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1 Anadromous refers to fish that spend most of their life in the ocean and enter into freshwater to spawn.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the development of the Battle Creek
Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project (Restoration Project), discuss public involvement, and
outline issues and concerns raised by the public.  In particular, this report will focus on public
scoping.

Part II provides an overview of the Restoration Project, including the need for a restoration effort,
the collaborative approach that led to the development of a restoration plan and the purpose of the
Restoration Project.

Part III discusses the environmental compliance process associated with the Restoration Project,
and in particular the role of public scoping in that process.  Part III also describes the public
scoping meeting that was held on January 31, 2000, in Manton, California, and the next steps in
the environmental process.

Part IV discusses the project alternatives, and provides a detailed schematic for each alternative.

The appendices contain copies of scoping notifications, items presented at the public scoping
meeting, and comments received.

II.  RESTORATION PROJECT OVERVIEW

Need for Habitat Restoration

The decline of naturally-produced anadromous1 salmonid fish species in the Sacramento River
system can be attributed to a number of factors, including the loss and degradation of spawning
habitat due to changes in hydrologic regimes caused by water management for flood control,
irrigation, and hydropower production.  In order to preserve and enhance current salmonid
populations, habitat restoration actions are needed.  An opportunity to restore uniquely valuable
habitat exists on Battle Creek, a tributary to the Sacramento River.  This creek has been modified
by hydropower, aquacultural (hatchery), and agricultural operations for approximately a hundred
years.

The Battle Creek watershed is located on the volcanic slopes of Mt. Lassen in northern California
in Shasta and Tehama counties (Figure 1).   Battle Creek stretches through remote, deep, shaded
canyons and riparian corridors, contains cold spring-fed water and carries relatively high flows
throughout the year.  Prior to development within its watershed, Battle Creek provided a
contiguous stretch of prime habitat for anadromous chinook salmon and steelhead trout from its
confluence with the Sacramento River upstream to natural fish barriers.
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Fish habitat in Battle Creek has been primarily affected by the development of a privately-owned
hydroelectric project and a Federal fish hatchery.  The Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project 1121 (Hydroelectric Project) was constructed
within and adjacent to Battle Creek and its tributaries in the early 1900's.  It consists of several
small diversion dams, about 40 miles of canals, and five powerplants.  The Hydroelectric Project
has been owned and operated by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (the Licensee) since1919 and
was licensed by FERC in 1976 for a period of 50 years.  Between 1979 and 1980 four
powerhouses were replaced and in 1981 a fifth powerhouse was added to the Hydroelectric
Project.  The Coleman National Fish Hatchery (CNFH), located downstream of the Hydroelectric
Project, was constructed in the 1940's to mitigate for the anadromous fish impacts associated with
construction of Shasta Dam on the upper Sacramento River.

A restoration effort on Battle Creek is supported by and consistent with the following acts,
programs and plans:

Central Valley Project Improvement Act (Title 34 of Public Law 102- 575, 1992) 
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program

California State Salmon, Steelhead Trout, and Anadromous Fisheries Program Act 
(California Senate Bill 2261, 1990)

CALFED California Bay-Delta Ecological Restoration Program

Upper Sacramento River Fisheries and Riparian Habitat Management Plan (California
Senate Bill 1086, 1989)

Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Restoration and Enhancement Plan, prepared by the
California Department of Fish and Game, 1990

Steelhead Restoration Plan and Management Plan for California, prepared by the
California Department of Fish and Game, 1990

Restoring Central Valley Streams — A Plan for Action, prepared by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, 1993

National Marine Fisheries Service Proposed Recovery Plan for Sacramento River Winter-
Run Chinook Salmon, prepared by the National Marine Fisheries Service, 1997

Actions to Restore Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon, prepare by the California
Department of Fish and Game, 1996

Land Use Plans in Shasta and Tehama Counties

The Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) mandated changes in Central Valley
Project management, particularly to protect, restore, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat. 



3

Section 3406(b)(1) of CVPIA requires the development of a program that will make all
reasonable efforts to ensure that by the year 2002, natural production of anadromous fish in the
Central Valley rivers and streams will be sustainable on a long-term basis, at levels not less than
twice the average levels attained during the period of 1967-91.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) developed the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) to meet this
requirement.

A draft AFRP restoration plan, prepared in May 1997 by FWS in coordination with State and
Federal agencies, stakeholders and interested parties, identified eight actions that would help
restore Battle Creek.  One of the actions identified was the increase of flows past Hydroelectric
Project diversions to provide adequate holding, spawning, and rearing habitat for anadromous
salmonids.  Under the authority of Section 3406(b)(3) of the CVPIA, the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) has entered into agreements with Pacific Gas and Electric Company to reduce
diversions to the Hydroelectric Project.  From 1995 to the present, Reclamation has been
acquiring water from Pacific Gas and Electric Company to increase instream flows in the lower
reaches of Battle Creek.  The intent of this action to provide anadromous salmonid flow-related
habitat needs (identified through the AFRP) while planning for and implementing a long-term
restoration project on Battle Creek.

