC to understand land ownership in the FERC boundary and within the 
Project vicinity.  
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October 29, 2008

Ms. Stacy Evans
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Re: Comments on the PG&E DLSA for FERC project P-606-000 - Decommissioning of Kilarc-Cow Creek
Hydroelectric Facilities and its Impacts on Water Rights Holders

Dear Stacy,

This letter is sent on behalf of the Abbott Ditch Users (“ADU”). We are in receipt of the Preliminary
Engineering and Cost Comparison for Alternative Diversion Points on South Cow Creek dated May 7,
2008 prepared by Woody Trihey of Entrix. We are also in receipt of your letter dated July 22, 2008
requesting further dialogue. We appreciate PG&E’s efforts to keep us informed about the feasibility of
options to mitigate the adverse impacts of the decommissioning project on our water rights.

We are also in receipt of your Draft License Surrender Application (DLSA) according to the FERC
regulations. While we look forward to continuing dialog with PG&E regarding Abbott ditch water rights
and the overall health of the South Cow creek watershed, we are disheartened by statements made in your
DLSA. We understand full well that PG&E has chosen to surrender its license for the Kilarc-Cow Creek
project, and will no longer operate that project. However, the DLSA does not provide an adequate base of
information to allow either decision-makers (i.e., FERC) to decide how to proceed with the
decommissioning process, or interested parties to provide meaningful input to that process. This letter
outlines the ADU position on the water rights impacts to our domestic and stock watering use given the
course outlined in your current DLSA, and summarizes significant deficiencies of the DLSA’s discussion
and analysis of impacts to the South Cow Creek Valley watershed and riparian habitat. Accompanying this
letter are more specific comments to be filed on your DLSA through the FERC process.

Water Rights Impacts on the ADU

Since receiving Woody’s report, the ADU have met to disuss water rights impacts on several occasions,
often including Steve Tetrick who has similar water rights issues. We have also recently discussed our
concerns with our counsel, Scott Morris. As you are aware, the ADU has exercised its water rights by
diverting water released by PG&E to Hooten Gulch, an arrangement that for nearly 100 years facilitated
PG&E’s generation of power and revenues from the same water that the ADU holds rights for consumptive
use. Historically PG&E released water to Hooten Gulch even when it was not generating power at the
South Cow Creek power plant, which we believe reflected PG&E’s understanding of the critical nature of
this water supply to the ADU. The proposed termination of these releases, reversing PG&E’s long-
standing operations, is of grave concern to the ADU members.

Our position is that the ADU lived up to its end of the bargain, and PG&E cannot now unilaterally walk
away from the bargain made and followed by both parties for over 100 years. Thus, the ADU are not
willing or in a position to settle for anything less than being made whole by PG&E. In summary, the
Abbott Ditch Users agree that the following would make us whole with respect to our water rights:

1. 100% of our water right pursuant to the Cow Creek Adjudication Decree must be delivered to our
ditch at Hooten Gulch at no cost or charge to the Abbott Ditch Users.

2. A new diversion and any associated easements or continued use of the PG&E diversion and
easements shall be fully entitled and properly conveyed to the ADU at no cost to ADU.

3. If PG&E constructs a new diversion, PG&E will be required to represent and warrant the
engineering and construction integrity of the diversion.

4. The operation and maintenance of the new diversion shall remain the responsibility of PG&E
unless otherwise negotiated with ADU.
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As long as the above referenced conditions are met, ADU is willing to cooperate in a reasonable manner
with development and implementation of a decommissioning plan. We also believe our position is
consistent with your public statements, and filings with FERC that state you will work with water rights
holders to be sure there are no impacts to them from your actions. We note that continued releases to
Hooten Gulch would seem to meet all of these conditions in the most straightforward and efficient manner.
Furthermore, continued releases to Hooten Gulch could avoid significant environmental impacts to Hooten
Gulch, as discussed in the following section of this letter.

As you will see in our attached comments, the ADU are concerned that the DLSA does not adequately
describe the ADU’s water rights and use of water, so that decision-makers and interested parties will not be
sufficiently informed about the impacts of decommissioning. This inadequacy has been brought home to
us when participants in site visits have commented that the documentation did not provide them with a
clear understanding of the water use situation. The DLSA must make clear that all of the ADU members
fully exercise their available water rights for productive agricultural use, and that without continued
uninterrupted flows to the Abbott ditch system, the ability of ADU members to use their adjudicated water
rights would be severely impacted. Also, the DLSA must make clear that at least two households rely on
continued uninterrupted flows in the Abbott ditch to exercise their water rights for domestic water supply.

While the DLSA correctly notes that the ADU would retain recourse to the State Water Resources Control
Board and the courts to resolve water rights issues, the DLSA and the decommissioning process remains
the logical and most efficient forum to resolve the severe water rights impacts of the proposed
decommissioning plan on the ADU. Without at least an adequate description of the water rights impacts
associated with the proposed termination of releases to Hooten Gulch, decision-makers and interested
parties are denied an opportunity to address those impacts through consideration of appropriate
decommissioning alternatives at an early stage, and instead defers addressing these hard issues until they
must be addressed in the NEPA and ESA compliance processes.

Environmental Impacts to Hooten Gulch

The ADU is also gravely concerned over statements in your DLSA about eliminating releases to Hooten
Gulch, which would result in the complete de-watering of Hooten Gulch during much of the year. The
impacts of de-watering Hooten Gulch, as set forth in your DLSA, on riparian habitat and the species that
use that habitat (which include endangered species) is cause for great concern among the ADU members.

The de-watering of Hooten Gulch would also result in the de-watering of the Abbott ditch, unless PG&E
makes provision to otherwise provide water to the head of the Abbott Ditch. Dewatering the Abbott Ditch
would entail additional significant environmental impacts which were not recognized in the DLSA. The
DLSA does not discuss that the water in the Abbott ditch has created and sustained a large riparian habitat
area in the South Cow Creek valley for over 100 years, in addition to supplying the ADU with their
adjudicated water right. This robust habitat associated with Hooten Gulch and the Abbot Ditch, which
includes hundreds of acres, would be lost with the decommissioning plan presented in your DLSA. An
agreement on continuing artificial flows via Hooten gulch and into the Abbott ditch system is imperative in
order to avoid this huge environmental loss.

The DLSA needs to better inform decision-makers and interested parties about these impacts, and give
them the opportunity to consider alternatives to the DLSA which would better address these environmental
impacts. Recognition of these impacts in the DLSA would also better inform and prepare FERC for the
development of NEPA compliance documents, and the development of appropriate alternatives to the
decommissioning plan proposed in the DLSA. An understanding of these impacts will also be needed for
the consultation required under the federal Endangered Species Act, since endangered species were
identified along Hooten Gulch. Indeed, the ESA compliance will require the preparation of a Biological
Opinion by either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries, and that opinion will determine
the need for mitigation for impacts on endangered species. Putting effort now into defining a
decommissioning plan which addresses these impacts will be less expensive and time-consuming that
deferring that work until the required NEPA and ESA compliance efforts.
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- - - - -

Anything less than what we set forth above will have severe impacts on the ADU water rights, endangered
species and habitat and would be a gross violation of the principles espoused in your public statements and
filings with FERC and in our view, would place the decommissioning process in jeopardy.

We look forward to continuing the dialogue with PG&E towards resolving this matter efficiently during the
FERC decommissioning process, and avoiding problems with NEPA and ESA compliance which will be
needed to ultimately implement a decommissioning plan.

To the extent you have any questions or comments, please contact our attorney Scott Morris and the ADU.

Sincerely yours,

The Abbott Ditch Water Users

CC: The Abbott Family
The Poole Family
The Farrell Family
The Jones Family
The Sabanovitch Family
The Stanton Family
The Tetrick Family
Scott Morris, Attorney, Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard
FERC Service List
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Comments from the ADU on PG&E Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project FERC Project No. 606 DLSA

Decommissioning may improve riparian habitat, benefiting riparian-dependent birds,
amphibians, and other species. Perennial flows will no longer be released to Hooten Gulch,
and Kilarc Forebay, a local recreational facility, will be decommissioned. – Executive
Summary, top page ES2

Comment: The ADU feels that the de-watering of Hooten gulch will not improve riparian habitat, but
instead result in severe impacts not just to adjudicated water rights holders from the Abbott ditch system,
but also to a large area of robust riparian habitat in the South Cow Creek valley. This riparian habitat is
supported by the waters in Hooten gulch and the waters flowing from the Abbott ditch system over
hundreds of acres. The de-watering of Hooten gulch, and thereby the Abbott ditch system, would decimate
this habitat.

Following the decommissioning process, Hooten Gulch down to the confluence with South
Cow Creek would be returned to an ephemeral channel condition and artificial flows from
diversion of water to, and discharge of water from, the Project facilities into Hooten Gulch no
longer would occur. Water users who currently divert water discharged from the Cow Creek
Powerhouse into Hooten Gulch will no longer be able to do so. These water users will have
to develop alternate points of diversion. PG&E is consulting with water users potentially
impacted by the cessation of artificial flows to Hooten Gulch regarding the development of
potential alternate points of diversion. – Executive Summary, ES.3.8.3 Project Impacts
(Section E.3), Hydrology and Water Resources, page ES-12

Comment: The ADU is very happy to continue consultation with PG&E regarding the development of
potential alternate points of diversion to avoid the de-watering of Hooten gulch and the Abbott ditch
system. However, the DLSA overlooks the critical impacts to domestic water users from the Abbott ditch
system, agricultural water users from the Abbott ditch system and the extensive and robust riparian habitat
supported by the flows in Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch system. Proper assessment and portrayal of
these impacts in the DLSA would help to demonstrate that continuing uninterrupted releases to Hooten
Gulch would be a satisfactory resolution to these issues, and would help avoid more cumbersome
proceedings to resolve these concerns within the NEPA and ESA compliance activities. To state this
conversely, the failure of PG&E and the ADU and other impacted water rights holders to negotiate a
solution whereby artificial flows continue uninterrupted to Hooten gulch and the Abbott ditch system
would have such severe impacts that it must not be overlooked or understated in the FERC
decommissioning process.

Any impacts of decommissioning on existing water rights are appropriately addressed under
state law and not through the federal license surrender process. – Executive Summary,
ES.3.8.3 Project Impacts (Section E.3), Hydrology and Water Resources, page ES-12

Comment:While the possibility of state law and courts remedying impacts created by PG&E’s current
decommissioning plan is an obvious path, the more efficient approach would be to address the issues now,
given the state of information available regarding these impacts, and the ample time afforded to modify the
decommissioning plan. Continued negotiation and a satisfactory outcome, we believe, is within reach.
Ignoring this opportunity and attempting to ram-rod through an obviously flawed decommissioning
approach would be a wasteful and irresponsible course of action. It would also do irreparable harm to
domestic water users, agricultural water users and riparian habitat in the interim before the state law and
courts could intervene to remedy these impacts. Further, the water rights issues are related to potential
NEPA and ESA compliance issues, which will need to be addressed before any decommissioning plan can
actually be implemented, and failure to address the water rights impacts now may unnecessarily complicate
NEPA and ESA compliance. For these reasons, the ADU feels that a satisfactory resolution to water rights

20081107-5043 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/7/2008 3:15:36 PM

letter 7 4

7-07

7-08



impacts must be a pre-cursor to an appropriate decommissioning plan, and is therefore a valid component
of the decommissioning process.

Wildlife Resources
Most potential Project-related impacts to wildlife resources are the loss of habitat associated
with decommissioning Project features. Habitat for amphibians and turtles may potentially be
lost with the decommissioning of the diversion dams (i.e., South Cow Creek Diversion Dam)
and the Kilarc and Cow Creek Forebays. Additionally, foraging and nesting habitat for
raptors and nesting birds could be adversely impacted at the Kilarc and Cow Creek Forebays.
Bats could potentially be adversely impacted if they use Project tunnels or the Kilarc and
Cow Creek Powerhouses for roosting habitat. Decommissioning activities on access roads
could potentially disturb nesting birds. Construction activities could result in injury
(including as a result from noise) or mortality to amphibians, turtles, nesting birds, bats,
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and Pacific fisher. No impacts to wildlife are expected
from the decommissioning of the Kilarc and Cow Creek Penstocks. – Executive Summary,
ES.3.8.3 Project Impacts (Section E.3), Wildlife Resources, page ES-14

Comment: The current DLSA, with its plan to de-water Hooten Gulch for much of every year and thereby
the Abbott ditch system, overlooks the hundreds of acres of riparian habitat supported by PG&E’s releases
to Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch system. Were the impacts to this habitat and the wildlife it supports
to be properly taken into account, we believe that the current approach of de-watering the two systems
(Hooten and Abbott ditch) would be seen to have a much more significant impact than estimated in the
DLSA. In addition, the presence of endangered species along Hooten Gulch indicate that FERC will need
to obtain a Biological Opinion from either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries, which
will determine the need for mitigation for impacts on endangered species. Addressing these potential
impacts now seems more likely to develop a decommissioning plan which can actually be implemented,
rather than waiting to address the endangered species issues later in the process.

Botanical Resources
Project-related impacts to vegetation communities are not expected to be adverse and would
occur from temporary loss of vegetation associated with decommissioning of Project
features. Small seeps and wetlands would be affected, but no substantial impacts would be
expected. The mountain lady’s slipper population adjacent to the Kilarc Main Canal
consisted of two plants growing at the base of an above-ground reach of the canal, at the top
of a steep, bare slope failure. Decommissioning activities at this portion of the canal would
cause unavoidable impacts to this population, but the loss of a few individuals of a watch list
species is not considered an adverse impact. The population of big-scale balsamroot located
adjacent to the access road in the Cow Creek Development could sustain minor impacts, but
big-scale balsamroot could possibly be avoided. – Executive Summary, ES.3.8.3 Project
Impacts (Section E.3), Botanical Resources, page ES-14

Comment: Again, the current DLSA, with its plan to de-water Hooten gulch and thereby the Abbott ditch
system, overlooks the hundreds of acres of riparian habitat supported by PF&E’s releases to Hooten Gulch
and the Abbott ditch system. Were the adverse impacts to the riparian habitat that is now supported by the
releases properly taken into account, we believe that the current approach of de-watering the two systems
(Hooten and Abbott ditch) would be seen to have a much more significant impact than currently estimated.

