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Chapter 1 

Introduction

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIR) and the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR for the Battle 
Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project (Restoration Project) are 
presented in this volume (Volume III) of this Final EIS/EIR.  Comments on the 
Draft EIS/EIR consist of written comments received during the public review 
period (July 18–October 16, 2003), and oral comments received at the public 
hearing in Manton, California, on August 27, 2003.  Comments on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR are written comments submitted during the 
public review period (March 1, 2005–April 29, 2005).  In addition, the reader 
should refer to the section entitled Overview of the Revisions to the Draft 
EIS/EIR in this chapter for a summary of changes that have been made from the 
Draft EIS/EIR to the Final EIS/EIR. 

Review and Project Selection Process 

Bureau of Reclamation 

The U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), has 
completed or will complete the following steps to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) recommendations and to implement the 
Restoration Project.  Reclamation has filed the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR with the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and published two separate notices of availability (NOAs), describing the 
availability of these documents for public review, in the Federal Register.  A 
notice of public hearing for the 2003 Draft EIS/EIR was published in the Federal

Register concurrently with the NOA publication for this document, and a public 
hearing was held following publication of the public hearing notice.   

Public comments received during the public comment periods and at the public 
hearing for the Draft EIS/EIR were considered and responded to during the 
preparation of the Final EIS/EIR.  Responses to these comments and changes to 
the Draft EIS/EIR in response to the comments are included in the Final EIS/EIR.   

The Final EIS/EIR will be filed with the EPA, and an NOA will be published in 
the Federal Register announcing the availability of the Final EIS/EIR.  After a 
minimum 30-day waiting period, Reclamation will issue a Record of Decision 
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(ROD) stating the decision and describing the alternatives considered, the 
environmentally preferable alternative, the factors considered with respect to the 
alternatives, environmental commitments and mitigation measures to be applied 
to the action, any monitoring and enforcement program to be established, any 
significant comments received on the Final EIS/EIR, and Reclamation’s 
response.

State Water Resources Control Board 

To certify the Final EIS/EIR, the California State Water Resources Control Board 
(State Water Board) and Reclamation must find that: 

the Final EIS/EIR has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and  

the Final EIS/EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead 
agency, and the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final EIS/EIR before selecting a project (State 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). 

After the State Water Board certifies the Final EIS/EIR, it will make the final 
decision regarding which project alternative will be selected for implementation, 
adopt findings of fact regarding the significant effects identified in the Final 
EIS/EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091), and adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations that identifies the specific benefits of the selected 
alternative that would outweigh its significant and unavoidable impacts (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).  The findings and the statement of overriding 
considerations must be based on substantial (i.e., factual) information in the 
record.  The State Water Board must also adopt a mitigation monitoring or 
reporting program that will ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the 
findings are implemented.    

The State Water Board will file a notice of determination (NOD) with the State 
Clearinghouse once it has approved the selected alternative.  Filing the NOD and 
the payment of California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) filing fees begin 
a 30-day statute of limitations for litigation over the adequacy of the Final 
EIS/EIR.
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Public Involvement during Preparation of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

The public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR began July 18, 2003, with an 
announcement of the availability of the Draft EIS/EIR.  The formal public 
comment period closed October 16, 2003.  On August 27, 2003, a public hearing 
on the Draft EIS/EIR was held for the community in Manton, California.  About 
50 members of the public attended.  Both oral and written comments were 
received during the public hearing. 

Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were distributed to federal and state agencies, local 
governments, elected officials, and various nongovernmental groups.  In 
addition, copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were sent to the Tehama County Library, 
the Shasta County Library, the Susanville Library, and the Natural Resources 
Library for the Department of the Interior in Washington, D.C., for public 
viewing.  Notice was placed in the Federal Register in compliance with NEPA.  
Copies were provided to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies 
in compliance with CEQA.  The Draft EIS/EIR was provided to others upon 
request at no cost. 