Development of a Restoration Plan

Recognizing the importance of restoring habitat in order to sustain and increase populations of
naturally-produced salmonids in Battle Creek, a group of interested parties (landowners,
stakeholders, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and government agencies) formed early in 1997. 
This group, the Battle Creek Working Group (BCWG) embraced a collaborative approach in
developing a technical plan which would determine salmon and steelhead habitat needs in different
stream reaches within Battle Creek, and identify the physical and biological factors which could be
implemented to restore fish habitat.  This plan, entitled the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead
Restoration Plan, prepared by Kier Associates for the BCWG was completed in 1999.

Based on information revealed in the 1999 plan, Pacific Gas and Electric Company committed to
working cooperatively with the BCWG to develop a cost-effective and equitable restoration plan
involving modification of Hydroelectric Project facilities and operations, and increases in
streamflows.  During this timeframe, agencies and stakeholders worked together to develop a
proposed plan for restoration of fish habitat.  This cooperative effort led to the signing of an
Agreement In Principle in early 1999 between Reclamation, National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), the FWS, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, to pursue a restoration project for Battle Creek.  Pursuant to the signing of the
Agreement In Principle,  Reclamation submitted a proposal to Federal-State interagency program
known as the CALFED Bay-Delta Program to seek funding to support a restoration project on
Battle Creek.  Subsequently, CALFED accepted the proposal and approved $28 million dollars
in directed funding for the planning and implementation of the Restoration Project contingent upon
the development of a detailed formal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between parties in
conformance with the Agreement In Principle and terms of the CALFED funding.  The MOU
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was signed in mid-1999.  In addition to triggering the release of the $28 million in CALFED
funding, provisions of the MOU called for contributions from Pacific Gas and Electric Company in
the form of water-rights transfers, increased instream flow, and foregone energy generation.  The
MOU also provided for the funding of adaptive management through a separate third party
funding agreement providing an additional $3 million.

Purpose of the Restoration Project

The purpose of the Restoration Project is to restore approximately 42 miles of habitat in Battle
Creek plus an additional 6 miles of habitat in its tributaries while minimizing the loss of clean and
renewable energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project.  Habitat restoration would enable safe
passage for and facilitate the growth and recovery of naturally produced salmonids within the
Sacramento River and its tributaries, including the Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, State
and Federally listed as threatened; the Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon, State and
Federally listed as endangered; and the Central Valley steelhead, Federally listed as threatened. 
The Restoration Project will be accomplished through modification of Hydroelectric Project
facilities and operations, including instream flow releases.

The Restoration Project area consists of the portion of the Hydroelectric Project below the natural
fish barriers (Figure 2).  Restoration efforts shall occur at Hydroelectric Project sites along and on
the tributaries to the North Fork and South Fork of Battle Creek, including the North Battle
Creek Feeder Diversion Dam, Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam, Wildcat Diversion Dam, Coleman
Diversion Dam,  Lower Ripley Creek Feeder Diversion Dam, Inskip Diversion Dam, Soap Creek
Feeder Diversion Dam, South Diversion Dam, Eagle Canyon Canal, Wildcat Canal, Inskip Canal,
South Canal, and Inskip Powerhouse and South Powerhouse.  A staging area and a means to gain
access to each project site, i.e., an existing access road/trail or new access road/trail, would be
necessary to carry out construction activities.

In addition to the Restoration Project, other restoration efforts are ongoing in the Battle Creek
watershed.  The FWS is reevaluating CNFH operations, as well as looking at improvements to
the hatchery intakes and the seasonally-operated fish barrier dam.  Also, the  Battle Creek
Watershed Conservancy (BCWC), an organization of local landowners and interested parties with
vested interests in the Battle Creek watershed, has brought attention to the wider issue of
watershed management to promote and retain anadromous fish habitat restoration.   The BCWC
has been working with Lassen National Forest and communities in the upper Battle Creek
watershed to implement land management/erosion control practices.

III.  PUBLIC SCOPING

Overview of Environmental Compliance

Due to the Federal and State actions associated with the Restoration Project both National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance
is required.  Reclamation, the lead Federal agency, is responsible for ensuring overall NEPA
compliance and FERC, a cooperating Federal agency, is responsible for ensuring that
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proposed changes to the Hydroelectric Project comply with NEPA prior to issuing a license
amendment for the Hydroelectric Project.  All FERC licensing actions in California, including new
licenses, license amendments, and relicensing, require Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality
certification from the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The  
SWRCB is the State lead agency for ensuring CEQA compliance.  NEPA and CEQA
compliance will be fulfilled through preparation of a joint NEPA/CEQA environmental document
known as the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR).  Public
scoping is an integral part of the development of the environmental document.