Hydrology and Water Resources
No potential impacts are anticipated on hydrologic resources as a result of decommissioning
activities. Therefore, no PM&E measures are proposed. – Executive Summary, ES.3.8.4
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Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement (PM&E) Measures (Section E.4), Hydrology and
Water Resources, page ES-19

Comment: The DLSA found that “no surface water impacts would be associated with returning the
[Hooten Gulch] channel to its natural flow regime” because Hooten Gulch would be “returned to an
ephemeral channel condition” (page E.3-5). This approach, which measures the impact by comparision
with a pre-development condition and not by comparison to the current condition which has existed in
Hooten Gulch for about 100 years, essentially masks that there is a significant surface water impact in
Hooten Gulch. That significant impact will ultimately need to be recognized in NEPA compliance needed
to implement the decommissioning plan. If the proper measure for impact in Hooten Gulch were used, and
the Abbott ditch systems long-standing reliance on the PG&E releases to Hooten Gulch were properly
taken into account in the DLSA, then the impacts to hydrology and water resources would be clear.
Protection and mitigation of the impacts foreshadowed by the current DLSA should include the impacts to
domestic water users, agricultural water users and extensive impacts to riparian and possibly endangered
species habitat over the entirety of the Hooten gulch and Abbott ditch system.

7. Name and address and address of every other political subdivision or other entity in the
general area of the Project that there is reason to believe would likely be interested in, or
affected by, the surrender application:
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Redding Branch
415 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 100 Redding, CA 96002
Shasta County Air Quality Management District 1855 Placer Street, Suite 101
Redding, CA 96001
California Department of Fish and Game 601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96002
CalFire 875 Cypress Avenue
Redding, CA 96001
US Army Corps of Engineers 152 Hartnell Avenue
Redding, CA 96002
California State Parks P.O. Box 2430
Shasta, CA 96087
US Fish and Wildlife Service 10950 Tyler Road
Red Bluff, CA 96080
NOAA Fisheries 777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
US Fish and Wildlife Service 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825
Bureau of Land Management 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-1834
Sacramento, CA 95825
California Department of Water Resources 901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
California Water Resources Control Board 1001 I Street, 14th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
National Marine Fisheries Service 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
National Park Service 1111 Jackson Street
Oakland, CA 94607
- Initial Statement, Statement Pursuant to 18 CFR § 4.32, page IS-6 – IS-7 

Comment: Despite ongoing consultation between PG&E and the ADU, the ADU is omitted from this list
of “… other entity/[ies] in the general area of the Project that there is reason to believe would likely be
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interested in, or affected by, the surrender application:.” The surrender application, or more precisely the
current DLSA is the only official document that describes the severe impacts to the Abbott ditch system,
Hooten gulch and the habitat of the South Cow Creek valley. The ADU holds adjudicated water rights that
have been inextricably linked with PG&E’s non-consumptive use of the same water for power generation
over more than 100 years. Leaving the ADU off of this list is an obvious and glaring omission of an
interested and affected party.

E.2.2.5 Water Use
Water is diverted from the springs and creeks of the Cow Creek Watershed to serve
agricultural, domestic, and power production needs. Many of the diversions use unlined
canals to convey the water from the springs and creeks to the places of use.
PG&E diverts water from Old Cow Creek and South Cow Creek into mostly unlined ditches
for power generation. Its use is non-consumptive, as the water is returned to the creek after
passing through the Kilarc and Cow Creek powerhouses, respectively.
[…]
The Cow Creek Development diverts water from Mill Creek and South Cow Creek. The
water is conveyed by a mostly unlined canal to Cow Creek Forebay and then into the Cow
Creek Penstock where it drops 715 feet to the Cow Creek Powerhouse before returning to
South Cow Creek through Hooten Gulch. Approximately 4 miles of South Cow Creek are
affected by this diversion.

Comment: The omission of the Abbott ditch system’s diversion from the Cow Creek powerhouse’s
tailwater before its exit from Hooten gulch back into South Cow Creek must be remedied. This section of
the DLSA states that PG&E’s use of the water is non-consumptive and the waters are returned to the creek,
but omits the fact that the Abbott ditch system has diverted its water rights for consumptive use of that
same water for domestic and agricultural uses. Also, the water flowing in Hooten Gulch and the Abbott
Ditch is also used by riparian habitat. Clarification of these water uses to all parties of the
decommissioning process is imperative for a full and complete understanding of the project
decommissioning impacts, and the development of a decommissioning plan that addresses water rights and
environmental impacts. To date, on site visits, more than one participant has commented that they cannot
gain a clear understanding of the water use situation from the documentation alone, and it is only after a
site visit that the situation becomes clear.

E.2.2.6 Water Rights
[…]
Hooten Gulch Water Users
Cow Creek Powerhouse currently discharges water into Hooten Gulch, which flows into
South Cow Creek. Releases into Hooten Gulch are artificial flows; but for PG&E's
powerhouse releases into Hooten Gulch, there would be minimal natural flow in Hooten
Gulch.
An irrigation diversion known as the Abbott Ditch also diverts water from Hooten Gulch.
Pursuant to an adjudication of the watershed, Abbott Ditch water users are entitled to divert
13.13 cfs from the natural flow of the east channel of South Cow Creek below the confluence
with Hooten Gulch (and not from Hooten Gulch itself). In addition, a mini-hydro facility
known as the Wild Oak Development, with a generating capacity of 110 kilowatts, has
operated since 1984, and takes water from Hooten Gulch for power generation. Upon
decommissioning of the Cow Creek Development, there will no longer be artificial flows in
Hooten Gulch.
Local Well Users in Vicinity of Kilarc Forebay
There are 11 wells in the vicinity of Kilarc Forebay. PG&E contacted well owners to
document existing well conditions, but has currently received no responses.
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Exhibit E: Environmental Report, E2. Affected Environment, E.2.2 Hydrology and Water
Resources, E.2.2.5 Water Use and E.2.2.6 Water Rights, pagesE.2-14 through E.2-17

Comment: Given PG&E’s historical generation of hydropower through the non-consumptive use of the
same water that the ADU have diverted downstream to meet consumptive needs, and PG&E’s measures to
ensure continued and uninterrupted water flow to the Abbott ditch during times when the powerhouse was
offline, the ADU has developed a reasonable reliance on those releases to Hooten Gulch. The complete de-
watering of Hooten Gulch is a severe impact to the Abbott Ditch water conveyance system that supplies
water for agriculture, and for at least two households that rely on the Abbott ditch for domestic water (one
via direct pump extraction and another via a shallow well fed via surface waters from the Abbott ditch).
Finally, the actual adjudicated diversion point is under investigation due to anomalies in the description of
the diversion point in the adjudication and terrain changes at the historical diversion point on South Cow
Creek during the more than 100 year period that the diversion point has not been used in favor of the
diverting PG&E releases to Hooten Gulch.

E.3.2.3 Evaluation of Water Rights & Use
Any impacts of decommissioning on existing surface or ground water rights are appropriately
addressed under state law and not through the federal license surrender process. Upon
decommissioning the Project, PG&E will abandon its water rights. As a consequence, water
will no longer flow through project conveyances and artificial flows created by discharge
from the South Cow Creek Powerhouse to Hooten Gulch will no longer occur. Similarly,
water that is currently diverted from Old Cow Creek via the Kilarc Forebay and Kilarc Main
Canal and discharged through the Kilarc Powerhouse back into Old Cow Creek will no
longer occur.
The Wild Oak Development and the Abbott Ditch water users who currently divert water
from Hooten Gulch will have their ability to do so reduced. However, their water rights will
not be affected. If these users wish to divert a water flow greater than the natural flow from
Hooten Gulch, they will need to develop alternate points of diversion. PG&E is consulting
with water users potentially impacted by the cessation of artificial flows to Hooten Gulch
regarding the development of potential alternate points of diversion.
The groundwater wells in the vicinity of Kilarc forebay do not have water rights to any
artificial recharge water that may occur from the Project. However, PG&E will consult with
any well owners who claim post-decommissioning effects on well levels or yields from
discontinuation of the artificial flows regarding alternatives.
Exhibit E: Environmental Report, E.3 Project Impacts, E.3.2 Hydrology and Water
Resources, E.3.2.2 Evaluation of Hydrologic Impacts in Hooten Gulch, and E.3.2.3
Evaluation of Water Rights & Use, pages E.3-4 – E.3-5 

Comment: The ADU believe that a more complete and accurate portrayal of the consumptive use of the
water that PG&E releases from its South Cow Creek powerplant would better meet the intent of the process
to allow FERC to consider impacts associated with the decommissioning process in its decision process. .
The ADU believes that the FERC process intends, and rightly so, to examine impacts resulting from the
cessation of water flows to domestic users, agricultural users, and large areas of riparian habitat that are
used by endangered species. All of these impacts would result if the current DLSA were implemented. It is
our strong conviction that the FERC process envisions addressing such impacts in the DLSA, and by doing
so avoiding more complicated NEPA and ESA compliance efforts, and reducing the need to address such
impacts in less efficient and more costly proceedings in state or federal courts.

E.4.2 Hydrology and Water Resources
No potential impacts are anticipated on hydrologic resources as a result of decommissioning
activities. Therefore, no PM&E measures are proposed.
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Exhibit E: Environmental Report, E.4 Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Measures,
E.4.2 Hydrology and Water Resources, page E.4-3 

Comment: As discussed earlier, the reported lack of impacts results from: (1) measuring impacts based on
predevelopment conditions rather than the existing environment; and (2) not considering the associated
impacts to the Abbott Ditch. In fact, there is a significant impact associated with ending PG&E releases to
Hooten Gulch and the Abbott ditch system. Protection and mitigation measures should be included to
avoid the impacts to domestic water users, agricultural water users and extensive impacts to riparian and
possibly endangered species habitat over the entirety of the Hooten gulch and Abbott ditch system.
PM&E Measure AQUA-8: Discontinue Cow Creek Powerhouse Operations in Spring
PG&E will discontinue Cow Creek Powerhouse operations in the spring when natural flow is
present upstream of the powerhouse, so that Hooten Gutch will become dewatered as the
natural flows subside. . – Executive Summary, ES.3.8.4 Protection, Mitigation, and
Enhancement (PM&E) Measures (Section E.4), Aquatic Resources, page ES-22

Comment: Application of this PM&E measure to Hooten Gulch treats the transition to an ephemeral
stream as the impact to be mitigated. As discussed earlier, the significant impact is actually the change
from the existing perennial stream (which supports habitat, wildlife including endangered species, and
agricultural and domestic water use by the ADU), and this measure does nothing to mitigate that impact.
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 SOUTH COW CREEK DIVERSION DAM

1. Get the facts correct on dam crest height, maximum dam height, and maximum sediment depth. 

2. Recognize that for 1000 feet upstream and downstream of the dam that the average natural slope of 
the canyon bottom and the creek is relatively low at less than 2 degrees, with large rock formations 
and boulders defining the banks.  Exploit that information from the 1907 dam easement deed that  
constrained the dam crest to be no more than 6 feet from the then existing creek bottom. This 
basically says the original thalweg was approximately 6 feet below the present crest of the dam 
because based on the canals and old concrete structures,  there is no evidence that there has been a 
change in the dam crest over the last 100 years. 

a. Therefore that additional creek bottom sediment accumulated behind the dam has a 
maximum depth on the order of 6 to 7 feet that decreases to nothing as one moves about 450 
feet upstream as per the Geomorph studies in Appendix G. 

3. Similarly for about a reach of 30 feet downstream of the dam, the inverse of (2) above has occurred 
because of the hydrodynamic fluid forces from the dam spill, everthing has been scoured to bedrock 
that is now about minus six feet from the original natural slope.  Furthermore there are NO 
remaining large and medium boulders in this region. 

4. With just the relatively small material (gravel) in the sediment above the dam, simple uncontrolled 
transportation downstream of this material into this region does not appear to be a very optimum 
technique to achieve geomorphic stability and no bank erosion, especially on the north side of the 
canyon.

5. The North bank has the highest probability to have erosion problems just due to the natural direction 
of flow at the dam. 

6. Importing  a few large boulders, to replace those that have been removed by man, or unnatural 
hydrodynamic forces; specifically to recreate a stable natural slope up against a lowered retaining 
wall on the north bank, and in the region where the dam will be removed, can address points 3, 4, & 
5  above. 

7. It needs to be recognized that before removal of the dam,  that main canal intake can be shut off, and 
most of this intake structure then first reduced to about the dam crest height. In essence this area at 
the start of the main canal first goes back to be similar to what it was before the fish ladder and 
screen was built in 1983.   This area could then allow from FERC Road “A” heavy equipment 
ingress/egress  to both below the dam and above the dam. That dam material such as sheet metal 
panels could then also be egressed via road “A”. 

8. Less than 150 to 200 feet of South Cow Creek has to be de-wetted to remove the dam.  A siphon or 
pipe from the Mill Creek canal can wet the Creek about 40 feet downstream of the dam at greater 
than 5 cfs.  The bypass for the main creek flow can be very similar to that used in 1989 when the 
dam was replaced except possibly that 30 inch diameter pipe coming from the upstream coffer dam 
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wants to extend thru the Intake works.  The main bypass flow would then travel about 100 yards 
down the main canal to where it would be returned to the creek via spillway #1 that can be opened to 
the bottom the canal.  With such a small section of the creek de-wetted, fish rescue between the 
coffer dam and diversion dam, and in the scour pool below the dam would be relatively quick and 
easy.  Work  (dam removal, new thalweg shaping, bank re-building at the dam) in the de-wetted area 
would be from the north bank toward the south bank.

9. In the above suggested sequence for access and work, none of the now existing creek banks are 
crossed or disturbed by heavy equipment except literally right at the dam location itself (less than 20 
feet of bank).  Sediment may be displaced and pushed up against the banks themselves when 
creating the new pilot thalweg, but the existing banks and all their riparian vegetation is not 
disturbed.

a. It is suggested that the target height of the pilot thalweg at the dam be about 1552 feet msl  
elevation or about what it was 100 years ago.  It is also suggested to leave the pair of 3.5 feet 
high cutoff walls in place underneath the re-graded sediment as an erosion insurance measure 
that creek bed at bedrock level does not ever try to walk up stream from the scour pool which 
could cause significant undesirable erosion at the stream banks.   