In addition to responding to and publishing responses to comments received 
during the 90-day public review of the Draft EIS/EIR, Reclamation with 
participation from the Battle Creek Project Management Team (PMT) and 
Technical Team members conducted two public information workshops in 
Manton, California, for stakeholders and members of the public (July 23, 2003, 
and August 12, 2003).  On March 15, 2004, Reclamation with participation from 
the PMT, Technical Team members, and The Nature Conservancy, and CHRC 
held a public meeting in Red Bluff, California, specifically to address public 
questions about the incremental benefits between the proposed Restoration 
Project and the Eight Dam Removal Alternative, which has been eliminated from 
further consideration (see Master Response B in Chapter 2 of this volume).  
Public comments have been encouraged at all public meetings on the Restoration 
Project.
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Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Revised Environmental Impact Report 

The public comment period for the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR began 
on March 1, 2005, with an announcement of the availability of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  The formal public comment period closed on 
April 29, 2005. 

Copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR were distributed to the 
public, interested parties, federal and state agencies, local governments, elected 
officials, and various nongovernmental groups.  In addition, copies of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR were sent to the Tehama County Library, the 
Shasta County Library, the Susanville Library, and the Natural Resources Library 
for the Department of the Interior in Washington, D.C., for public viewing.  
Notice was placed in the Federal Register in compliance with NEPA.  Copies 
were provided to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies in 
compliance with CEQA.  Pursuant to its issuance, the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/Revised EIR was provided to others upon their request.

Consideration of Recirculation 

After the close of the public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR, Reclamation 
and the State Water Board began responding to comments that had been received 
during public review.  As a result of this process, and subsequent reviews that 
were performed outside the NEPA/CEQA process, it became evident that 
significant new information would need to be added to the Draft EIS/EIR.  
Therefore, Reclamation and the State Water Board recirculated portions of the 
Draft EIS/EIR for public comment in the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised Draft 
EIR.

If significant new information is added to an EIS/EIR after public review, the 
lead agency is required to recirculate revisions to the document (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15088.5, and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
NEPA Regulations 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.9).  Significant

new information includes, for example, a new significant environmental impact 
or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact.  New information is not 
considered significant unless the document is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect that the proponent has declined to implement.  Another example of 
significant new information that would require recirculation is if the Draft 
EIS/EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.    
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Responses to Comments 

NEPA and CEQA regulations direct the lead agencies to respond to substantive 
public comments on a Draft EIS/EIR.  All comments received during the 
comment periods are responded to in this Final EIS/EIR.  The range of possible 
responses includes requiring specific mitigation measures, modifying 
alternatives, supplementing analyses, making factual corrections, and explaining 
why comments do not warrant further agency response.  In cases where public 
response has been especially voluminous, the agency may summarize or 
consolidate similar comments, as long as all substantive issues are represented.  
This Final EIS/EIR contains Master Responses that respond to common concerns 
expressed about the Restoration Project, and responses to each individual 
comment on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  

Overview of Revisions to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

In addition to responding to individual public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR, a number of revisions were 
incorporated into the Draft EIS/EIR to create a more complete document for the 
Final EIS/EIR.  Some of these revisions, as presented in Volume I (Report) and 
Volume II (Appendices) of this Final EIS/EIR, are listed and described below.   

Volume I, Report 

Chapter 1, Introduction, Organization, and Process 

Relationship of the Restoration Project to the CALFED Bay-Delta 

Program (CALFED Program).  The Draft EIS/EIR provided a description 
of how this document would tier from the CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR 
under the heading, Relationship of This Document to the CALFED Bay-
Delta Program Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report.  This text was updated with more applicable text describing the 
relationship of the Restoration Project to the CALFED Program and the 
relationship of the Restoration Project EIS/EIR to the CALFED 
Programmatic EIS/EIR. 
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Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, Project Description, and 
Project Background 

Geographic Scope.  A description of the geographic scope of the 
Restoration Project was added to the beginning of this chapter. 

Chapter 3, Project Alternatives

Environmental Commitments.  General Environmental Protection 
Measures, listed in the introduction to Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR, were 
renamed Environmental Commitments and moved to Chapter 3 under the 
project description of the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

New Project Site Figures.  New figures were added to supplement the 
project description for the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  These figures 
present the proposed construction areas at Restoration Project sites and 
provide information describing activities that would occur at each 
construction area.  The new figures are presented in Appendix F of the Final 
EIS/EIR (see New Appendices below). 

Construction Schedules.  Restoration Project construction schedules were 
updated to indicate that project construction would begin in 2006 and end in 
2009. 