Purpose of Public Scoping

Public involvement is a vital component of NEPA and CEQA processes that serves to include the
public in decision-making.  Scoping is a public involvement process designed to gather input from
the public, including their issues and concerns, and together with technical input and agency
considerations define the significant issues to be addressed in the environmental document.  NEPA
regulations define scoping as “an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be
addressed, and for identifying the significant issues related to the proposed action.”  Similarly, the
CEQA guidelines define scoping as “the process of early consultation with the public and agencies
during the initial stage of EIR preparation.”

The main objectives of the scoping process are to:

#  provide the public and potentially affected agencies with adequate information and time
to review and provide oral and/or written comments on a project;

#  help ensure that issues related to the project are identified early and properly studied;

#  ensure that the project alternatives are balanced and thorough; and

#  prepare the appropriate environmental documentation.

It is important to note that the scoping process itself is not intended to directly resolve issues and
concerns expressed throughout the process.  The scoping process is used to obtain information on
those issues and concerns, which in turn are addressed adequately and appropriately in the
environmental document.  The scoping process, therefore, does not provide answers to the
difficult questions, issues, and concerns raised, but instead frames them for subsequent discussion
within the environmental document.  One way to identify issues and concerns related to a
proposed project is through a public scoping meeting.

Public Scoping Meeting

A public scoping meeting for the Restoration Project was announced in various ways. 
Reclamation published its Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS/EIR, and notice of public scoping
meeting in the Federal Register on January 12, 2000 (Appendix A).  This notice was
accompanied by a Reclamation press release announcing the public scoping meeting which was
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mailed to about 130 interested individuals, stakeholders, and organizations (Appendix A).  In
addition, the BCWC announced and described the public scoping meeting in the December 1999
issue of the Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy News, which was mailed to over
500 stakeholders.  The BCWC placed public service announcements in three local newspapers
and distributed flyers throughout the Battle Creek watershed.

The public scoping meeting was held on January 31, 2000, at the Manton School Gymnasium in
Manton, California.  The meeting agenda, a handout describing public scoping, comment cards,
and a NEPA flowchart and a draft NEPA/CEQA/FERC environmental flowchart (Appendix B)
were distributed.  Attendees included agency staff members, local residents, and representatives
from various organizations including the Nature Conservancy, Red Bluff Fisheries Forum, Friends
of the River, and the Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association.

The first portion of the meeting was an informal discussion and display session.  Representatives
from the BCWC, Federal and State resource agencies, and Pacific Gas and Electric Company
discussed the Restoration Project and gathered public comments.  The display stations were
entitled Project Maps, Fisheries, Hydropower, Current Restoration Project Alternatives, General
Information and Process, and Challenges.  Various pamphlets, fact sheets, and supporting
materials (Table 1) were available at the display stations.

Table 1:  Summary of Scoping Meeting Display Materials
CALFED Bay-Delta Program:  Working Together for a Solution
Figures from the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Plan:

Anadromous Salmonid Life Stages in the Upper Sacramento River, California
Maximum Potential Restored Habitat for Winter-Run Chinook Salmon
Maximum Potential Restored Habitat for Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
Maximum Potential Restored Habitat for Fall-Run Chinook Salmon
Maximum Potential Restored Habitat for Late-Fall-Run Chinook
Maximum Potential Restored Habitat for Steelhead

A Legacy for the Future:  Fish and Wildlife Restoration Through the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act  (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)
Salmon of the Pacific Coast  (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)

Anadromous Fish:  Salmon & Steelhead are in the Battle Creek Watershed Year Round  (The
Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy)
Coleman National Fish Hatchery (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)

Other Agency Activities and Contacts:  Battle Creek Watershed (Bureau of Reclamation)
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission:  How to Access Documents Filed with FERC via the
Internet (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission)
Notice of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Request to Use Alternative Procedures in Filing an
Amendment Application (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission)
Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report , and
Notice of Public Scoping Meeting  (Federal Register January 12, 2000)
What Is a Watershed Conservancy?  (The Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy)
The Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Needs You (The Battle Creek Watershed
Conservancy)
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A project overview and public comment session followed the display session.  The President of
the BCWC welcomed all attendees, introduced individuals involved in the Restoration Project,
and voiced concerns shared by many residents of the watershed regarding the focus, direction and
funding of the Restoration Project.  Agency representatives discussed the scoping process,
purpose of and need for the Restoration Project, and the current project alternatives.  Comment
cards were received and oral comments were recorded (Appendix C).