10. A proposed removal sequence for the mill creek works, Cow Creek dam and main canal intake needs 
to be proposed in the SLA.  That sequence determines the access requirements.  The pros and cons 
of just using Road “A” on the south canal wall that comes down to the main canal berm versus 
proposing to work outside of the Project boundaries and deeded easements on the North canyon wall 
needs to be quantified accurately; including the true grades involved, and potential negative 
environmental impacts.  Obviously Road “D” makes the best day to day construction personnel walk 
in access from a staging area on the PGE lands, to that area above the dam, and then down the stairs
to the dam.        
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Davis Hydro’s PG&E’s
Comments DSLA

Page 1/20 November, 2008

Comments by Davis Hydro

on the

PG&E Draft License Surrender Application – September 2008
FERC Project 606

Introduction

Davis Hydro is pleased to be asked by PG&E to comment on their Draft License
Surrender Application (DLSA). This document puts forward one of many alternative
facility dispositions1 not yet suggested or studied by PG&E within the NEPA context.
Under NEPA, all reasonable alternatives to the proposed activity have to be considered.
To ground and add reality to our comments, we will compare the DLSA with Davis
Hydro’s Reconstruction (DHR) alternative when appropriate. Other alternatives could be
pursued; the proposed Davis Hydro alternative is one of many alternatives that could
meet fisheries and community goals more effectively and at less cost to all.

Davis Hydro presents for comparison an alternative to the proposed action –
notably to have PG&E meet the fish restoration and community objectives by having a
new owner/operator for the facility. This DHR proposal, which addresses only the Kilarc
facility, is close to the conceptual do nothing/no action alternative wherein PG&E would
leave the facility in place. At this point in time, PG&E could: proceed on its planned
DSLA alternative, do nothing leaving an opportunity for a new operator to take over, or
collaborate with new operators to continue operations for fish and communities benefit.

The following two sections comment on PG&E’s DLSA alternative by comparing
and contrasting it to a simplified DHR alternative put forth earlier this year by Davis
Hydro and the community of Whitmore. This comment does not espouse that PG&E
should adopt or comment on the DHR alternative; it is used here to show how PG&E’s
significant environmental impacts could be remediated by studying and following such a
course. Nor is the DHR alternative presented here for discussion; only the points that are
directly applicable to illuminate deficiencies in PG&E’s draft and underlying approach
are included. A short summary of the DHR is included in Appendix A and a complete
description is on the reference section of the WWW.kilarc.info website. Other less
substantive notes and comments on the DSLA are in Appendix B.

1 Specifically, we will not address the exact legal structure that can most effectively address the different
alternatives. Clearly, cooperation of PG&E will be of great assistance to producing a solution that will
most profit all concerned, including the fish.
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Davis Hydro’s PG&E’s
Comments DSLA

Page 2/20 November, 2008

Background

As background to this evaluation, one has to consider that there is a large human
population which has built in the area that may easily not have done so had the Kilarc
facility not existed. The analysis of alternatives must recognize that there are human and
wild-life populations that are fully adapted to the present conditions. The town of
Whitmore and the surrounding community have been built partly because of the
amenities provided by the Kilarc facility, and both people and animals have come to
depend on current conditions. This is unlike the normal “do nothing/no action”
alternative where the “natural conditions” have no human population developments or a
natural environment that has adapted to the facility over the past 100 plus years. To
suggest that the community that has grown up around the Kilarc facility should just
disappear – or unbuild itself is unrealistic. The disposition of the Kilarc facility must be
evaluated from the existing condition for both humans and wildlife, and since we are
talking about Green power, for listed endangered species and national and global effects.

This review of the DLSA starts with a section describing some of the unmitigated
impacts of the Kilarc facility, and for contrast, in the last section shows how another
alternative – such as the Davis Hydro Alternative will better serve the environment, the
fish, the community and PG&E’s ratepayers.

The Unmitigated Impacts of the DLSA

The unmitigated impacts are divided into the following six areas – each of which
constitutes an important environmental effect that needs to be studied under various
alternatives. It is recognized that the endangered fish in the area are of critical
importance, and as potentially endangered species carry considerable weight in
FERC/NEPA alternative decisions2. Therefore, although there is some ambiguity about
whether steelhead are an endangered species, we will treat them as such here and focus
on these fish. However, in the future they may not be classified as endangered and other
factors become important, so they are addressed both in the DLSA and here.

1. Fire

Fire risk will increase in the area due to the loss of high elevation/local water
supply that allows easy, rapid ferrying of water down to a fire by helicopter. Removal of
the Kilarc reservoir at its local high position over the community will have an effect on
the town of Whitmore and the surrounding area that has come to depend on this gravity-

2 See for example paragraphs 5 and 6 of the 7/1/08 FERC Order rejecting requests for stay and Motion to
Amend Surrender Order re FPL Energy Maine Hydro, LLC's Fort Halifax Project under P-2552. This
Project is somewhat similar in its process to P-606, but is missing an alternative that exists and can protect
and enhance endangered species.

20081110-5006 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/8/2008 8:14:59 PM

letter 12 4

12-05

12-03

12-04



Davis Hydro’s PG&E’s
Comments DSLA

Page 3/20 November, 2008

favored water. This community cannot move or easily adapt to the loss of this fire
protection, so the effect is unmitigated.

It might be argued that PG&E is not obliged to provide fire protection to the
community or environment that has built up around the project3. Undoubtedly this is
true, but the loss of this protection will have a long term effect nevertheless, and is an
impact of the proposed DLSA demolition alternative. It remains impossible to mitigate
without maintaining the forebay and the surrounding trees cleared for easy helicopter
access.

The effect on the fish will be more profound. Fire is a major identified stressor on
fish in the area. The fire runoff is chemically very alkaline and full of ash and fines. The
loss of soil from fire fills the streams with fine ash and fines that destroy habitat for
several years, and the residual load of fines persist long after the fires, negatively
impacting anadromous fish downstream in the fish habitat beds of the Cow. While there
is always a risk of fire, the differential probabilistic loss of fire protection to plants,
wildlife, and primarily for this analysis, the fish will have a negative effect on all species
of concern.

2. Recreation

Fishing recreation will decrease, as there is no other similar public facility for
many miles. This facility – with its views, fishing, and ambiance is difficult to compare
to any other, but suffice it to say, everyone who uses it – and people who come many
miles to do so, prefer its ambiance to any other closer site. To suggest that people can
check PG&E’s website and go elsewhere is simply not equivalent. Many of the people
who live in and near the Kilarc facility are there for the recreation, and to offer a remote
substitute is neither equivalent nor environmentally responsible as the increase in travel
to alternative sites will increase pollution from traffic, destroying proximate recreation
and our environment.

The magnitude of this unmitigated local impact can be calculated in several ways,
first by the relative value of housing in the area relative to more remote but similar
housing, i.e. this is because people move/retire/build houses near their recreation site.
Separately, one can estimate the value from the fishing density and the effects and costs
of distance people have traveled to this site. The economist would also add to this the
real, and option value for aesthetic enjoyment of the site by non-participants, and other
residents of our environment affected by the loss. The sum of these effects gives in
monetary terms the value of this site is lost to the human population – the effects on the
wildlife through the destruction of existing habitat – especially wetlands will be
profound. Since this site is unique, and highly valued unless an equivalent one is
provided by PG&E, the recreation impact remains profound, but essentially unaddressed
and unmitigated in the DSLA.

3 This is different from P-2552 in that the town of Winslow did not grow up dependent on the water for fire
protection.
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Is PG&E legally obligated to provide fishing forever in the Kilarc Reservoir?
This is unlikely, however, in the comparison of alternatives, demolition of this wonderful
facility would weigh heavily against its demolition relative to any alternative such as the
(DHR) that would leave it operating as it does now.

3. Handicapped Fishing

More acute than the recreational impact on the Northern California population as
a whole, is the value to the handicapped population. This is the most spectacular
handicapped trout fishing known in northern California. Handicapped fishing will be
impacted, as there are no other similar facilities for handicapped/wheelchair fishers.
True, the number of handicapped participants is smaller than the general fishing
population, but the calculation of the impact of the demolition of this fantastic resource is
heightened for a smaller human population by acuteness of need, appreciation, and
scarcity (or in this case lack) of comparable sites.

Under the DLSA it is not possible to mitigate this loss without constructing a
nearly identical facility with similar sweeping views of three mountain ranges. Again,
PG&E may not be legally required to maintain this facility for the handicapped, but in
evaluating alternatives, PG&E might consider economical alternatives, such as the DHR
plan, that would maintain the facility. If the demolition alternative is pursued, a minimal
surrender condition would be to provide a equivalent recreation facility

4. Wetlands

There are wetlands in numerous areas of the facility that will be impacted by the
DSLA plan. These include wetlands:

� surrounding the forebay,
� That have been created down the hill, north of the forebay by the outflow from the

steady leakage and occasional use of the forebay overflow,
� along the canal – primarily from leakage but also in the pools and riffle areas in

the unlined sections,
� those that have been created and are maintained by the small and large flows from

the drainage gates4, and
� along the unlined and leaky North and South Canyon ditches that have generated

wetlands sporadically along their lengths.

These wetlands provide a myriad of constructive uses and under California law
may be protected. The habitat created, fire protection, and hydropower are constructive
uses of these wetlands and diminutions of these services may be in violation of California

4 The fish return facility is going to take advantage of one wetland and its associated cover from the last
release gate near the trash rack. Leakage from this gate has created a year around habitat and wet area that
provides a pre-prepared channel and green corridor for the Davis Hydro fish release channel.
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law5. The loss of these wetlands is significant under state law and mitigated as a
surrender condition. Further, and more important in evaluating alternatives under Federal
law, any alternative action that does not support these wetlands creates a significant
unmitigated impact under state law. Any alternative must maintain or mitigate for them
and the services the wetlands provide.

5. Historical /Cultural

The whole Kilarc canal water delivery system is identified in the DLSA as an
important system that has historical importance that reaches back to gold mining days.
While the original wooden flumes are lost, their modern steel replacements6 provide
exactly the same function in the same places along the canal. Other than the metal
flumes, much of the rest of the concrete construction may be over 50 years old.
Removing the structure will remove a significant artifact of early engineering in
California. Finally, the first part of the canal was likely in place during gold mining days
with the original channels used for hydraulically mining the Old Cow. There are similar
existing channels on the North side of the Old Cow that were not modified during the
copper mining craze into the first section of the Kilarc Canal. The Cultural section of the
DLSA (page E.2-87-97) does not discuss the development of the canal and its
relationship to previous hydraulic gold mining canals in the bypass region of the Old
Cow. If it cannot be preserved, its relationship to the underlying mineralization should be
documented and given the research and treatment it deserves. Just removing the
structures with only an exposition and documentation of its heritage (as the DSLA has
done) leaves the draft incomplete, without an analysis of the alternative of leaving them
in-place.

In summary, the DSLA has made the historical record fairly clear, but the
application is for future actions, and these proposed actions have not been compared to
the viable alternative of leaving the structures in place and operating.

5 But not federal law. Since the PG&E controls the water, removal of that water will destroy the wetlands.
With the wetland gone, there is no wetland destruction – under Federal Law. This is quite different from
state law and is common sense. In California, under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act the
local regional water quality control plan may have a provision that requires the maintenance (or mitigation)
of a wetland once created for numerous reasons including water quality.
6 Replacement pieces and maintenance do not eliminate the historic value of a structure that still functions,
or this would deprive many buildings – from the Parthenon in Athens to any earthquake retrofitted building
in California - of their historic importance.
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6. Anadromous Trout

A focus of this discussion is the fish. The rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in
the area may become steelhead7 if conditions are right. Further, it is contended by the
fish conservation agencies that by increasing the water in the bypass through removing
the hydro under the DSLA, more steelhead will be produced. Therefore, ceteris paribus,
more steelhead would be produced by Kilarc removal, so that alternative should be
accepted irrespective of any other factors. The following is a discussion of that premise
and reasoning.

6.a. Bypass Fish Habitat

The removal of the Kilarc facility is driven by PG&E’s belief that they would be
required to put more water in the bypass for the fish. This may be a self-fulfilling
prophecy, if a scientific basis for such a “4e”condition is not required. The difficulty
here is that there is no evidence of the number of fish that will be produced if water were
returned to the bypass, either in absolute terms, or relative to an alternative proposal
similar to that put forward by Davis Hydro.

CDFG staff cites experience at Battle and other creeks where more water in the
bypasses has produced a large increase in fish, notably rainbow, and potential steelhead
behavior in those areas. That experience and finding is uncontested. However, in this
case, the habitat of the bypass channel is very poor for young rainbow habitat – worse
than the habitat available in the other rivers publicly cited especially for critical spawning
and juvenile life stages. To quote the DLSA (page E.2-18),

Old Cow Creek {in the by-pass area} is predominantly a {Rosgen} B2-
channel type downstream from the Kilarc Main Canal Diversion Dam.
Dominant bed material is overwhelmingly boulder, interspersed with
smaller bedrock sections.

And

The Old Cow Creek Project affected bypass reach is entirely classified as
cascade/step-pool. According to Montgomery and Buffington (1997),
cascade channels have a random bedform and are very steep, entrenched,
high energy streams. The step-pool is characteristic of steep-gradient
mountain channels that have short steep plunges punctuated by flats,
indicative of a stair-stepped bedform.

7 Rainbow trout and steelhead are the same species. The use of the endangered species act (ESA) here is to
preserve not a species – not even a subspecies - but rather a behavior of some members of the species.
Since one cannot tell which fish will migrate downstream to the sea and return – thus becoming a
steelhead- the ESA is being used to protect all habitat that contains rainbow trout where the physical
conditions might allow anadromy. While it is very unlikely that significant numbers will return upstream
into this bypass region, relative to resident and downward adult migrants, the emphasis at this site is to emit
as many juvenile steelhead as possible so that the straying behavior of the steelhead as it returns can be
utilized to increase steelhead behavior and populations across the Diaspora of the fish’s range.
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These pools could provide lateral habitat if there were sand or gravel sides.
Unfortunately they are mostly incised rock lined and boulder edged. This poor spawning
and juvenile habitat along with upstream migration barriers gives an opening for asking
which alternative will produce the most steelhead- facility removal, or Davis Hydro’s fish
spawning habitat initiative.

The serious question, and it is the question on which the DHR proposal is based,
is “will the increase in population in the bypass be more effective at steelhead restoration
than the actively managed steelhead spawning grounds proposed for the three Kilarc
canal habitat sections?” If study shows that the answer is yes, then PG&E’s DLSA is the
preferred alternative for steelhead. However, if the spawning channel of Davis Hydro is
successful, i.e. it creates more fish that the DLSA alternative, then it is the preferred
approach based on anadromous trout produced.