Wildcat Diversion Dam and Canal.  The description of the activities to take 
place along the Wildcat Canal was updated to state that the entire length of 
the pipeline would be removed.  All associated timber and metal work also 
would be removed. 

Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse, Access Road Improvements.

The description of the proposed access road that would be used to access the 
Inskip Diversion Dam was modified in light of new information that allowed 
the construction footprint to be minimized.  A discussion of the other 
alignments also considered, but eliminated, was added.  In addition, the 
reference to piling spoils along the access road at the top of the plateau was 
removed. 

Asbury Pump House and Diversion Dam.  The discussion of project 
elements for Asbury Pump House and Diversion Dam was expanded to 
include a more detailed description of the dam, releases from the dam, and a 
flow-gaging station located downstream. 

Biological and Environmental Monitoring Fund.  A description of the 
Biological and Environmental Monitoring Fund, made available from Central 
Valley fishery restoration funding sources, has been included. 

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration.  A discussion of the 
Eight Dam Removal Alternative was added in this section.  The discussion 
compares the Eight Dam Removal Alternative with the Five Dam Removal 
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Alternative and explains why the Eight Dam Removal Alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration.

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences 

Section 4.1, Fish 

Impact Assessment.  A new significant impact entitled “Increased risk of a 
serious or catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle Creek to fish 
communities throughout the state and through stocking with Mount Lassen 
Trout Farm and Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery fish” has been added to 
this section under all action alternatives. 

Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife Resources 

Impact Assessment.  The following new impacts have been added to 
Section 4.2. 

A new significant impact entitled “Potential disturbance to valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat,” has been added to this section under 
the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the No Dam Removal 
Alternative.

A new significant impact entitled “Potential disturbance to nesting 
California black rails in emergent marsh,” has been added to this section 
under all action alternatives. 

A new less-than-significant impact entitled “Potential loss of woody 
riparian vegetation along PG&E canals” has been added to this section 
under all action alternatives. 

A new less-than-significant impact entitled “Potential disturbance of 
annual grassland habitat” has been added to this section under all action 
alternatives.

Revised Mitigation Measures for Wildlife and Habitat Types.  The 
mitigation measures for special-status wildlife and Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) habitat communities have been revised in Section 
4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife Resources, to reflect mitigation 
presented in the Draft Action Specific Implementation Plan (ASIP) (Jones & 
Stokes 2004). 

Figure Revisions.  Figures of biological resources and waters of the United 
States identified in the project area (Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-19) were 
moved from Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife Resources, to 
Appendix L, “Biological Resources Documented at Battle Creek Project 
Sites,” and Appendix M, “Waters of the United States Documented at Battle 
Creek Project Sites,” respectively (see New Appendices below). 
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Section 4.4, Water Quality 

Impact Significance Criterion. A new impact significance criterion, which 
identifies an impact as significant if implementing the Restoration Project 
would result in a deterioration of the biological integrity of surface waters, 
has been added to Section 4.4, Water Quality, of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Impact Assessment.  The following impacts have been added to Section 4.4. 

A new significant impact entitled “Impacts on beneficial uses of waters 
used at Mount Lassen Trout Farm” has been added to this section under 
all action alternatives. 

A new significant impact entitled “Impacts on beneficial uses of 
California waters from the distribution of infected Mount Lassen Trout 
Farm fish” has been added to this section under all action alternatives. 

Section 4.6, Land Use 

Affected Environment.  A new discussion describing aquaculture as a form 
of agriculture has been added to this section. 

Section 4.8, Aesthetics 

Impact Assessment.  The following new impacts have been added to 
Section 4.8. 

A new less-than-significant impact entitled “Potential reduction in scenic 
resources visible from canals caused by closure of PG&E canals” has 
been added to the discussion of impacts for each action alternative. 

A new less-than-significant impact entitled “Temporarily reduced scenic 
resources along the Eagle Canyon Canal as a result of construction of 
Eagle Canyon Pipeline” has been added to the discussion of impacts 
under the Five Dam and No Dam Removal Alternatives to address the 
visual impacts associated with the construction of the Eagle Canyon 
pipeline at the Jeffcoat site. 