Comments Received

Copies of letters received throughout scoping are included in Appendix C.  Please note that
numerous form letters were received.  To eliminate repetition, a blank copy of each form letter is
included along with a summary table listing the signers of each form letter.  Comments include oral
as well as written comments received at the public scoping meeting.  Issues raised throughout the
scoping process include, but are not limited to the following:

# The need for the Restoration Project EIS/EIR to address Battle Creek as a
whole, including the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, rather that just addressing
the Hydroelectric Project reach.

# The need for responsible coordination of the various initiatives ongoing in the
Battle Creek watershed, including the Restoration Project, wetlands restoration
activities, intake and barrier weir modifications at the CNFH, and other watershed
initiatives.

# Recognition of the ability of the improving condition of the upper Sacramento
River to better contribute to and support fisheries restoration.

# Potential benefits associated with moving late-fall salmon and steelhead production
from the CNFH to an enlarged Livingston Stone hatchery at the base of Shasta
Dam.

# Potential benefits of decoupling the CNFH from Battle Creek natural production
to the maximum extent possible through the use of an existing agricultural channel
to connect the hatchery directly to the Sacramento River for outgoing and
returning fall-run hatchery fish.

# Potential benefits of reducing the water diverted from Battle Creek and integrating
CDFG wetland operations with CNFH effluent treatment.

# Reducing the scale and cost of the proposed CNFH intake improvement
program.

# Modifying the CNFH barrier weir to provide free passage for fish to the maximum
extent possible.
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Next Steps in the Environmental Process

Issues, concerns, and information gathered through scoping will be utilized during the development
of the draft EIS/EIR.  The draft EIS/EIR will analyze the impacts to resources for each project
alternative.  Resources to be analyzed include, but are not limited to power generation and
economics; land use; public services and utilities; socioeconomics; transportation; wildlife;
vegetation; surface water hydrology; geology and soils; ground water; public health and safety;
aesthetics; noise; air quality; cultural resources; environmental justice; recreation.

A Notice of Availability will be published in the Federal Register initiating a public review and
comment period on the draft EIS/EIR.  Similarly, a Notice of Availability will be filed with the
State Clearinghouse.  These notices will include the names and addresses of representatives to
whom comments can be sent, as well as the date, time, and location for a public hearing on the
draft EIS/EIR.  In addition, a public notice will be distributed to interested individuals and
agencies.  Written and oral comments on the draft EIS/EIR will be received at the public hearing. 
All comments received on the draft EIS/EIR will be considered during the development of the final
EIS/EIR.

A Notice of Availability of the final EIS/EIR will be published in the Federal Register. 
Reclamation will issue a Record of Decision approximately 30 days after the final EIS/EIR is filed
with the Environmental Protection Agency.  The SWRCB can certify the final EIR, and then may
issue the Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification for the Restoration Project.  Any
water quality certification issued by the SWRCB will be based on information in the final EIR and
the administrative record.  Upon issuance of the water quality certification, FERC will grant a
license amendment for the Hydroelectric Project.  Once FERC issues the license amendment,
implementation of the Restoration Project can begin.

IV.  RESTORATION PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The following alternatives were developed in an open forum.  Information from existing programs
and plans (such as the AFRP and the Battle Creek Restoration Plan), Battle Creek flow and
temperature monitoring data, screen and ladder criteria, and hydropower operations were utilized
during development of the alternatives.  Following the alternative descriptions are schematics of
each alternative which illustrates proposed facility changes and instream flows.

Alternative 1 — No-Action — Future Without Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project

Alternative 1 represents conditions that would continue under a “no salmon or steelhead
restoration project” or “future without salmon and steelhead restoration project” alternative.

The Hydroelectric Project would continue operating under current FERC License Number 1121
provisions.  There would be no changes to Hydroelectric Project facilities and operations, and
instream flow releases would be the FERC-required continuous minimum flows below dams,
including 3 cubic feet per second (cfs) in the North Fork of Battle Creek and 5 cfs in the South
Fork of Battle Creek.  Existing fish ladders would be operated and maintained according to
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license conditions.  Fish screening would not be included.  The Licensee would continue to
maintain FERC-required stream gages, documentation, and operations criteria.  All costs
associated with this alternative would continue to be the responsibility of the Licensee.

Alternative 2 — New Fish Screens and Ladders at Six Diversion Sites Below Natural
Fish Passage Barriers

Alternative 2 was derived from actions identified in the AFRP.

The inset table in the schematic indicates the proposed continuous minimum instream flows (by
month).