If PG&E’s DSLA plan goes forward there will be more flow in the bypass from
the water currently used by the hydro. This may increase habitat by some amount.
There, the productivity of any additional habitat created with increased flows may be
small or even negative due to the incised valley geomorphology of the bypassed region of
the Old Cow. Specifically, according to the soil transport analysis, increasing the flow in
the bypass reach will do nothing to increase sediment accumulation along possible habitat
areas8. Current evidence is a starting point for such a study: the poverty of habitat in the
bypass reach can be confirmed by site observations, and the report on the habitat
described in Appendix E of the DSLA and the discussion of this region in the Biological
Habitat Assessment (BHA). It can also be observed remotely in the pictures on the Davis
Hydro Web site9 and in the pictures presented in the BHA10. If it is revealed that the
DLSA proposed plan of demolition decreases habitat in the Kilarc bypass channel, it
might not be permitted to flood this critical11 habitat with water so long diverted for
hydropower.

In summary, the critical question in the evaluation of alternatives is whether the
natural stream channel – in this case, not in the case of the gentle South Cow or Battle

8 The steeper alluvial project-affected bypass reaches of Old Cow and South Cow creeks classified as
cascade/step-pool are supply-limited. This means that the transport capacity (ability to move sediment) is
much greater than the sediment supply (DLSA p. E.2-24). Thus increasing the transport capability further
with more flow may only exacerbate the denudation of the small amount of lateral bank generated habitat
material that exists.
9 There are two groups of pictures. The first, available in the picture section of the www.kilarc.info
website, show the reach sections that are accessible without serious rock climbing. The second group of
pictures is the high resolution, low altitude aerials which are available from Davis Hydro on request (they
are far to massive to post). A typical one is shown here. These are currently being used by Davis Hydro
for cover assessment, and formulating a possible attack plan on the Mongolian Blackberries over much of
the wetlands area.
10 Or, as was so eloquently put during a recent public meeting on the DSLA, “There’s no steelhead up there
{in the bypass} because they cannot get up there, and if they could, all they would find would be rock
bottom. They need gravel and there isn’t any.”
11 Critical habitat for Central Valley Steelhead was designated September 2, 2005 and includes portions of
Cow Creek and its tributaries (70 FR 52488) (DLSA p. E.2-41).
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Creek- will potentially be as fertile a habitat as is possible under the Davis Hydro
alternative. Thus a minimal criticism of this draft is that it fails to show that the
demolition alternative is preferable even from the narrow metric of steelhead production.
A minimal analysis for surrender should be the defense of this hypothesis.

6.b Downstream Steelhead and Salmon Habitat

The demolition of the Kilarc Canal will raise the water temperature below the
powerhouse and in the extensive salmon and steelhead habitat downstream of the
powerhouse. This is documented in numerous temperature measurements made by Mr.
and Mrs. Wetmore. It is also supported by the detailed observations reported in Exhibit E
of the DSLA (pp. E.2-39) and it is easily observed on any summer day with a
thermometer. The magnitude of the downstream temperature effect is undoubtedly small,
but – in contrast, may be very significant in habitat area determination12. The large
excellent salmon and steelhead habitat downstream of the powerhouse will be affected
incrementally by the high temperatures in the summer, and while the temperature change
in the Cow will be very small, its marginal effect when applied over the large and fertile
habitat shallows may be large. The magnitude of this habitat loss might be compared in
size and fertility to the paucity of spawning and juvenile areas in the bypass channel.

In summary, the loss of this fish habitat and thus fish from temperature effects
cannot be ignored. While the temperature effect is small, the fertility of the affected
spawning and juvenile habitat is very large and very temperature sensitive. This habitat
loss with project demolition is a significant unmitigated impact and should be studied as a
minimal analysis if fish habitat is of concern.

6.c Acid Rain

The effects of acid rain13 on salmonids are well documented and must be
mitigated if the demolishing alternative increases hydrocarbon emissions. Demolishing
this source of green power will engender substitution of fossil energy causing acid rain,
incrementally destroying large areas of steelhead and other salmon habitat. This is
unmitigated and cannot be mitigated by PG&E because they are already unable to acquire
green resource at any price to meet their mandated goals.

While acid rains importance to the fish seems to be a vague, and weak impact,
nothing is further from the truth when the tiny effect is integrated across the affected area.
We are now facing a massive global warming, with destruction of many fish resources
because of supposedly inconsequential “local” decisions of hydrocarbon usage. The
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration is charged with considering

12 See L. Thompson et al’s Research Paper Impact on Fish on the effects of temperature effects on trout
and salmon habitat in the lower sections of Cow Creek. This is available on the WWW.Kilarc.info
documents page as document KC0090.
13 It may constitute a significant take by PG&E in its net effect on rainbow. The effect of these rains are
national in scope and applicable across the whole of the Western steelhead habitat. If we are interested in
the effect on the steelhead as a pollution, then a national evaluation is warranted.
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these large effects and to adequately represent them when evaluating local decisions. We
would expect them here to fight to preserve what green power we have, for in this case
and many like it, the destruction of green power sources is assuredly killing our planet.

6.d Transient Habitat Impacts

The transient effects of demolition will not be from the small effect of the dam
removal, but also from the removal of the huge forebay and three miles of canal and
associated structures. The latter will put fines into the Old Cow for many years as the
loosened material runs off. This is a significant unmitigated impact in that these fines
will wash slowly downstream over many years mixing into gravel beds and destroying
their fertility. While the gravel may appear to remain healthy from the surface, with a
significant load of fines settling within the gravel matrix, there is a lowering of interstitial
waterflows and oxygen necessary for good spawning. This effect will not be in the small
area of the Old Cow, but continue downstream for many miles polluting the far larger and
more fertile salmon and steelhead habitat of the lower Cow Creek14. This is a significant
unmitigated impact, subtle in that it will take years to have an integral effect, but possibly
profound in its potential effect. The DLSA addresses the issue of runoff, but fails to
address the short and long term effects on the target fish. This analysis of incremental
long term silting and effects on downstream salmon and steel head habitat should enter
the balance calculus of what is best for the listed species.

6.e The German Ditch

In the original Decommissioning Agreement was a good-faith promise by PG&E
to return the water that they owned in the German ditch to the stream for instream (fish)
uses15. However, PG&E had already generously allowed others to use and become
dependent on this water, much like the town of Whitmore was built dependent on the
implicit generosity of PG&E for providing fire control, recreation, and minor industry to
the town with the creation of the Kilarc reservoir.

When the German Ditch users objected to the loss of the water, PG&E capitulated
and promised the water back to the current users of the water. CDFG has objected that
this denuded the original agreement of a major fish enhancement element because the
German ditch is on the South Cow Creek and is full of steelhead and late fall and winter
run salmon. The current actions and negotiations of PG&E are unknown. It may have
chosen to continue to abrogate this commitment to the fish by simply abandoning the
water right thereby de jure returning the water to the stream, but de facto allowing the
current users to continue use and diversion.

The losers in all this are both the ditch users and the fish, as the water will
continue to be diverted until the time that CDFG will require expensive screening and its

14 This is also different from the P-2552 cited decision ibid. In this case the removal of the facility will
have significant negative effects over very large spawning and juvenile habitat areas of the Cow Creek,
negatively impacting the key species we are trying to help.
15 See item 7.a. of the Decommissioning Agreement (on physical page 17)
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maintenance. This loss of fish is significant because the South Cow is currently well
populated with steelhead and salmon with extensive local and upstream habitat for both
species. The German Ditch constitutes a diversion of significant quantities of water and
is unscreened. Most of the downstream migrating steelhead and salmon are lost into this
ditch and thus the fields16. If PG&E continues on this course, the effects on the lack of
water for fish recovery will be profound. The negative effects of the loss of water from
the stream will continue to be large and this needs to be included in the mitigation
analysis.

6.f Genetics

The DLSA makes the point that historically, the Cow Creek watershed was and is
stocked with rainbow extensively. CDFG planted a variety of species since at least the
1930s, including Chinook salmon, steelhead, rainbow trout (of various strains), brown
trout (of various strains), and Eastern brook trout. In the 1990s, rainbow trout and
steelhead were planted in the streams and rainbow trout have been planted in Kilarc
Forebay (DLSA Page E.2-41). Since upstream passage of anadromous fish is difficult
(many say impossible17), this stocked indigenous population will persist into the
indefinite future as it is well adapted to the existing environment. This barrier is only one
of many and by no means the largest barrier in the bypass region18. This would preclude
any significant infusion of the anadromous genotype into the area now saturated19 with
adapted non migrating fish. Thus simply on the basis of the current conditions any
thought that steelhead behavior will be generated as the result of the hydro-removal is not
supported by the genetic content and physics of the region.

Unmitigated Impacts Summary

In summary, the PG&E Draft License Surrender Application (DLSA) correctly
lists many impacts and underlying challenges of the proposed action especially vis-à-vis

16 This is a large opportunity in that the South Cow is full of salmon and steelhead habitat and both species
are prevalent in the area.
17 Whitmore Falls had long been considered an impassible barrier to anadromous salmonids. CDFG and
NOAA Fisheries re-evaluated the barrier at Whitmore Falls in 2003 and now believe that this barrier may
be passable under unspecified high flow conditions (likely during wet years …). The reclassification of the
barrier at Whitmore Falls led CDFG and NOAA Fisheries to revise their management objectives for the
Project Area to include anadromous salmonids (DLSA p. E.2-42). However, this barrier is only one of
many and by no means the largest barrier in the bypass region. This would preclude any significant
infusion of the anadromous genotype into the area now saturated with non migrating fish.
18 CDFG identified a waterfall located 2.7 miles upstream of the Kilarc Powerhouse as a barrier to
upstream migration. This barrier likely precludes the use of the upper portion of the Project Area by
anadromous salmonids. It was determined that this 12-foot-high falls was likely to be impassable at any
flow. Additionally, a boulder cascade located 3.0 miles upstream of Kilarc Powerhouse (between these 12-
foot falls and the Kilarc Main Canal Diversion Dam) was assessed as a barrier at most flows. Eleven other
barriers were also identified within the Old Cow Creek bypass reach. (DLSA p. E.2-42).
19 Rainbow trout are the most abundant species in the Kilarc Development area. This species made up over
90 percent of the total number of fish at all sites sampled (PG&E Draft Biological Assessment 2007, as
quoted in the DLSA p. 2-43).

20081110-5006 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/8/2008 8:14:59 PM

letter 12 12

12-30 
CON'T

12-32

12-31

12-33



Davis Hydro’s PG&E’s
Comments DSLA

Page 11/20 November, 2008

the fish. Across the board, the Draft Application fails to adequately address the effects of
their actions. Further, since it is obvious that there are significant impacts, PG&E’s
ignoring the study of alternatives lengthens the time they operate the site under the old
rules20 while waiting for the FERC to require them to study the alternatives rather than
simply doing the studies as they originally suggested. This very delay has a profound
negative effect on the species by nature of the resultant inaction.

Davis Hydro’s Impact Mitigation Alternative

This comment on PG&E’s DSLA continues by discussing what could be done on
short notice to move to a new operator for the site; an operator who intends to base its
operations on fish restoration, recreation, site maintenance, and community involvement.
Speed is of the essence if we want to help the fish. The Davis Hydro alternative could be
started immediately with PG&E’s cooperation and if it were to be seen to be helping the
fish, we could have a Win (fish)-Win (fishing)-Win (community)- Win (PG&E cost)
solution at little cost to all concerned in very short order. Therefore, to facilitate that
discussion, we extend our comment on PG&E’s DLSA plan in the following section with
an alternative that could be put in place immediately.

The Davis Hydro Reconstruction proposal addresses all of the above unmitigated
impacts and makes provision to immediately start bringing environmental benefits far
beyond what is current practice. Thus, the DHR alternative can be thought of as
mitigations for all the negative impacts of PG&E’s DSLA and thus appropriate in a
comment on their DSLA. The previous section was organized as a list of some21 of the
impacts that PG&E demolition plan will cause. These will be discussed in the same order
as above.

1. Fire

Under Davis Hydro’s DHR alternative, the forebay will be retained as it is now.
The fire protection will continue to be provided by water availability in the forebay. This
is especially important in that the whole of the community of Whitmore has come to
count on that easily accessed large supply of water to protect them.

Separately important, is the protection from fire the forebay provides the target
fish in at least two forks of Cow Creek. Fire destroys forests in a way that it is followed
by severe runoff. Soil structure is destroyed, and the runoff becomes very alkaline. This
runoff does great harm to fish habitat downstream by filling any gravel spawning and
juvenile spawning beds with fines and toxic mud. The negative effects on the macro-
invertebrates, their food sources (insects in particular) and fish persist long after the fire,

20 The known record of similar annual license delays PG&E has been able to obtain to date is over 25 years.
21 There are others that are not addressed but which are similar including the effect on wildlife, migrating
birds, endangered species, property values to humans. While it is simple to say that the “natural conditions
are best” the inhabitants and their dwellings are highly adapted to the existing conditions, so that for them
“natural conditions” are the existing conditions.

20081110-5006 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/8/2008 8:14:59 PM

letter 12 13

12-35

12-32 
CON'T

12-34

12-36



Davis Hydro’s PG&E’s
Comments DSLA

Page 12/20 November, 2008

negatively impacting fish in the area for years after a fire with runoff pollution. This take
of fish and their habitat in the Cow by fire runoff should be considered in the analysis of
alternatives to benefit the fish.

In summary, Davis Hydro’s DHR plan offers the best fire protection for the
human, wildlife and fish populations in the area and by retaining the forebay, provides a
baseline for alternative comparison and a minimal basis for surrender conditions.

2. Recreation

2.a Fishing Continuity

Public fishing recreation will be maintained as it is now. This facility – with its
views, fishing, and ambiance will be maintained in the forebay area.

2.b Extension and Education

To better connect to the fishing community, Davis Hydro will build an
information kiosk near the trash rack and a series of public information boards that
describe the steelhead spawning efforts being undertaken in the canal. The public
education and outreach are a part of the DHR alternative to enlist the public in
maintaining the facility and understanding the importance of fish and water protection
measures. We intend to work toward an education facility where children can come for a
school tour that will include Green hydropower, recreation, and a real steelhead lifecycle
education showing the spawning22 and downstream migration in different seasons.

In summary, the DHR alternative will continue the recreation opportunities of the
area and extend them with a steelhead information component. The continuation of
existing conditions and the extension into fish and fish habitat education should eliminate
any mitigation issues. These would comprise minimal surrender or continued operating
conditions to meet fishing goals in addition to the fish stock/habitat enhancements that
are described below.

3. Handicapped Fishing

Under Davis Hydro’s DHR proposal, handicapped fishing will be maintained as it
is now with several additional informal maintenance measures instituted. Wheelchairs
can currently access the whole of the forebay in an informal manner that is reportedly
unmatched by more formal railed, tarred, handicapped facilities with few fish.