Section 4.14, Recreation 

Impact Assessment.  The less-than-significant impact entitled “Loss of a 
recreational fishery at Oasis Springs Lodge” has been added to Section 4.14 
under the impact discussion for all action alternatives to address concerns 
regarding how implementation of the Restoration Project might affect 
recreational fishing at the Oasis Springs Lodge. 
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Section 4.15, Cultural Resources 

Impact Assessment.  A new significant impact entitled “Potential impact on 
cultural resources at the Jeffcoat aquaculture facility” has been added to the 
discussion of impacts under the Five Dam and No Dam Removal 
Alternatives. 

Section 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses 

Summary of Effects.  The following effects have been modified or added to 
Section 4.16. 

The existing effect entitled “Potential decrease of regional and local 
employment and income” has been modified and is now identified as 
“Potential socioeconomic risk to Mount Lassen Trout Farm (MLTF) fish 
marketing program” in the discussion of effects under all action 
alternatives.  To minimize project-related effects on regional and local 
employment and income (specifically to MLTF facilities), these effects 
now refer to the mitigation measures associated with Impact 4.1-8 (see 
Section 4.1, Fish). 

A new effect entitled “Potential construction-related loss in revenue at 
Oasis Springs Lodge” has been added to the discussion of effects under 
each action alternative. 

A new effect entitled “Potential long-term loss in revenue at Oasis 
Springs Lodge” has been added to the discussion of effects under each all 
action alternative. 

Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination 

Clarification of Additional Public Involvement.  Text has been added to 
the discussion under Public Review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report to include ongoing public 
involvement in the development of the Final EIS/EIR, which has taken place 
since the Draft EIS/EIR was submitted for public review in July 2003. 

Chapter 6, Related Projects 

Various related project descriptions have been updated with information that 
has become available since the Draft EIS/EIR was submitted for public 
review in July 2003.  Projects with substantial new information are:

Coleman National Fish Hatchery; 

Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy (BCWC); 
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Monitoring of Adult and Juvenile Spring-Run and Winter-Run Chinook 
Salmon and Steelhead in Battle Creek; 

Butte, Deer, and Mill Creek Reference Watersheds; 

Red Bluff Diversion Dam Fish Passage Improvement Project; and 

Proposed Comprehensive Fisheries Management Plan for the Upper 
Sacramento River and Its Tributaries. 

Chapter 7, Summary 

Comparison of Alternatives.  The discussions comparing each action 
alternative with the Proposed Action have been reorganized by resource area, 
and new information regarding the differences between the alternatives has 
been included.

Environmentally Preferred/Superior Alternative.  The discussion has 
been updated to reflect that the Six Dam Removal Alternative is now the 
Environmentally Preferred/Superior Alternative.

Table 7-1, Summary of Impacts.  Table 7-1 has been modified to include 
all impact discussions and associated mitigation measures that were revised 
in the Final EIS/EIR.  Table 7-1 also includes any new significant and less-
than-significant impact discussions that have been added since preparation of 
the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Table 7-2, Comparison of Benefits and Impacts Associated with Each 

Action Alternative.  Table 7-2 presents how the environmental impacts of 
the action alternatives differ.  Only impacts that are different among the 
alternatives are listed in Table 7-2; those impacts that are shared by all 
alternatives are not listed in this table. 

Volume II, Appendices 

Revised Appendices 

Methods Descriptions.  Descriptions of the methods used in the 
environmental analysis have been moved from Appendix G in the Draft 
EIS/EIR to the appropriate environmental resource sections in the Final 
EIS/EIR.

Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek 

Hydrology and Hydroelectric Power Model.”  Appendix I of the Final 
EIS/EIR, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and 
Hydroelectric Power Model,” (Appendix K under the same title in the Draft 
EIS/EIR) has been modified to include a description of Battle Creek 
hydrology, diversion dams, and historical daily flow patterns to demonstrate 
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that the calculations in the monthly model are a reasonable approximation of 
future potential habitat conditions in each reach of Battle Creek. 

Appendix J, “Results from Monthly Flow and Power Generation 

Model.”  Flow and diversion tables have been altered to facilitate 
comparisons among the alternatives in Appendix J of the Final EIS/EIR, 
“Results from Monthly Flow and Power Generation Model” (Appendix L 
under the same title in the Draft EIS/EIR).  Each table presents flows or 
diversions at a particular site for each alternative instead of presenting flows 
at every site for one alternative.   