Facility changes would be new fish screens and fish ladders at North Battle Creek Feeder, Eagle
Canyon, Wildcat, South, Inskip, and Coleman diversion dams.  The fish screen capacities would
be able to handle full-flow water rights, and the fish ladders would be designed to discharge about
10 percent of the specific recurrence frequency of high stream flows at the fish ladder entrance. 
Current CDFG and NMFS fish passage criteria would be met.  Facility features would be sized
with simple hydraulic calculations and engineering judgment.

Alternative 3 — Removal of Wildcat, Coleman, South, Lower Ripley, and Soap Creek
Dams/New Fish Screens and Ladders at Eagle Canyon, North Battle Creek
Feeder and Inskip Dams

Alternative 3 is the proposed plan outlined in the 1999 MOU.

The inset table in the schematic indicates the proposed continuous minimum instream flow releases
(by month).

Facility changes for this alternative include:

# Removal of the South, Wildcat, Lower Ripley Creek, and Soap Creek diversion
dams and appurtenant facilities.

# Removal of Coleman Dam, but retention of Coleman Canal, which would still
function as a conduit to Coleman Powerhouse.

# Construction of new fish screens and fish ladders at the Inskip, North Battle
Creek Feeder, and Eagle Canyon diversion dams.

# Construction of a tailrace connector between the Inskip Powerhouse and
Coleman Canal.

# Replacement of the Inskip Powerhouse bypass.

# Construction of a tailrace connector between South Powerhouse and Inskip Canal
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Tailrace connectors would be installed to convey water directly from South and Inskip
Powerhouses to associated downstream canals to meet several fishery restoration goals. 
Implementation of tailrace connectors would allow stream habitat to stabilize, improving the ability
of spawning fish to return to the areas where they were born and prevent North and South Battle
Creek waters from mixing, eliminating the potential for false fish attraction.

The tailrace connector between South Powerhouse and Inskip Canal would be a
full-flow tunnel.  Water leaving South Powerhouse would be conveyed through a
tunnel and outlet works to Inskip Canal.  The existing South Powerhouse bypass
would be integrated with this new tailrace connector.

The tailrace connector between Inskip Powerhouse and Coleman Dam would be
a full-flow buried pipe.  Inskip Powerhouse bypass would be replaced with a new
system and integrated with this new tailrace connector.

Fish screens would be full-flow and “fail-safe.”  The MOU defines fail-safe fish screen as a fish
screen that is designed to automatically shut off the water diversion whenever the fish screen fails
to meet the design or performance criteria until the fish screen is functioning again.

Fish ladders would be sized and designed to meet CDFG and NMFS standards and would be
“fail-safe.”  The MOU defines fail-safe fish ladder as a ladder having features inherent in its design
that ensure the structure will continue to operate to facilitate the safe passage of fish under the
same performance criteria as designed under anticipated sources of failure.

The Licensee would transfer its existing water rights to CDFG for diversion at those sites where
dams would be removed.  The Licensee would cooperate with CDFG to convert the use of the
transferred water rights from power production to instream use.

Alternative 4 — Removal of Wildcat, Coleman, South Lower Ripley, Soap Creek and
Eagle Canyon Dams/New Fish Screens and Ladders at North Battle Creek
Feeder and Inskip Dams

Alternative 4 was developed in response to suggestions that Eagle Canyon Diversion should be
included in the Hydroelectric Project features for removal.

The inset table in the schematic indicates the proposed continuous minimum instream flow releases
(by month).

Facility changes for this alternative include:

# Removal of Eagle Canyon, Wildcat, South, Lower Ripley Creek, and Soap
Creek diversion dams and appurtenant facilities.

# Removal of Coleman Dam, but retention of Coleman Canal, which would still
function as a conduit to Coleman Powerhouse.
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# Construction of new fish screens and fish ladders at the Inskip and North Battle
Creek Feeder diversion dams.

# Construction of a tailrace connector between Inskip Powerhouse and Coleman
Canal.

# Replacement of the Inskip Powerhouse bypass.

# Construction of a tailrace connector between South Powerhouse and Inskip
Canal.

Tailrace connectors would be installed to convey water directly from South and Inskip
Powerhouses to associated downstream canals to meet several fishery restoration goals. 
Implementation of tailrace connectors would allow stream habitat to stabilize, improving the ability
of spawning fish to return to the areas where they were born and prevent North and South Battle
Creek waters from mixing, eliminating the potential for false fish attraction.

The tailrace connector between South Powerhouse and Inskip Canal would be a
full-flow tunnel.  Water leaving South Powerhouse would be conveyed through a
tunnel and outlet works to Inskip Canal.  The existing South Powerhouse bypass
would be integrated with this new tailrace connector.