22 Unfortunately the rainbow spawn in the winter when it may not be possible to organize school trips due
to weather and school schedules. However, the seaward migration is the focus of DHR’s efforts and this
will occur in the spring. The spawning of brown trout can be easily witnessed in the Kilarc canal this
month (November) which should engage the kids. Unfortunately, Davis Hydro’s Reconstruction
alternative considers the brown trout to be predators and their propagation will not be encouraged.
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In talking to the handicapped users of the facility, in some areas the sides and
ground material are a little soft and in others rocks protrude and make access awkward.
The DHR plan includes an effort to remove most of the offending rocks and the paths
will be hardened in places with tapped decomposed granite to make wheelchair passage
easier.

In summary, the DHR alternative will slightly expand the current extraordinary,
popular handicapped fishing facilities, so loved and used rather than destroying them.

4. Wetlands

Since the DHA alternative leaves the forebay untouched, the wetlands will not be
changed significantly. Rather, at some sections along the canal, riparian fish habitat
pools will be built into the southern hillside of the canal and wetlands expanded into
small side passages where ground conditions permit. The northern side of the canal has
to remain free of trees to prevent leakage via old tree roots. Fish habitat expansion on
this side is limited by potential leakages and frost effects. The canal-side habitats and
drainage littoral areas are to be created on the south sides of the Kilarc, so there will be a
slight expansion of wetlands. These have yet to be designed and must be implemented in
concert with the reconstruction of the spawning beds and recognizing the permeability of
some of the soils.

Finally, the fish return facility joins an existing a long stream (unnamed) that
currently has an extensive wetland and riparian habitat. The riparian habitat from small,
seasonal and occasional flows leaves an extensive soil habitat where not choked by
Mongolian blackberries. The fish return passage will increase this to a wetland, making a
more robust, long riparian habitat23 running down the dry NW side of the piedmont. If
permitted, the Mongolian blackberries with be diminished using safe chemicals and
deciduous woody littoral cover will be encouraged. New steady flow will be provided to
create an easy downstream passage for seaward migrating fish.

In summary, by retaining the Kilarc, and greatly expanding wetlands, the DHR
alternative contributes to the needed inventory of riparian habitat needed in this area. In
the calculus of alternative evaluation the contribution of these wetlands to the
environment and specifically the food supply for fish has to be considered.

5. Historical and Cultural

The Eastern end of the Kilarc canal was an extension of older canal structures and
hydraulic mining waterways in the Old Cow. This early canal had wooden flumes, many
pieces of which can be seen in pieces down the hillside from the existing canal. Other
remains exist of canals, pits, shafts, and waste piles in the bypass region, as reminders of
the mining activity. The history of the canal and the very early use of the siphon to bring

23 Part of this small creek might be made and managed as a small side-channel natural spawning ground
and year around habitat. It is entirely on private land and fairly inaccessible. This is in the feasibility and
discussion stages at this point.
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water over from Canyon Creek are documented in the DLSA and are important artifacts
and should be preserved by continuing its use.

Currently the North Canyon ditch is in poor condition and falling into ruins from
lack of maintenance. The wooden flumes are rotting into holes and the ditch is washed
out24. Abandoning this facility may be a rational economic decision, but in that case, its
historical nature and engineering should be clearly documented for posterity.

The DHR proposal would make use of the North and South Canyon Creek waters
for two reasons: First, it will provide additional water for green power, and second, the
water will be warmer in the winter and will help moderate temperatures and icing in the
Kilarc Canal. In the summer, the water from the North and South Canyon is colder than
that coming down the Old Cow cooling the water in the canal (DLSA p. E.2-40). This
temperature moderation is beneficial for the fish, especially in the summer.

In summary, recommended surrender condition is to retain the Historical artifacts
of the water delivery system by using and maintaining them. This approach which has
water temperature implications and therefore fish habitat considerations differs from the
draft approach of the DLSA which is to document the remains then write them off as
unimportant and demolish them.

6. Anadromous Fish

6a. Bypass Fish Habitat

PG&E’s surrender results from a belief that they would be required to put more
water in the bypass for the steelhead fish. This may have been true, if it were left
uncontested by science and a careful examination of alternatives that might produce more
fish such as the one proposed here by Davis Hydro. In very simple terms, the following
elements are suggested for evaluation when looking at the habitat in the bypassed
region25:

� that the bypass region is not natural habitat in that there has been low water there
for over a hundred years, and second,

� until recently most of the bypass region has been difficult to access so people
have overlooked the fact that the bottom of most of the bypassed Old Cow
streambed is stone or large boulders with very little spawning grounds and limited
juvenile area. This PG&E plan will lead to only a small potential increase in fish
in the area.

24 Despite a recent FERC inspection report to the contrary.
25 See Davis Hydro’s photos taken Summer 2008.
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6.b Downstream Habitat

In the DHR alternative the cold water continues to flow from the powerhouse.
The impact of the loss of fish habitat downstream will be averted. Also under the DHR
plan additional cover is planned for the Kilarc Canal reducing the temperature in the
summer.

6.c Acid Rain

The acid rains that result from fossil generation are well documented and must be
mitigated since salmonids are sensitive to their effect. Demolishing this source of green
power will engender substitution of fossil energy to make up for the loss of green power.
This fossil generation will cause acid rain that will have a very small effect but
incrementally destroying habitat over very large areas of steelhead and other salmon
habitat.

PG&E stipulates that they can obtain green power elsewhere. That statement is in
direct contrast with their struggling to acquire the state-required amount of renewable
energy for their Renewable Portfolio Standard portfolio. The reality is that all possible
efforts are going to be made to acquire indigenous sources of renewable power, and
having to acquire more to make up for the loss of Kilarc will exacerbate this shortage.
Since every electric utility is now trying to acquire green energy, the loss of the Kilarc
will only be displaced by their retention of or building fossil generation producing both
acid rain and greenhouse gasses26.

In the DHR alternative, no mitigation is needed in that it is already producing
green power and this will continue uninterrupted if FERC permits. Since this site is
already mostly constructed, it has a much smaller construction impact than a new Green
energy plant - of any type. It is a very preferred source of green power – so long as
fisheries objectives can be met or exceeded – which is the intent in the DHR alternative.

6.d Transient Habitat Impacts

The transient effects of demolition will not be only from the small effect of the
dam removal but from the removal of the huge forebay and three miles of canal and
associated structures. This will put fines into the Old Cow for many years as the loosened
material runs off. This is a significant unmitigated impact.

The DHR plan will have some of the same impacts from the trucks on the road
and the footprints of the loaders, but the amounts will be far smaller as we are only
bringing in gravel and some cover materials. In the DHR plan there will also be some

26 This is true even if PG&E is able to just meet their goals. For in so doing they will have bought up and
prohibited other utilities from meeting their goals. Until the supply of green energy meets or exceeds
needs, the loss of the green energy from Kilarc will only delay the removal of fossil generation.
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trucking in, and moving around of gravels for the spawning beds, and this effect has to be
addressed. Most of the gravels will be screened from the sand gravel mixture at the east
end of the forebay where the large amount of the natural riverbed material now resides.
Since this material is local, the soils impact should be small.

6.e The German Ditch Enhancements

PG&E’s DSLA plan for the German Ditch has to be judged against possible
alternatives. The simplest of alternative metrics has to be an analysis of the total impact
on the fish. In the area of the German Ditch, DHR has proposed a solution27 that will
allow:

� continued water diversions – with some conservation efforts,
� monitored and maintained fish screening in the first 100 meters of the German

Ditch diversion, and
� actively managed informal upstream and downstream fish passage.

This approach will be discussed with all parties.

In summary, if PG&E is allowed to abandon their water rights in place as
proposed, the fish - a lot of anadromous fish - in the South Cow will continue to suffer.
Under the DHR alternative, with the cooperation of the German Ditch Association, we
may be able to supply the water needs of all users while screening, passage building and
conservation provide significant improvements to fish passage.

6.f Genetics

Both the DSLA and Davis Hydro are concerned about genetics. Currently the
whole area is saturated with fish that have not been selected from populations with
anadromy. For 70 years, the area has been seeded from Buckhorn down with fish
selected only on their size. This means that there may or may not be any fish in the
populations that are annually seeding the area that have any predilection toward
anadromy. Using this population as a basis for targeted sub-population restoration is
most likely to be inefficient or counterproductive at best.

Removing the Kilarc facility may not increase anadromy in that the area is
saturated with adapted non-migrating fish. Since it is difficult, if not impossible, for
significant numbers of fish to migrate upstream, and the forebay is seeded regularly with
fish not selected for anadromy, the potential for anadromy would only increase at a
maximum rate with the general rise in population – if any. More realistically, because
the resident healthy reproducing population is adapted to residency, the area may produce
little anadromy as it absorbs whatever genetic infusion is hypothesized.

27 A copy of a white paper discussing these ideas is available in the WWW.Kilarc.info documents here. At
this point it has not been discussed with the German Ditch users, this can be done if the aggregate saving of
fish from all sources associated with this action is of interest.
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In contrast to this “natural conditions” approach, Davis Hydro will address the
fish genetic dilution issue aggressively. With active management, Davis Hydro intends
to undertake an active genetic selection process seeding breeding fish in the area that
have a history of producing anadromy. How that will be accomplished is not clear at this
time, but DH plans to work with agency researchers and engineers alike to produce as
pure a strain as possible for cultivation at Kilarc. What is clear is that without an active
management program, the natural conditions will produce little anadromy due to the
unique conditions of the Creek.

Summary Comments

While the FERC may consider a License Surrender Application derived from this
DLSA, it must do so in the context of all reasonable alternatives. Thus, to respond to the
request for comments to PG&E’s DLSA, and its evaluation for completeness, we have
had to include a reasonable alternative. The intent is not to describe the DHR alternative
here (it is available in the Documents section of the WWW.Kilarc.info website) but to
show that preferred alternatives exist, and, with analysis and consideration, may be seen
as preferable to demolition for all participants in this process.

It is simply insufficient to say that “natural conditions are best” as a basis for non-
evaluation of alternatives, when they may easily not be. That statement is perhaps
generally true if man were not involved in the environment, but there is no scientific
evidence that it is true here. Further, a thorough review of the “natural conditions” may
reveal that (again in this unique case) the natural conditions in the Kilarc bypass channel
are not the best alternative for the restoration of the target fish.

Finally, this DLSA process and the delays on the obviously needed studies might
be considered a delaying tactic so that PG&E can continue to operate under the existing
rules. It is clear that there are significant unmitigated impacts, so a NEPA analysis will
be required. Pretending otherwise as the DLSA suggests serves only to delay the studies
extending operation of the facility. PG&E will not start the studies until ordered to do so
by the FERC at some point in the future. Then study completion will be extended as far
as possible pushing into the indefinite future28.

Nevertheless, within the context of responding to the inadequate DLSA
submitted, little can be said in that almost no studies of the impacts have been performed.
For comparison, Davis Hydro’s alternative I is discussed and shown to be superior on
every environmental count not including saving PG&E millions of dollars in demolition

28 See Exhibit C, page 3 for a proposed specific baseline of the lengthy schedule.
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cost. Finally, Davis Hydro is ready29 to start work on the reconstruction of the Kilarc
facility to support anadromous fish and produce green power.

29 There is the issue raised by Exhibit D: Cost (if taken over by a government agency). A book value of $5
million dollars in this Exhibit is mentioned along with a list of adders (a hundred year old asset bought
originally from a bankrupt company with a 15 year depreciation life must have some interesting accounting
to now be worth so much).

That approach is a sunk cost perspective, and irrelevant given the changing expected costs. Going
forward, PG&E is faced with a reported 14.5 million dollars cost to demolish, not counting a similar list of
environmental remediation, system effects, and adders since PG&E’s infrastructure (like the town of
Whitmore, and the surrounding environment) has adapted to the plant in place and operating. The expected
break-even cost to PG&E to have someone take over the facility should be between 14.5 million and 25
million dollars. However, as PG&E suggests, this is all speculative at this point since no constructive
arrangements have been suggested.
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Appendix A

A Summary of the Davis Hydro Reconstruction Alternative

The refined Davis Hydro Alternative I was released for discussion in June of
2008. All interested agencies, PG&E and others were forwarded a copy for comment.
The complete Alternative I is available in the reference material of the Davis Hydro
website at http://kilarc.info/Docs_Maps_Drawings/Documents/docs.htm as reference
document KC036j.

The Davis Hydro DHR proposal has as its core the continuation of the Kilarc
facility as it is now with a major exception. There would be an actively managed fish
spawning facility created in three sections of the Kilarc canal. The key innovation would
be a fish bypass facility that will screen off the forebay diverting small fish into a conduit
that would lead then back down to the Old Cow well above the powerhouse.

The Reconstruction would mean the addition of numerous features to the canal
including gravel, cover, and groins along with old woody debris to reflect natural
conditions. Operating flow changes, gravel maintenance, and screening changes would
go into effect to allow upstream migration from the forebay area and capture most of the
downstream migrants directing them downstream to the Old Cow rather than into the
turbine.

The Davis hydro proposal assumes only that PG&E will eventually be able to
“lock the doors and walk away” from the Kilarc (only) site retaining the obligation to
remove the site as they do now. However, no demolition of any Kilarc facilities will take
place. The only changes will be a new fish bypass facility and physical modifications to
parts of the canal to make them into first class spawning grounds.

The South Cow (not included)

Davis Hydro’s Reconstruction proposal does not address the South Cow facility
and makes no detailed comment on its disposition. Someone might be in a good position
to turn large areas of the South Cow into a fish restoration project. We believe with
active management that a huge increase in production of both salmon and steelhead are
possible along with a reasonable amount of hydropower, but that is not the subject of this
response.
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Appendix B

Other Comments and Notes on the DLSA

Initial Statement Page 4

“FERC issues a Notice of Ready for Environmental Analysis (REA)
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)”

Comment: FERC may not if unmitigated impacts are revealed, an EIS will be
required.

Initial Statement Page 5
Note: The Final License is unlikely to be filed in 2008.

Both these comment impact Exhibit C, Schedule

Map G-5 and all derived figures have some significant errors in Spillway #3 path
placement.
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Community Stakeholders 
info@savekilarc.org
or
c/o Carnley 
P.O. Box 177 
10471 Blue Mountain Ranch Road 
Whitmore, CA  96096 
calass@frontiernet.net

November 7, 2008 

Stacy Evans, Project Manager 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Power Generation 
Mail Code N11C, PO Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA  94117 

Re:  Written Comments due November 8 for PG&E to revise the DLSA and file the Final 
License Application with FERC 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

Members of the Whitmore Community are important stakeholders in the disposition of 
the Kilarc facilities upon PG&E’s license surrender.  We have repeatedly been ignored. 