Appendix Q, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”  The Draft 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report has been updated.  The Final Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report is included in Appendix Q of this 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Appendix R, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek Restoration 

Area.”  A description of the development of the Battle Creek SNTEMP 
model and a comparison of the SNTEMP model’s results to those of a 
simpler water temperature model have been included in Appendix R of the 
Final EIS/EIR, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek Restoration Area” 
(Appendix M under the same title in the Draft EIS/EIR). 

Appendix O, “Special-Status Species Accounts.”  Appendix O in the Final 
EIS/EIR, “Special-Status Species Accounts,” (Appendix J in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, “Special-Status Wildlife Descriptions”) has been modified to 
include a detailed description of the legal status, distribution, habitat 
association, and reasons for decline of special-status fish species. 

New Appendices 

The following appendices have been added to this Final EIS/EIR.

Appendix F, “Proposed Construction Areas at Restoration Project 

Sites.”  Figures presenting the proposed construction areas at each 
project site have been included in the Final EIS/EIR as a new appendix, 
Appendix F, “Proposed Construction Areas at Restoration Project Sites.”

Appendix K, “Water Temperature and Aquatic Habitat in Battle 

Creek.” A new appendix, Appendix K, “Water Temperature and 
Aquatic Habitat in Battle Creek,” has been added to the Final EIS/EIR 
and describes and compares optimal water temperature habitat for the 
restoration alternatives based on the results of the SNTEMP model.

Appendix L, “Biological Resources Documented at Battle Creek 

Project Sites.”  The figures in Section 4.2 that identify biological 
resources at each project site have been moved to a new appendix in the 
Final EIS/EIR, Appendix L, “Biological Resources Documented at Battle 
Creek Project Sites.”

Appendix M, “Waters of the United States Documented at Battle 

Creek Project Sites.”  The figures in Section 4.2 that identify waters of 
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the United States at each project site have been moved to a new appendix 
in the Final EIS/EIR, Appendix M, “Waters of the United States 
Documented at Battle Creek Project Sites.” 
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Chapter 2 

Master Responses 

Introduction

A review of the comments made on the Draft EIS/EIR revealed that some 
comments were made frequently, demonstrating a common concern among those 
submitting written comments and those speaking at the public hearing.  In some 
cases, the array of similar comments about a particular topic provided more 
clarity about a particular issue than any single comment.  To allow presentation 
of a response that addresses all aspects of these related comments, Master 
Responses have been prepared for those topics that were raised in a number of 
comments from agencies, interested groups, and members of the public.  These 
Master Responses are intended to allow a well-integrated response that addresses 
all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piecemeal responses to individual 
comments, which may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. 

The use of a Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the importance 
of the individual comments.  In fact, Master Responses are used as a way to 
highlight some of those issues that appeared to be of particular importance to 
those making the comments. 

The Master Responses indicate where changes to the text of the Final EIS/EIR 
have been made.  Section references for text changes reflect the location of the 
change in the Final EIS/EIR text. 
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Master Response A—Responding to Technical 
Review Panel Comments on the Restoration Project 

In 1999, Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), DFG, National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to pursue a 
restoration project on Battle Creek (see Appendix A in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR).  During the development of the MOU, the agency signatories agreed to 
support the Restoration Project (see Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
under the section titled Development of a Memorandum of Understanding for 
more information).  The details of this project are presented in the 1999 MOU 
and in Chapter 3 under the section titled Five Dam Removal Alternative in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.   

In 1999, CALFED (now known as the California Bay-Delta Authority [CBDA]) 
approved $28 million for the Restoration Project (CALFED Project No. 1999-
B01), which was the estimated cost of the project at the time.  By 2003, it 
became apparent that additional funds would be needed to complete the 
Restoration Project, and an initial supplemental funding request was submitted to 
the CBDA, CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program (ERP). 

Technical Review Panel Evaluation of the 
Restoration Project 

The initial supplemental funding request triggered the CALFED ERP, at the 
request of its technical experts, to form an independent technical review panel 
(TRP) to evaluate the Restoration Project.  The TRP was composed of six 
technical experts (a riparian ecologist, a fisheries biologist, a geomorphologist, 
and three civil engineers).  The TRP was tasked with providing a comprehensive 
evaluation of the technical merit of the Restoration Project and strengthening the 
restoration effort in the context of the MOU Alternative. 