The connector between Inskip Powerhouse and Coleman Dam would be a full-
flow buried pipe.  Inskip Powerhouse bypass would be replaced with a new
system and integrated with this new tailrace

The fish screen capacities would be able to handle full-flow water rights, and the fish ladders
would be designed to discharge about 10 percent of the specific recurrence frequency of high
stream flows at the fish ladder entrance.  Current CDFG and NMFS fish passage criteria would
be met.  Facility features would be sized with simple hydraulic calculations and engineering
judgment.

Alternative 5 — Removal of Wildcat, Coleman, Soap Creek and Eagle Canyon Dams/
New Fish Screens and Ladders at Inskip and South Dams

Alternative 5 was developed as the “Battle Creek:  A Time for Action” proposal between
late1997 and early 1998 by stakeholders under the auspices of the BCWG.

The inset table in the schematic indicates the proposed continuous minimum instream flow releases
(by month).

Facility changes for this alternative include:

# Removal of the Eagle Canyon and Wildcat diversion dams and appurtenant
facilities.
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# Removal of Coleman Dam, but the Coleman Canal would continue to function as
a conduit to Coleman Powerhouse.

# Construction of new fish screens and ladders at the North Battle Creek Feeder,
Inskip, and South diversion dams.

# Construction of a tailrace connector between Inskip Powerhouse and Coleman
Canal.

# Construction of a new normal-season tailrace connector between South
Powerhouse and Inskip Canal.

Tailrace connectors would be installed to convey water directly from South and Inskip
Powerhouses to associated downstream canals to meet several fishery restoration goals. 
Implementation of tailrace connectors would allow stream habitat to stabilize, improving the ability
of spawning fish to return to the areas where they were born and prevent North and South Battle
Creek waters from mixing, eliminating the potential for false fish attraction.

The tailrace connector between South Powerhouse and Inskip Canal would be an
open channel structure along the right edge of the stream channel.  Its design
would be such that powerhouse discharge water would be separated from South
Battle Creek only during normal streamflows; therefore not eliminating North and
South Fork Battle Creek water mixing under all flow conditions.  Because of
typical high flow events that would overtop the separator structure and the
sediment load in South Battle Creek, this structure would need annual
maintenance to ensure proper operation when stream flow returned to normal
conditions.  The existing South Powerhouse bypass would be integrated with this
new tailrace connector.

The tailrace connector between Inskip Powerhouse and Coleman Dam would be
a full-flow buried pipe.

The fish screen capacities would be able to handle full-flow water rights, and the fish ladders
would be designed to discharge about 10 percent of the specific recurrence frequency of high
stream flows at the fish ladder entrance.  Current CDFG and NMFS fish passage criteria would
be met.  Facility features would be sized with simple hydraulic calculations and engineering
judgment.

Alternative 6 — Removal Dams and Appurtenant Facilities of the Hydroelectric Project
Below Natural Fish Passage Barriers, Except Volta Powerhouses

Alternative 6 is the complete removal of the portion of the Hydroelectric Project within
Restoration Project boundaries.

There would be no required instream flow releases associated with this alternative.
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Facility changes include the complete removal of all hydroelectric dams and appurtenant facilities,
except for the two Volta powerhouses, below the natural fish passage barriers on Battle Creek. 
Appurtenant facilities to be removed would include canals, pipelines, flumes, connectors,
powerhouses, switchyards, transmission lines, and all other supporting operational infrastructure.
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APPENDIX B

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING HANDOUTS



Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Public Scoping Meeting

Manton, CA
January 31, 2000

Informal Discussion and Display Session
5 p.m. — 6 p.m.

Welcome! Please feel free to visit the various stations and discuss the proposed
project with representatives from Federal and State agencies and the Pacific Gas
Electric Company.  Comment cards and a flipchart are available at each station to
gather your comments.

Project Maps
General Location Plan
Project Area Plan
Aerial Photograph Poster Boards of Habitat Stream Reaches

Fisheries
Salmon Life Cycle
Battle Creek Fisheries/Habitat Stream Reaches

Hydropower
Existing Conditions Schematic
Film Loop of Existing Project Features

Alternatives
Project Description
Existing Project Alternatives

General Information and Process
Battle Creek  Web Site and List Server Information
NEPA & NEPA/CEQA/FERC Flowcharts
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Federal Register Notice of Intent 
Federal Regulatory Commission (FERC) Information
CALFED

Challenges
Existing Conditions Schematic
Hydropower Project and Hatchery Restoration Activities
Other Activities in the Watershed

http://www.mp.usbr.gov/regional/battlecreek/index.html



Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Public Scoping Meeting

Manton, CA
January 31, 2000

Public Scoping Meeting
6 p.m. — 8 p.m.