Citizen comments and other attachments to this letter demonstrate the significant, 
unmitigated impacts of your proposed “Decommissioning Plan.” The concept for this 
plan was first introduced to us in March 2007 - after PG&E developed a March 2005 
agreement for signature by a group of stakeholders from which the community was 
excluded.  In September 2007, PG&E released a lengthy document describing your plan 
for review and comment.  PG&E then incorporated the same plan, without taking into 
consideration comments received by the community, into your “Draft License Surrender 
Application” dated September 4, 2008.  The plan, virtually unchanged since it was first 
conceived by PG&E, would be an unmitigated disaster for the Whitmore Community and 
is totally unnecessary. 

A majority of the community concerns were first raised at your public meeting in March 
2007, reiterated in September/October 2007 following the release of your plan to 
demolish valuable assets at great cost to us ratepayers, and continue to be completely 
ignored in your latest document. 

Our latest comments are cross-referenced to the totally inadequate analysis in your DLSA 
in the first attachment to this letter.  The attachment proves that there would be 
significant, unmitigated impacts of PG&E’s decommissioning plan.  These impacts 
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Written Comments on DSLA of Whitmore Community Stakeholders Page 2 
To PG&E November 7, 2008 

would be avoided by the feasible alternative to leave all Kilarc facilities in place for 
future use.  Our community, with support from Davis Hydro, is prepared to take 
responsibility for the facilities PG&E will abandon and fully address in so far as possible 
the fish issues.  The problem remains that PG&E is raising unnecessary obstacles to a 
win-win future situation. 

PG&E states that the net book value of the Project is estimated to be approximately $5 
million – and proposes to spend $14.5 million of OUR ratepayer money to destroy it.  It 
makes much more sense for PG&E to donate the facilities, and allocate ratepayer funds 
authorized by the CPUC to foster the success of future project benefits.  PG&E should 
NOT “be entitled to receive its net investment plus severance damages” (DLSA Section 
D.2 Amount Payable in the Event of Project Takeover).  PG&E should not be 
compensated because it cannot continue to operate the project cost-effectively.  PG&E 
should not be allowed to stand in the way of ratepayer and community interests. 

Significant, unmitigated effects of the proposed dismantling plan, that would be 
addressed by developing and selecting a project alternative as required under NEPA, 
include: 

� Loss of local recreation that is especially suitable for youth and handicapped 
� Destruction of a historic resource 
� Water supply impacts from loss of groundwater recharge to springs and wells 
� Loss of fire suppression capability puts our community and natural resources at risk 
� Downstream water quality impacts on endangered fish 
� Impacts to wildlife and natural resources, including wetlands and potentially 

endangered species 
� Potential hazard of dangerous wildlife seeking water on residential and ranch 

properties
� Deterioration of local economy and property values with disruption to ecological 

balance and community benefits that have evolved over 100 years with the project 

Steelhead trout would also benefit from the proposed alternative – it is NOT necessary to 
dismantle the historic Kilarc Diversion, Canal and Reservoir to save this endangered 
species.  The Proposed PG&E solution is based on returning fish to an area where they 
have never been seen, and will be very difficult to get to or grow in no matter whether 
there is hydro or not. 

PG&E indicated that you would not respond to comments provided verbally when you 
presented your latest document.  Therefore, 14 concerned local citizens attended a 
community meeting (see attached sign-in sheet) on October 29, 2008 to repeat concerns 
that we do not believe are adequately addressed in the PG&E document. One participant 
prepared for our meeting by preparing a written list of Pertinent Studies.  A dedicated 
note-taker summarized the issues as they were raised.  These concerns expressed 
repeatedly by our community are presented in the latter attachments. 
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Written Comments on DSLA of Whitmore Community Stakeholders Page 3 
To PG&E November 7, 2008 

Please do not ignore the community.  A win-win solution can be achieved if PG&E will 
leave Kilarc facilities in place and support the community even slightly. 

Sincerely,

Laura Carnley for 
Whitmore Community Stakeholders 

Attachments:  cross-reference of comments to DLSA statements and omissions, lists of 
pertinent studies and community concerns raised in October 29, 2008 meeting, sign-in 
sheet of meeting participants and signatures and comments of stakeholders who concur 
with this letter 

Enclosure:  Excerpts from DLSA Appendix L, Cultural Resources Report pertaining to 
recordation of Kilarc hydroelectric system (excluding the powerhouse), including report 
cover, two sequential text pages (unnumbered) and pages 1-30 of Department of Parks 
and Recreation Primary Record for Resource Name or #: 482-12-07H, Other Identified:  
Kilarc Canal 

cc: comments@kilarc-cowcreek.com
      "Evans, Stacy" SxEf@pge.com
      "Nevares, Steven" SAN3@pge.com

Kilarc-Cow Hydroelectric Project 
Draft License Surrender Application Comments 
c/o Darcy Kremin 
2300 Clayton Road, Suite 200 
Concord, CA  94520 

Filed to P-606 in FERC e-library 
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 Cross-Reference between PG&E Draft License Surrender Application 
and Community Stakeholder Comments 

General Comments: 

The DLSA reflects PG&E’s perspective and is not designed for easy reference by the 
community.  It was prepared to support PG&E’s assertion that its decommissioning plan 
would have no significant impacts on the community or natural resources. 

1.  The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise the Initial Statement 
found in the DLSA to include at a minimum two addresses in Whitmore for 
community stakeholders in Item 7. (currently on Page IS-6) Name and address and 
address [sic] of every other political subdivision or other entity in the general area of 
the Project that there is reason to believe would likely be interested in, or affected 
by, the surrender application:” The addressees should be Mr. Thomas Glenn Dye, 
original Chair of the Save Kilarc Committee with whom you are most familiar, and 
Ms. Laura Carnley, who is transmitting these comments on behalf of the Whitmore 
Community Stakeholders as described.  PG&E should also continue to utilize its full 
mailing list of community members who have requested additional information at 
any time from the beginning through the conclusion of the license surrender 
process.

PG&E could have made the DLSA much easier for the community to read and 
understand. DLSA Section ES.3.2 Contents is both informative and misleading.  It 
states that the application is composed of one volume, while the DLSA Table of Contents 
identifies the “List of Appendices” and their locations in Volume 2 and Volume 3.  
Section ES.3.2 identifies that the one volume contains This Executive Summary and An 
Initial Statement – and yet these are omitted entirely from the DLSA Table of Contents. 

2.  The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise its license surrender 
application to include the Executive Summary and Initial Statement in the Table of 
Contents.

The concerns raised by the community have NOT been addressed, and the burden of 
proof should not be on the community to determine PG&E’s rationale for dismissing 
significant issues.  The document, provided mostly on CD, is impossible for many 
community members to access, and cannot be understood without printing major 
portions.  To review PG&E’s analysis of a single issue, it is necessary to look in up to ten 
separate sections of the report, although most is found in the Exhibit E:  Environmental 
Report – for example, according to the table of contents, to review the Recreation issue 
for the Kilarc Development alone, a reader must locate pages E.2-98 through 100, E.2-
168 through 172, E.2-207 (a separate folder of figures on the CD), E.3-30 through 31, 
E.4-18 through 20, and E.5-14 through 15.  A total of 16 pages (or fraction) in six 
different locations (ignoring the table of contents, executive summary and actual project 
description).  Some issues also have additional information in appendices. 
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Cross-Reference between PG&E Draft License Surrender Application Page 2 
and Community Stakeholder Comments  

NEPA requires certain elements but it allows the environmental report to be organized in 
whatever manner facilitates analysis.  PG&E’s document could have been divided by 
topic issues and then put the affected environment, impacts, and mitigations together.  
The local public is primarily interested in the Kilarc Development, while private 
landowners with property abutting or provided water through the South Cow are 
interested in that development. 

3.  The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise its license surrender 
application to address the Kilarc Development separately from the South Cow (even 
if common information must be repeated in both sections), and group for each topic 
issue the discussions of affected environment, impacts, and mitigations, with all 
corresponding tables and figures. 

The concerns of Community Stakeholders in the other attachments to this letter were not 
adequately addressed in the DLSA.  The following discussion follows the order of topic 
issues used in the DLSA, and addresses together the deficiencies for each in the 
discussions of affected environment, impacts, and mitigations, with all corresponding 
tables and figures.  Some topics have been combined to avoid disagreement regarding 
where an issue would best be addressed. 

Topics 1 - 3.  Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water 
Resources, Geomorphology 

All of the area stakeholders rely on wells, or springs for their household water.  No study 
of ground water has been conducted since 1984 and the results were that it was marginal.  
Many homes have been added since that time.  It is unknown where recharge originates 
and, for example, there is no other apparent source of recharge besides Kilarc for Two 
Ponds.  It is unknown who and how much recharge depends on Kilarc. 

DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial 
Species Observed during 2003 and 2008 Surveys presents an incorrect alignment for 
Spillway No. 3 upstream of the spring-water supply for the residential property (there is 
no channel where it would in fact run uphill as the contour lines are correct).  It is 
impossible to accurately analyze the hydrology effects on either wells/springs or 
botanical resources, when the maps developed by PG&E don't accurately reflect the 
project facilities for water delivery. 

DLSA Section E.3.2.3 Evaluation of Water Rights & Use states: 
“Any impacts of decommissioning on existing surface or ground water rights are 
appropriately addressed under state law and not through the federal license surrender 
process.  […]  The groundwater wells in the vicinity of Kilarc forebay do not have water 
rights to any artificial recharge water that may occur from the Project.  However, PG&E 
will consult [regarding alternatives] with any well owners who claim post-
decommissioning effects on well levels or yields from discontinuation of the artificial 
flows.” 
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The above statements are patently FALSE – the federal license surrender process requires 
a NEPA evaluation.  The impacts to community wells ARE a direct project effect that 
must be assessed and to “consult” with well owners does not MITIGATE the problem. 

Reduction of groundwater recharge and yield of springs and wells upon which residents 
depend could occur due to removal of the Kilarc canal and reservoir and must be 
characterized as a POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT adverse effect for which mitigation 
must be defined. 

Reduction of groundwater recharge could also result in a secondary effect of subsidence, 
a POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on ground stability. 

Reduction of groundwater recharge could also result in a secondary effect on natural 
resources, including old growth trees and wetlands, a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on 
habitat. [Topics 6 and 7] 

The Kilarc Reservoir is a water resource available for helicopter bucket refilling to 
suppress wild land fires in the area.  The local fire company supports retention as this has 
helped in controlling numerous fires.  Removal of the Kilarc reservoir must be 
characterized as a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect for which mitigation must be defined. 

Topic 4.  Water Quality 

The community asserts, and has collected and shared data to prove, that the project 
reduces the temperature of water delivered to actual fish habitat in the lower reaches of 
Old Cow Creek after being held at higher elevation for longer in the canal, and then 
passing through the turbines that capture heat with the energy generation, even more than 
the 2 degrees centigrade (e.g. just under 4 degrees Fahrenheit) cited by PG&E. 

DLSA Section E.2.4.7  2003 Water Temperature Conditions  states that the 
“decommissioning” (e.g. proposed dismantling) “will eliminate any effect of the Project 
on water temperatures.”  In fact, the beneficial effect of the Project reducing downstream 
temperatures, by being eliminated, where “Temperature is a significant limiting factor for 
aquatic biota” will in fact cause a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect where “The Basin Plan 
objectives state that temperatures for cold or warm interstate waters are not [sic] be 
increased by more than 5-degrees Fahrenheit above natural receiving water temperature 
and NO [emphasis added] increase is allowed which impacts beneficial uses.”  This 
colder water has got to have an effect on the fish areas downstream. 

Topic 5.  Aquatic Resources 

To reiterate, this letter requests a focus on disposition of Kilarc Facilities independent of 
South Cow.  The community asserts that there are no studies showing that Steelhead have 
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ever spawned in the area above Whitmore Falls, a natural barrier well below the Kilarc 
facility.  Recent communication from Howard Brown of NMFS to M. Accituno of Entrix, 
July 16, 2008 states: “Critical habitat for Steelhead extends upstream to near the 
Whitmore Range Station and Whitmore Falls.” 

The community asks, what fish are currently in the by-passed reach?  Planted fish or 
native species? 

Local people have never caught steelhead, or observed any other fish to catch, in the by-
passed reach, as corroborated by descendents of pioneer families. 

Local people who have walked up the by-passed reach observe that there is already more 
good habitat in the ditch than up the creek, with rock gravel bottom in sections. 

DLSA Section E.3.5 Aquatic Resources identifies the threshold criteria to include 
“Create new, complete barriers to upstream fish migration” – which clearly will not occur 
when either removing or leaving facilities in place without creating any new barriers.
Another criteria is “Result in a level of mortality that substantially reduces the population 
of a native fish species, or negatively affects individuals of or the long-term persistence 
of populations of special-status fish species” – yet NO long term adverse effects, such as 
the increase in temperature in reaches downstream of the project, described in the 
preceding section, are identified, and the presumed long term benefits are not even 
identified, except by stating without justification “The removal of Project features and the 
cessation of diversions would return the Project-affected bypass reaches to a more natural 
state and is expected to result in long-term benefits for the aquatic species.  Water 
temperature results from 2003 indicated that decommissioning would lower water 
temperatures in the bypass reaches (see Section 3.4, Water Quality); therefore no thermal 
impacts to aquatic resources would be expected.” 

Conversely, there is no evidence that any of the threshold criteria established by PG&E 
would be violated by leaving project facilities in place, which is essential to addressing 
the SIGNIFICANT unmitigated effects of the proposed dismantling of facilities in many 
other topic areas as documented in this letter. 

Topics 6 and 7.  Wildlife Resources and Botanical Resources 

DLSA Section E.3.6 Wildlife Resources establishes the threshold criteria to include 
“Cause a substantial loss of foraging or breeding habitat.”  The dismantling of the Kilarc 
Forebay alone would cause such a loss. 

DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial 
Species Observed during 2003 and 2008 Surveys presents an incorrect alignment for 
Spillway No. 3 upstream of the spring-water supply for the residential property (there is 
no channel where it would in fact run uphill as the contour lines are correct).  It is 
impossible to accurately analyze the hydrology effects on either wells/springs or 
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botanical resources, when the maps developed by PG&E don't accurately reflect the 
project facilities for water delivery. 

DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial 
Species Observed during 2003 and 2008 Surveys clearly includes the botanical Big-
scale Balsamroot in the key.  A map with botanical data really belongs under Topic 7, not 
lost in this map for Topic 6.  This species never came up in a recent CNPS search (default 
search is a 9-quad search, being the target quad and surrounding quads).  A location of 
this species in Shasta County represents a significant habitat extension (it is not recorded 
anywhere else in Shasta County.).  It is a CNPS List 1B.2 species, a high rarity rating.
Pops up on DFG lists. 

4.  The Community Stakeholders want to know why PG&E’s biologists did not send 
in a record to CNPS for big-scale balsamroot. 

The community has observed that there is much wildlife that inhabits the Kilarc Forebay:  
Bald Eagles, Osprey, Swallows, Water Snakes, Salamanders, deer, and smaller animals.  
PG&E underestimates the impact, with fish providing food for Pelicans down in winter, 
as well as other migratory birds that pass frequently – Whitmore is a wildlife “restaurant” 
for migratory birds, swans, etc.  It is on the Pacific Flyway and is a small stopping place 
for Waterfowl.  Ducks have even raised their ducklings there and have been observed 
teaching them to fly.  Elimination of the Kilarc Forebay must be characterized as a 
SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on such wildlife habitat. 

The diverse wildlife makes Whitmore a very attractive place to live (for humans). 
Some species have already been disappearing since the 1960s, such as turtles and 
porcupines.

More habitat could be lost to wildfires, and trees could suffer for lack of water regardless, 
even though other species besides birds may be able to find other sources of water. 
The CUMULATIVE adverse effects of dismantling facilities as proposed by PG&E 
would be SIGNIFICANT. 

With the hydropower project in place, Kilarc has become a refuge and recovery area for 
endangered species that later came to the area, allowing room for populations to grow 
and disperse, where there is ample food even though it is not the traditional habitat area. 

The community asserts that the procedure for dismantling facilities will have a 
SIGNIFICANT adverse effect on some species such as bats that must be flushed out of 
the tunnel before it is closed. 

Synthesis of Topics 5 – 8:  Ecology.   

The community asserts that there has been no known impact on the environment (fish, 
wild life, riparian) in the 104 years of operation of the project.  PG&E fails to provide 
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any argument to the contrary.  Change to an existing, stable environment may result in 
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT adverse effects that PG&E has failed to even attempt to 
acknowledge.  PG&E has only surveyed resources for a total of 5 days which is 
completely insufficient to characterize ecosystems that depend on the project features. 

Topics 8 and 9.  Historical Resources and Archaeological 
Resources

The community comments only on the Historical Resource, which is entirely public 
information.  However, PG&E has stymied the assessment of its analysis by 
mischaracterizing historic resources as archaeological, and restricting release of the entire 
Cultural Report, presumably because of confidential location information for Native 
American Resources that has been buried in the same report. 

5.  The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E revise its license surrender 
application to address the Historical Resources separately from the Archaeological 
Resources, specifically releasing ALL non-confidential information in the Cultural 
Report (Appendix L) and more clearly cross-referencing in a single section of the 
DLSA (as requested in #3 above under General Comments), the findings and 
justification of the recorded features. 

The DLSA provides a nearly 5-page historical context for the project area, of which 2 
pages specifically address hydropower.  The community also identified that Kilarc was 
the third powerhouse established in the region to replace wood-burning smelters – the 
whole system is historically important to the development of Shasta County.  In the 20s 
through at least 1953, buildings adjacent to the powerhouse that have since been torn 
down served the local social life – and are not reflected in the short summary of the 
DLSA.  The GANDA Cultural Resources Report (which has NO page numbers on the 
footers – page referenced is opposite Figure 26; the table of contents indicates Figure 27 
is on the following page, but it is not) does identify that “Approximately 21 out of the 27 
buildings existing at the site in 1919 had been removed by 1997 (PG&E 1979; Camp, 
Dresser & McKee 1997:4-1).” 

The DLSA identified that “All resources identified within the APE were photographed 
and mapped with GPS equipment.” (Page E.2-91) and “A total of seven architectural and 
historical resources were identified within or adjacent to the APE.  All were recorded on 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) standard forms, mapped and photographed. 
[…] Table E.2.8.2-2 summarizes the architectural and historical resources described in 
this Draft LSA report.” (Page E.2-92 with tables on Page E.2-166 [labeled only as Page 
166 in the footer]; The Cultural Report identified as Appendix L to the DLSA was said to 
include confidential information and therefore was not released publicly.  A single 
hardcopy of the Cultural Report was provided to the Shasta Historical Society.) 

Page E.3-28 identifies the impact threshold criterion as “Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of architectural and historical resources recommended for 
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eligibility in the NRHP or the CRHR.”  Given that the Kilarc Main Canal does not even 
appear as one of the seven architectural and historical resources identified in Table 
E.2.8.2-2, it becomes impossible to evaluate whether the Kilarc Main Canal meets this 
criteria.  Nonetheless, the same criteria applies for archaeological resources (identified on 
page E.3-29). 

A review of Tables E.2.8-2 and E.2.9-2 reveals that the Kilarc Main Canal (Temporary 
Number 482-12-07H), that presently serves as the active water conveyance structure 
delivering up to 52 cfs to the powerhouse is listed only in the latter table of 
archaeological resources. 

6.  The Community Stakeholders request that PG&E explain why a functioning 
feature integral to its current hydropower generation was characterized as an 
archaeological resource.

A review of section E.2.9 of the DLSA reflects that NO historical context is provided to 
support the discussion of historic site types in this section, rather than the preceding 
E.2.8.  It is unclear why the Field Survey Results presented on page E.2-97 within section 
E.2.9 of the DLSA identify by number the features that appear to be indiscriminately 
assigned to either Table E.2.8-2 (the Kilarc Powerhouse [site 482-12-06H]) or Table 
E.2.9-2 (the Kilarc Inlet Canal and associated features [site 482-12-07H]) – except that 
PG&E does not propose to demolish the Powerhouse and would not be able to demolish 
the Kilarc Inlet Canal and associated features without mitigation if it were correctly 
characterized as eligible for listing and therefore a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect of the 
proposed decommissioning plan. 

Table E.4.9-1. Recommendations for Archaeological Resources Identified within the 
APE provides the first indication of which such resources were deemed NRHP/CRHR 
Eligible – including only the Temporary Number for each resource, without the 
corresponding Name/Location.  The Kilarc Main Canal was identified in Table E.9-2 
with Temporary Number 482-12-07H, that was deemed “Not eligible” and nonetheless 
received a Recommendation for “No mitigation but avoid historic features where 
possible.” – which appears commendable EXCEPT that PG&E’s proposed plan involves 
complete removal of ALL features. 

The GANDA report was consulted to determine WHY the Kilarc Main Canal was 
deemed “Not eligible” – one full page of text (across two pages, presented in the 
enclosure) proceed from “In summary, the Kilarc Powerhouse appears to [sic] eligible for 
the NRHP under Criteria A and C, and the CRHR under Criteria 1 and 3 at the state and 
local level.” followed by the header for “Kilarc Hydroelectric System” that begins “The 
Kilarc hydroelectric system, including canals, dams, ditch tender cabins, bridges, flumes, 
siphons, tunnels, spillways, berms, a forebay, and a penstock, constructed in 1903-1904 
by the Northern California Power Company, represents a local historic resource that 
provided hydroelectric power from a water diversionary system constructed throughout 
the Cow Creek watershed.” 
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NOTE:  the text incorrectly refers in the past tense that the LOCAL historic resource 
PROVIDED hydroelectric power.  As described in the DLSA and above, the system is 
historically important to the development of Shasta County, not simply LOCAL interests 
(although these local interests clearly merit consideration as well!).  And, the system 
continues to generate hydroelectric power, and according to Davis Hydro and the FERC, 
has the potential to continue generating following PG&E’s license surrender. 

The GANDA report concludes that “Although the Kilarc hydroelectric system has 
important historical associations and engineering significance, the system as a whole 
lacks integrity, and therefore the Kilarch hydroelectric system does not appear to be 
eligible to meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR.”  The GANDA report 
argues that the removal of associated buildings that were necessary for the many workers 
employed prior to the automation of the project, and “numerous” changes made to 
various components of the system, destroys the “integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship and feeling and association” of the system “from an engineering 
and technological aspect.” In short, the GANDA report argues that because PG&E has 
already destroyed important historic resources, PG&E should not be obligated to preserve 
the remaining features that ARE historic and highly valued by the community. 

Why the “removal of associated buildings” detracts from the integrity of the Kilarc Canal 
“from an engineering and technological aspect” when the Kilarc Powerhouse (that is 
geographically closer to the associated buildings that no longer exist) is deemed eligible 
for listing, is a mystery, again – except that PG&E does not propose to demolish the 
Powerhouse and would not be able to demolish the Kilarc Inlet Canal and associated 
features without mitigation if it were correctly characterized as eligible for listing and 
therefore a SIGNIFICANT adverse effect of the proposed decommissioning plan. 

7.  The community challenges the finding that the remaining Kilarc hydroelectric 
system, especially including the water conveyance structures, is NOT eligible for 
listing, as supported by the evidence provided in the corresponding record (scanned 
copy attached – of 44 features photographed along the 3+ mile canal, only a dozen 
steel flumes and various bridges over the flume are deemed “modern”).  The 
community requests a comprehensive revision to the analysis in the GANDA report 
and summary of findings presented in the DLSA to reflect that the Kilarc 
hydroelectric system, e.g. the Kilarc Canal and Forebay and associated structures, 
ARE features eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR. 

It is similarly unclear why, in the final paragraph on page E.2-97, within section E.2.9 of 
the DLSA, PG&E states “Site P-45-003241 was briefly recorded as a ditch pouring into 
the Kilarc Main Canal.  It was re-recorded as the North and South Canyon Creek ditch, 
with a total of eight features.” when the previous recordation number appears in Table 
E.2.8-1 (the prior section of the report) and a new number has been assigned and the 
feature identified as 482-12-10H in Table E.2.8-2. 
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Topic 10.  Recreation 

The Forebay/Reservoir is an outstanding local recreation area. The California DFG stocks 
the reservoir periodically with catch able trout. There is a picnic area, tables, BBQ stands, 
vault toilets, trash collection, hiking, and outstanding panoramic views. 

Community members note that removal of the reservoir will force people to go further for 
wholesome outdoor activity in a time when everyone is trying to be more fuel 
conservative.  Buckhorn Lake  - a thriving source of non-migrating fish has already been 
lost to recreationists, and Kilarc is highly affordable for local residents – the existence of 
Kilarc Reservoir makes the community more attractive and adds to the value of the town 
for both visitors and residents who do not have to leave home to enjoy it. 

DLSA Section E.4.10.1 Loss of Kilarc Forebay for Recreational Use identifies 
PM&E Measure REC-1:  Solicitation of Interest to Recreational Operators – and 
then proceeds to describe how PG&E is unable to implement the measure.  An infeasible 
measure is NOT mitigation for a SIGNIFICANT impact.  Page E.4-20, first paragraph 
concludes “The implementation of PM&E Measure REC-1 [sic – should be REC-2] 
would help redirect visitors to other regional recreational facilities after the Kilarc 
Forebay has been decommissioned.”   

DLSA Section E.3.10 Recreation establishes the impact threshold criterion as “Directly 
remove or damage existing recreational resources.”  The “Summary” of impacts does 
NOT apply the threshold criterion when stating that “no impacts on recreation in the 
Kilarc and Cow Creek developments are anticipated.”  PG&E asserts that the Kilarc 
Forebay and Picnic Area would no longer be accessible to the public after 
decommissioning; PG&E ignores in the DLSA that the Forebay is proposed for removal 
all together. 

The community asserts that the proposed mitigation is INADEQUATE to reduce a real 
impact, as measured by PG&E’s own threshold criterion, to a less-than-significant level.
Under NEPA, Project Alternatives MUST be considered and an EIS must be prepared 
before a project may proceed with an UNRESOLVED SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED 
IMPACT.

Topic 11.  Aesthetics 

The path along the canal provides access to beautiful views, especially in the fall with 
beautiful colors and the diversion dam full of water.  The public views of 3 mountain 
ranges from the reservoir are likewise refreshing. 

DLSA Section E.2.11.3 Visual Sensitivity notes at the bottom of the first paragraph, 
“Aside from [sic – should be “After] fishing, sightseeing was the second most popular 
activity noted by participants in the 2007 Recreational Resources Report.”  Earlier, in the 
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2nd paragraph of Section E.2.11.2 Landscape Character and Scenic Quality, the text states 
“Views to the south and east of the Kilarc Forebay provide high-country views of Lassen 
Peak and Lassen National Forest.  To the north and west of the Kilarc Forebay, distant 
views of the peaks in the Shasta National Forest can be seen, but are in some places 
partially obscured by vegetation.  The colors of the region vary according to season and 
location.”

But, the analysis did not proceed to utilize Key Observation Points (KOPs) to incorporate 
the desirable views from the perspective of recreationists “of existing landscapes [italics 
added] and Project facilities from Project-related recreation areas and public travel 
routes” but instead focused on the Project facilities alone.  Although the threshold criteria 
established in DLSA Section E.3.11 included “Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the sites and its surroundings” because PG&E limited the analysis 
to KOPs 1 and 2, rather than the distant peaks or views from the path along the canal, 
there was no opportunity to apply this criteria and thus, in Section E.3.11.4 “Based on the 
evaluation of potential impacts presented in the preceding section,” the DLSA 
erroneously concludes no impacts on aesthetic resources are anticipated when in fact 
there would be a SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED impact to the recreationist population 
that would no longer be able to view such surroundings. 

Topic 12.  Land Use 

With the hydropower project in place, the human population has grown with potentially 
hazardous wildlife meeting their own needs at a safe distance.  The community fears that 
mountain lions and other predators may seek ponds on grazing and residential properties 
and create a SIGNIFICANT conflict with people and domestic animals.  PG&E makes no 
mention anywhere in the DLSA of this issue. 

DLSA Section E.4.1.2.1 Conflicts with CAL FIRE’s Fire and Resource Assessment 
Program states that there could be conflicts only during construction activities.
However, if the Kilarc Reservoir were removed, it would no longer serve as a water 
resource available for helicopter bucket refilling to suppress wild land fires in the area.
The local fire company supports retention as this has helped in controlling numerous 
fires.  Removal of the Kilarc reservoir must be characterized as a SIGNIFICANT adverse 
effect for which mitigation must be defined. 

PG&E stated in its March 10, 2008 Solicitation of Interest for Operation of Kilarc 
Forebay as a Recreation Facility that it is PG&E’s intention to work within the 
requirements of its Land Conservation Commitment to permanently protect specific 
watershed lands through donation of conservation easements and/or fee interests in such 
lands to qualified entities […] to continue operations of Kilarc Forebay for recreational 
purposes.