The panel summarized their results in the Technical Review Panel Report for the 

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project (TRP Report), dated 
September 2003 (Borcalli et al. 2003).  The panel found that the general cost of 
the project elements under the MOU Alternative were reasonable, justified, and 
cost-effective; however, the panel identified several elements of the project that 
should be reexamined based on comments provided in the TRP Report, including 
fish counting design, estimation of mitigation costs, and the adequacy of funding 
for continued monitoring.  The panel also presented several recommendations 
that would strengthen the effort to restore anadromous fish habitat in Battle 
Creek.  The ERP selection panel reviewed the TRP Report and concurred with 
the TRP’s comments.  
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As part of the TRP Report, the panel made several recommendations that would 
strengthen the restoration effort.  These recommendations are listed below. 

Include funds for monitoring the intended responses of fish, channel 
geomorphology, water quality and temperature, and sediment dynamics as 
part of the Restoration Project. 

Strengthen the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) and identify an explicit 
process for reviewing responses of salmon and sediment routing after dam 
removal. 

Include provisions for fish traps in the new ladders so that fish can be 
collected, examined, and marked. 

Design the fish ladders to include an alternative for insertion of an adult fish 
trap where possible. 

Include radio telemetry in the monitoring of adult fish passage to confirm 
that adults do not delay below ladders and consider using passive integrated 
transponder (PIT) tag technology as a long-term monitoring tool. 

Account for remote sensing locations and construction requirements (e.g., 
PIT tag sensors) in newly constructed fish ladders. 

Plan and schedule the Coleman Powerhouse tailrace barrier as an integral 
feature of the Restoration Project1.

The ERP selection panel requested that the PMT address the TRP’s comments in 
a response to the selection panel that explains how the PMT would modify 
project designs, planning and environmental documents, and implementation of 
the Restoration Project.  The PMT was encouraged to address comments on 
monitoring and adaptive management, including modifying project features to 
enhance the ability to monitor fish.  The selection panel also encouraged the 
PMT to explain how the following issues would be addressed. 

Consider a more complete decommissioning of the Battle Creek 
Hydroelectric Project (Hydroelectric Project) as a project alternative (see 
Master Response B:  Removing Additional Dams in Battle Creek Not 
Identified by the Proposed Action).  

Reintroduce winter-run Chinook salmon to Battle Creek (see Master 
Response C:  Revisions to the Draft AMP). 

Coordinate Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations with restoration 
efforts (see Master Response D:  Potential Effects of Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery Operations on Restoration Project Success).

PG&E’s Coleman Powerhouse tailrace barrier was completed in fall 2004 as an 
action separate from the Restoration Project. 

                                                     
1 PG&E’s Coleman Powerhouse tailrace barrier was completed in fall 2004 as an action separate from the 
Restoration Project. 
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Responding to the Technical Review Panel Report 

In response to the comments presented in the TRP Report, the PMT and the 
adaptive management technical and policy teams (AMTT/AMPT) prepared a 
series of responses to address the issues raised in the TRP Report.  Responses to 
the TRP Report were submitted to the CBDA ERP selection panel between 
January and May 2004 and are summarized below. 

An additional alternative, the Eight Dam Removal Alternative, was analyzed 
in comparison with the Five Dam Removal Alternative outside the context of 
the environmental review process (refer to Master Response B for more 
information). 

To ensure a thorough and systematic review of the project design features, a 
review of the draft plans and specifications is scheduled for June through 
July 2005.  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) will take 
part in this review. 

The PMT, AMTT, and AMPT recognize the need to prioritize the restoration 
of winter-run Chinook salmon.  The need to address this target species and 
the need for a feasibility analysis were addressed in the CALFED Program 
ASIP for the Battle Creek Restoration Project. 

Design flaws or areas of improvement suggested by the TRP were 
considered, and changes to the facilities were made when possible with the 
concurrence of the fisheries agencies.  The PMT, AMTT, and AMPT 
attempted to address the TRP’s comments in a written response when no 
changes could be made to the proposed design. 

The AMP was substantially changed to reflect the comments of the TRP and 
to improve its usefulness as a long-term tool for successful monitoring and 
management of the Restoration Project.  As an example, the AMP now 
recommends the use of radio tagging for fish passage monitoring.   