Welcome and Introductions —
Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy

Purpose of the Scoping Meeting —
Mary Marshall, Bureau of Reclamation

Background of Proposed Project —
Harry Rectenwald, CA Department of Fish and Game
Jean Oscamou, Pacific Gas &Electric Company

Public Input — Recap of station comments with additional public input —
Sam Cervantes, Bureau of Reclamation

General Public Comments —
all Station Teams

Follow-up and Conclusion of Meeting —
Mary Marshall, Bureau of Reclamation

http://www.mp.usbr.gov/regional/battlecreek/index.html



Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Public Scoping Meeting

Manton, CA
January 31, 2000

Purpose of Public Scoping
Public involvement is a vital component of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process.  It serves to include the public in the decision-making process and to
allow full environmental disclosure.  The formal purpose of scoping is to obtain
information that will focus the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) on the significant issues.  NEPA regulations define scoping as "an
early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for
identifying the significant issues related to the proposed action."  Similarly, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines define scoping as "the
process of early consultation with the public and agencies during the initial stage of
EIR preparation."  Scoping also gives the public and agencies the opportunity to
identify:

Significant environmental or resource issues;
Project participants;
Potentially affected geographical area;
Resources available for the project;
Project constraints;
Reasonable alternatives to be considered; and
Mitigation measures to be considered.

Meeting Format
During the informal discussions and display session, from 5 p.m. to 6 p.m.,
representatives from Federal and State resource agencies and the Pacific Gas and
Electric Company will be present at various stations to informally discuss the
proposed project and gather public comments. 

During the public scoping meeting from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m., a brief presentation,
including a background of the proposed project will take place.  After the presentation,
the public is again invited to contribute comments/ideas regarding the proposed
project.  Reclamation, which is conducting the meeting, may or may not respond
directly to questions at the meeting, however comments, ideas, and discussions will
be summarized and recorded in a "Scoping Report."  Comments within the Scoping
Report will be considered during the development of the draft EIS/EIR.

Comment Timeframes and Follow-Up
Under NEPA and according to the January 12, 2000 Notice of Intent (NOI) published
in the Federal Register, comments on the proposed project for inclusion into the
Scoping Report should be sent to Mary Marshall, Environmental Specialist, Bureau of
Reclamation, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825 by February 14, 2000.
Additionally, as part the CEQA process, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) will soon be

http://www.mp.usbr.gov/regional/battlecreek/index.html



distributed to the public for a 30 day comment period.  The NOP will contain proposed
project information, including existing proposed project alternatives.  Comments
received on the NOP will also be documented in the Scoping Report.  The Scoping
Report will be sent out to the public/interested parties approximately two-three months
after the NOP comment period closes.  Comments within the Scoping Report will be
considered during the development of the draft EIS/EIR.  The Draft EIS/EIR is
scheduled for completion in late-fall 2000.  A public comment period will occur upon
the release of the Draft EIS/EIR.  Responses to comments received on the Draft
EIS/EIR will be noted in the Final EIS/EIR.

http://www.mp.usbr.gov/regional/battlecreek/index.html











APPENDIX C

PUBLIC COMMENTS



Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Public Scoping Meeting

January 31, 2000
Manton CA

MEETING SUMMARY

Flipchart Notes

Project Maps

! Want to see Coleman Hatchery operations evaluated as part of the project
! Include operations of facilities above the natural barriers in the project
! How will the project effect water users on Digger Creek?

Fisheries

! Want instream, and in canals, sport fishing to continue
! Allow spawners to spawn in Battle Creek upstream of CNFH barrier dam
! Stop decoying Sacramento River salmon to Battle Creek
! New cattle fencing needs to replace any structure (e.g., canal/ditch) that now

serves as a fence
! Don’t damage existing roads when removing ditches/canals
! Use South Canal for spoil disposal from tailrace connector, to minimize truck

traffic past residences
! Manage access to diseased salmon to avoid conflicts with trout farms
! Minimize project costs [current estimates are too high]
! Solving the separation of hatchery/wild fish at CNFH must be an integral part

of restoration project planning
! Develop alternate way for hatchery fish to get to CNFH — dealing with weir

must be done as part of the same process as dam removal — wholelistic
approach

! Natural fish should have exclusive use of watershed and hatchery fish should
stay out of watershed

! Local residents are concerned about the possible loss of water rights

Hydropower

! Will existing roads remain on south canal system?
! Stock prices [will the price of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s stock be

affected?]
! Do not want to see Pacific Gas and Electric Company forced out of its

business
! Want colder (spring) water in stream
! Will additional power houses be removed?
! What happens if there is a new [hydropower] owner?
! Is Pacific Gas and Electric Company getting funding for project?