Stewardship Council Recommendations (presented in Draft June 2007, LCP Volume 
II, page CB-12) include 6 objectives, most of which depend on leaving facilities in place 
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rather than dismantling.  “The Stewardship Council recommends that the land and land 
uses at the Kilarc Reservoir Planning Unit be preserved and enhanced by focusing on the 
importance of the recreation resources to the local community and the need to provide 
ongoing protection to natural and cultural resources.  In presenting the Recommended 
Concept provided here, our objective is to enhance the recreation experience at Kilarc 
Reservoir in coordination with any decommissioning activities while also enhancing 
biological resources and ensuring protection of cultural resources.”  Dismantling the 
facilities will create a SIGNIFICANT conflict with Stewardship Council objectives and 
recommendations. 

The Community of Whitmore as well as surrounding Communities, the County of Shasta, 
and all stakeholders aware of the potential for decommissioning, are for retention. This 
has been shown in petitions and supporting signed flyers distributed in local papers. The 
Shasta Historical Society wants the 105 year old Power Station built by Italian stone 
masons preserved. 
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Comments of Whitmore Community Stakeholders 
Raised at October 29, 2008 Meeting 

1. About the vegetation, old-growth timber – 100-yr-old trees expecting water from 
that to supply their needs (speaker been in timber business for years), believes area would 
dry up w/in 20 yrs, in addition to concern w/fire – been addressed?  Only been in 
Whitmore 7 yrs., loves area, knows everyone does… 

2. Volunteer @ Shasta Historical Society, w/husband up at Kilarc every chance they 
get – shares 3-ring scrapbook; @ Walmart 2 yrs ago, everyone who came, saw poster, 
didn’t have to ask twice to sign petition to Save Kilarc; weekends, takes leisurely walk up 
canal except over tunnel hill, beautiful colors, diversion dam full w/water…worth going 
up there just to see, so beautiful, do so before weather turns… 

3. Seep provides spring, no way to know until they shut it off if domestic water 
supply will disappear (as occurred w/construction at Whiskeytown),  

4. Article in Shasta Historical Society newsletter re: In the 20s through at least 1953, 
description by Millie Cochran-St. John – social life at powerhouse, had buildings that 
were torn down 

5. Ecology/Environment – PG&E supposedly surveyed, total 5 days not sufficient; 
called Fish & Game, found some bald eagles present but wouldn’t be affected.  Our 
concerns – things HAVE changed in 100 years, there are not other water sources…FERC 
so busy, will trust PG&E unless told what is being omitted 

6. Original reason for tearing down was for fish to go upstream, but that is ludicrous, 
there are no fish and even if there were, there is no habitat, and Davis Hydro has a better 
idea.

7. Wildlife seeking ponds – hazard to residents.  

8. Cow Creek will still exist – what about eagles, good news & bad news; not as old 
as dam/reservoir, only migrating winter populations staying in valley until the 60s, one 
pair nesting at Lake Britton, not acknowledged, until So. Cal, wiped out by DDT, 
hunting, eggs stolen from nests valued in foreign countries…none at this reservoir, 
because of building Whiskeytown & Shasta Lake, population moved here for our 
enjoyment…good news, when they do nest, hunt any body of water they can…a lot more 
fish are available; nonetheless, the more we protect the eagles, the more they populate 
down to the valley – Kilarc gives them the room to disperse, more room for youngsters 
and juveniles, important to support overflow of juvenile population; not historically there, 
not documented now, there is an osprey nest – not traditional, but they do feed there, as 
do herons…if you save one bald eagle, 2 chicks, taken off endangered list but still 
protected…delisted too quickly, 60s & 70s and still need to become established, would 
not be here without the lakes, reservoirs, ponds 

9. What about bats?  Overnight displacement is too rapid, not correctly addressing. 
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10. Underestimating impact, period, fish provide food for Pelicans down in winter, 
migratory birds passing frequent – Whitmore is a wildlife “restaurant” for migratory 
birds, swans, etc. 

11. So much water, will not impact a lot of other species besides birds 

12. Eagles, etc. make Whitmore a very attractive place to live (for humans) – not just 
Bald Eagles, Golden Eagles been here forever, also Peregrin Falcons like cliffs. 

13. Lost great grey owl, prolific in Oregon – worry about losing habitat with fires, as 
other mentioned could lose trees for lack of water. 

14. Turtles and porcupines are disappearing since 1960s. 

15. Back to the fish – all of the efforts to stop hydropower have been on behalf of the 
fish agencies; since March 2005, even they now say NOT spawning in local streams that 
is problem, critical habitat extends up to Whitmore Ranger Station and Whitmore Falls, 
already indicated salmon will not get over falls… 

16. Actually cooling water, 2-degrees argument, still goes down – conspiracy theory; 
some kind of deal w/first license up for renewal…political trade, want hydro other places 
– could profit more easily… summary:  NMFS/CDFG taking hard line, no dams 
downstream, they want it back, PG&E sees 3 MW here and relicensing 3,000 MW 
w/same people elsewhere – they’re happy to give back the 3 MW… 

17. Walked creek, no good fish habitat – more in ditch than up the creek, rock gravel 
bottom in sections – anyone caught any steelhead?  Nothing to catch…pioneer family up 
there says no baby fish no nothing 

18. Fisheries agencies want South Cow, great spawning there – there is nothing that 
says Kilarc can’t remain and at the same time do something completely different on 
South Cow; ranchers there are less interested, waiting for other shoe to drop – Davis 
Hydro focusing on Kilarc, although will work with others if requested.  Note taker was 
requested to put down that South Cow, w/USFWS habitat study commencing, should be 
addressed separately 

19. What fish are currently in bypassed reach?  Planted fish or natives? 

20. Hydrology – water supply:  old growth trees, families’ wells, springs, wetlands up 
there (in ditchway, groundwater all over downstream property), wetlands from seepage 
and ditch overflow gates/leaks, around reservoir 

21. Hypothetical – like Two Ponds, where does water come from – where is recharge 
if not from Kilarc?  How much does it support, who does it support…105 years, now 
properties depend on recharging; wells dry up by end of summer… 
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Comments of Whitmore Community Stakeholders Page 3 
Raised at October 29, 2008 Meeting  

22. Concern, subsidence – water takes up space, fills in, if disappears, land will drop. 

23. Kilarc 3rd – Volta, Inskip, first…smelters depleting fuel on hills, needed power 
(1899-1901 to Keswick, Kilarc sent to Bully Hill) – whole system is historically 
important to the development of Shasta County 

24. Fire Protection – State of CA, $$, fire retardant OK – animals moving before the 
fire gets there, grass grows through it, etc. 

25. Recreation – to not have reservoir, don’t have Buckhorn; forcing people in time 
when trying to be more fuel conservative, to go further for wholesome outdoor 
recreation, affordable for people here, makes community more attractive and adds to 
value of town, not forcing residents to leave home to enjoy it. 

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
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Comments of Whitmore Community Stakeholders Page 4 
Raised at October 29, 2008 Meeting  

The following meeting attendees and others verified the accuracy and facts contained in 
the meeting transcript and provided the additional input and comments noted: 

1. Sandy Winters – also contributed to and reviewed the issues associated with 
Cultural Resources (topics 8 and 9) in the preceding cross-reference attachment 

2. Earl & Joan Wetmore – were unable to attend the October 29 meeting but have 
added the observation that the original reason for bringing Canyon Creek spring 
water to the Kilarc Canal was to keep the Kilarc Canal from freezing in the winter 
because spring water is naturally warmer at that time.  All the springs checked 
were basically the same, 2-3 degrees different at most.  Temperature 
measurements were taken and submitted, along with air temperature, from 
upstream and downstream of the powerhouse, and further up the Kilarc Canal.
The water was colder after it came out of the power plant than before it reached 
the power plant.  The sun comes down hard on the creek and its rocks, where it 
can’t reach the canal – some of the rocks in the creek get so hot you can’t sit on 
them.  (April 27, 2007 data: air temperature 88-degrees, readings taken between 
4:45 and 6:10 p.m. – at diversion:  53-degrees, temperature rose only 1 degree by 
the time water arrived at Kilarc Forebay; temperature rose 5 degrees in natural 
channel by the time water arrived above the discharge from the powerhouse – the 
powerhouse discharge caused the water in the creek below the powerhouse to 
decline 5 degrees from the diversion temperature (e.g. from 53 degrees to 48 
degrees), during a time when water temperature is critically high for the sensitive 
anadromous fish species downstream. 

3. Linda Barneby was unable to attend the October 29 meeting, but reviewed the 
above list of comments and confirmed that she had seen Osprey fishing at Kilarc 
reservoir. 

4. Maggie Trevelyan was unable to attend the October 29 meeting, but reviewed the 
above list of comments and confirmed that she is especially concerned about 
ground water and the hydrology concerns expressed in the below prepared list of 
issues.

5. Ruth Patrick, Kathy Roth, and Carla Winstear were all unable to attend the 
October 29 meeting, but reviewed the above list of comments and confirmed that 
they share the same concerns. 

6. Dee & Spencer Allen attended the October 29 meeting and confirmed that the 
above list of comments reflects an accurate transcript of the concerns raised by 
Whitmore citizens. 

7. Lee Peak did a 4-wheeler tour of the drainage area north of the Kilarc Reservoir 
and western end of the canal using the DLSA Figure E.2.6-2 Map 1 Old Cow 
Creek Study Area, Special Status Terrestrial Species Observed during 2003 and 
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Comments of Whitmore Community Stakeholders Page 5 
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2008 Surveys, and he observed that the alignment for Spillway No. 3 upstream of 
the spring-water supply for the residential property below is totally inaccurate (it 
does not in fact run uphill as the contour lines are correct). 
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Prepared List of Whitmore Community Stakeholders’ Issues 
Submitted at October 29, 2008 Meeting 

ECOLOGY
There has been no known impact on the environment 
in the 104 years of operation. Fish, Wild Life, Riparian 

HYDROLOGY
All of the area stakeholders rely on wells, or springs 
for their household water. No study of ground water 
has been conducted since 1984 and the results were 
that it was marginal. Many homes have been added 
since that time. 

ANANDROMOUS FISH 
A major road block to approval of relicensing Kilarc is 
the spawning of anandromous fish. There are no 
studies showing these species (Salmon & Steelhead) 
have ever spawned in the area above Whitmore falls, a 
natural barrier well below the Kilarc facility. Recent 
communication from Howard Brown of NMFS to M. 
Accituno of Entrix, July 16, 2008 states: “Critical 
habitat for Steelhead extends upstream to near the 
Whitmore Range Station and Whitmore Falls”. 
Salmon have never been considered to spawn above 
the falls. 

WILD LIFE 
There is much wild life that inhabit the Kilarc 
Forebay: Bald Eagles, Osprey, Swallows, Water 
Snakes, Salamanders, Deer, and smaller animals. It is 
on the Pacific Flyway and is a small stopping place for 
Waterfowl. Ducks have even raised their ducklings 
there and have been observed teaching them to fly. 
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Prepared List of Whitmore Community Stakeholders’ Issues Page 7 
Submitted at October 29, 2008 Meeting  

RECREATION
The Forebay/Reservoir is an outstanding local 
recreation area. The California DFG stocks the 
reservoir periodically with catch able trout. There is a 
picnic area, tables, BBQ stands, vault toilets, trash 
collection, hiking, and outstanding panoramic views. 

FIRE PROTECTION 
The local fire company supports retention as the 
reservoir is a source of water available for helicopter 
bucket refilling to suppress wild land fires in the area. 
This has helped in controlling numerous fires. 

STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL GOALS
The Stewardship Council is chartered to divest the 
associated PG&E property. Yet, destroying these 
facilities before the Stewardship Council can complete 
their plans for divestiture is counter productive. 
PG&E has been authorized Millions of dollars 
(ratepayer money) to destroy the very entities that 
they are working to establish for connecting California 
youth with the outdoors. Millions more could be spent 
trying to replace what already exists. 

LOCAL SUPPORT 
The Community of Whitmore as well as surrounding 
Communities, the County of Shasta, and all 
stakeholders aware of the potential for 
decommissioning, are for retention. This has been 
shown in petitions and supporting signed flyers 
distributed in local papers. The Shasta Historical 
Society wants the 105 year old Power Station built by 
Italian stone masons preserved. 
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Janet--

Should we add this as a comment to the DLSA.  IT was posed by the public
works director, and cc'd to a supervisor.

Stacy

-----Original Message-----
From: Pat Minturn [mailto:pminturn@co.shasta.ca.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2008 1:29 PM
To: Evans, Stacy
Cc: Glenn Hawes; Walther, Janet
Subject: RE: South Cow Creek Road (Kilarc/Cow)

Thank you!

-----Original Message-----
From: Evans, Stacy [mailto:SxEf@PGE.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2008 1:27 PM
To: Pat Minturn
Cc: Glenn Hawes; Walther, Janet
Subject: RE: South Cow Creek Road (Kilarc/Cow)

Pat--

Thank you for this information.  

Based on the comments received on PG&E's draft document, I had just
asked our land department to verify that if there were sections of South
Cow Creek Road that had been removed by county resolution.   

Based on the comments on the draft document, and the information in this
resolution, we will be changing the name designation of this "middle
section" of South Cow Creek Road in the final PG&E document (both on the
maps and in the text).

Thanks again.  Please don't hesitate to email/call if you have any
additional questions.
Stacy Evans

-----Original Message-----
From: Pat Minturn [mailto:pminturn@co.shasta.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2008 1:08 PM
To: Evans, Stacy
Cc: Glenn Hawes
Subject: South Cow Creek Road (Kilarc/Cow)

Dear Ms. Evans,

This email is in reference to South Cow Creek Road, and the Kilarc/Cow
decommissioning.  It has come to our attention that some of the maps
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that have been prepared and disseminated in conjunction with the
Kilarc/Cow proceedings may be misleading.  Readers may be left with the
impression that South Cow Creek Road is a county-maintained road from
Whitmore to Millville.  This is not the case.  In 1983, the Board of
Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 83-131 (attached).  The Board thereby
removed the middle section of South Cow Creek Road from the County's
maintained mileage.  The gap extends from 5 to 11.4 miles northerly of
State Route 44.  It was never much of a road to begin with, and may be
impassible at the present time.  Please revise all maps and other
references to this road segment to reflect this existing condition.  

If you have any questions, please give me a call at (530)225-5661.

Pat Minturn
Shasta County Public Works Director
1855 Placer Street
Redding, CA  96001
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