Alternatives

! South Canal road paralleling can should stay in
! Ditch (South Canal) serves as a fence to keep cows in, will Reclamation

provide a means to replace fencing?
! Can portions of South Canal be left open (not filled in)?
! How does the project impact flows on Digger Creek?
! Does this project set a precedent for the need for increased instream flows in

higher reach streams?
! What about the potential for water exports from Battle Creek and tributaries

to other areas (e.g., South Canal)?
! What about removal of Eagle Canyon Dam?
! Open Battle Creek above Panthers Creek on south fork.
! Why not Eagle Canyon?
! Opportunity for partial removal at Wildcat.
! Impacts to sport fishing should be addressed
! Water rights [what happens with individual water rights?  Will they be

affected?]

General Information and Process — no comments received at station.

Challenges

! Status/future of water canal sport fisheries
! Fish survival through powerhouse.

Public Input Session

! Inform residents of water flow changes
! How will powerhouses be affected if Pacific Gas and Electric Company

divests the structures?
! Canals have been used for fire suppression — Will water flow be affected in

canals? — Specifically Cross Country Canal.
! Will a new EIS to be developed for license amendment [FERC/Pacific Gas

and Electric Company] or will the same EIS [BOR/SWCB] be used?
! Does Pacific Gas and Electric Company currently have license?  Will this

process extend term of current license?
! Does FERC always have alternative processes?
! What are acronyms [EIS/EIR, CEQA, NEPA, FERC, etc.]?
! Will EIS/EIR be one or two reports?
! Wildcat Canal — will easement be abandoned?  Residents want input on

process.  What about restoration possibilities?  Impacts on trees, water for
cows, etc.

! If nothing is done, Federal government can require in 2026 that Pacific Gas
and Electric Company remove everything — why not just wait for that?

! Taking out Eagle Canyon Dam has been said to hurt hydro-economics —
how does FERC balance hydro vs. natural resources?

! Will existence of MOU prejudice evaluation of project?
! Will there be changes in Cross Country Canal?



! If there is a reduction of water in Cross Country Canal, will it affect other water
rights?

! Must include Coleman operations — must be compatible with this project
! Must work with local residents and Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy

[consider trespassing issues]
! Review alternatives
! Where will increased flows begin?
! Will there be fish screens on Voltas to Cross Country Canal?
! How many winter-run have been observed on north fork, spring-run?  If we

don’t make these changes won’t we lose these fish in 5 years?
! Who makes the decision to go forward?
! All information is collected and put into the best project for approval
! In NEPA process, will the fish will be reintroduced into an area where they

haven’t been?
! Assuming there is a presence of endangered/listed/protected species on a

landowners property, is there or will there be any regulatory relief for [creek
side] landowners?

! Any support for landowners doing their own restoration projects?
! Landowners concern with potential cattle access in creek [where restorations

efforts are being accomplished]
! Participants request details on the Safe Harbor Program which offers relief

for landowners for ESA regulations
! How do fish know to get upstream into newly opened areas?  Is there any

way to “plan eggs?”
! As a taxpayers, are we paying for Pacific Gas and Electric Company

structures to be removed that created the problems?  Does Pacific Gas and
Electric Company profit from hydro facilities?

Comment Cards

If this restoration project is intended to truly restore the resources, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company should donate the land around the decommissioned dams to
conservation easements or at least offer to sell the land to a public land agency.

When the threatened and endangered fish arrive don’t burden the landowners with
additional regulations.  These fish should be considered an experimental population. 
This watershed is in excellent condition due in part to the historic land management
practices.  Give incentive to improve land management practice, not penalties.

Next time you have a public personation, have a pa system or presenters that are
willing to project their voices.

Battle Creek salmon and stealhead restoration project — priority here — in all
aspects of scoping, planning, and managing.  Why?  Because these stream creatures
are an indication of stream quality and quantity for sustainable fisheries production. 
This in turn assures a level of stream flows for rural and urban use.



Alternatives Station: If the ladders and fish screens turn out to not be “100 percent fail
proof,” then the Eagle Canyon Dam should be removed.  This requirement should be
included in the FERC license amendment.

Alternatives Station: Two additional restoration alternatives should be considered in
the EIS/EIR: (1) removal of Eagle Canyon Dam and (2) removal of all dams below
natural barriers.

Alternatives Station: Will there be any changes in the lake releases from North Battle
Creek and Macumber Reservoirs?  Also, how will water rights be monitored?  (Note
from JRO following discussions with Mr. Stewart: Suggestion is to increase North
Battle Creek Reservoir to 1.5 cfs to keep Macumber in better condition.  License
requires North Battle Creek and Mcumber be kept full to September 10, but North
Battle Creek could be allowed to draw down without big impact on recreation use in
order to improve recreation at Macumber.)
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