Reclamation, on behalf of the PMT, AMTT, and AMPT, submitted the final 
response on the TRP report to the CALFED ERP in May 2004.  For more 
information regarding the TRP’s comments, visit the CBDA Documents page of 
the Restoration Project website at: 

http://www.usbr.gov/mp/battlecreek/docs-cbda.html

In March 2005, Reclamation, on behalf of the PMT, submitted a final funding 
proposal to the CALFED ERP.  The CALFED ERP Selection Panel is expected 
to develop a final funding recommendation in July 2005, and subsequently, a 
funding decision for the Restoration Project will be made at the CBDA meeting 
in August 2005. 
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Master Response B—Removing Additional Dams in 
Battle Creek Not Identified by the Proposed Action 

Several comment letters received on the Draft EIS/EIR requested that 
Reclamation and the State Water Board consider removing more dams in Battle 
Creek than are identified by the Proposed Action (i.e., the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative).  Some comment letters requested that the Six Dam Removal 
Alternative be considered for the Restoration Project, which would include the 
removal of Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam.  Most comment letters related to this 
topic, however, requested that all eight dams below the natural fish barriers on 
Battle Creek be removed.   

This master response summarizes the analysis conducted and the factors 
considered in the selection of dam removal alternatives for Battle Creek.  This 
master response also identifies support that the Proposed Action has received 
from the owner/operator of the Hydroelectric Project, federal and state agencies, 
and the local community. 

Factors Considered in the Selection of
Dam Removal Alternatives 

The Restoration Project presents an opportunity to reestablish prime salmon and 
steelhead habitat on Battle Creek, plus additional habitat on its tributaries, which 
would help preserve and enhance current salmonid populations within the 
Sacramento River system.  Although one of the primary objectives of the 
Restoration Project is to restore habitat in Battle Creek for anadromous fish, 
another important objective is to minimize the loss of renewable hydroelectric 
power in the Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 1121) (see the sections 
titled Purpose and Need and Project Objectives in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR).  To minimize the loss of hydroelectric power and maintain a 
viable Hydroelectric Project, it is necessary to allow PG&E diversion dams to 
continue to divert water from Battle Creek to some of its powerhouses2.

The MOU signatories (including Reclamation, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, DFG, 
and PG&E) decided, after a series of negotiations, which diversion dams should 
remain and which would be decommissioned on Battle Creek.  A variety of 
factors were considered during the negotiation process.  These factors included 
biological considerations associated with fish ladder and fish screen installation 
compared to dam removal at each site; the importance of maintaining a viable 
Hydroelectric Project; and each dam’s contribution to the Hydroelectric Project.
Each of these factors is described below. 

                                                     
2 Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) is the owner and licensee of the Hydroelectric Project.   
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Biological Considerations 

For those dams proposed to be left in place under the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative (i.e., North Battle Creek Feeder, Eagle Canyon, and Inskip Diversion 
Dams), some uncertainty exists as to whether the proposed new fish screens and 
ladders will provide fish passage equivalent to that provided by removing the 
dam.  The EIS/EIR concludes that there will not be a significant difference in the 
population level response of salmon and steelhead as a result of passage impacts 
associated with retaining or removing a dam.  The analysis is based on a 
population-level response rather than an individual level, consistent with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act. The general reason leaving a dam 
in place and adding the proposed fish screens and ladders is not expected to cause 
an adverse effect on the population level is that the dams in Battle Creek are 
small relative to the stream channel morphology, and the fish ladders and screens 
are large.  More importantly, the fish screens and fish ladders meet or exceed the 
standards and criteria required for screens and ladders throughout the state of 
California.  Similar installations of modern screens and/or ladders on streams 
have been granted approvals under the Endangered Species Act because the 
facilities will protect the species at the population level.  Any problems that may 
arise with the fish screens or ladders would occur for a limited amount of time 
and would not affect the population as a whole.   

Much research has gone into designing state-of-the-art fish passage facilities at 
each dam that would be left in place, and all fish ladder and fish screen designs 
proposed for the Restoration Project have been approved by the fishery agencies 
(i.e., DFG and NOAA Fisheries).  As a result, the agencies have determined that 
removal of any of the other diversion dams not proposed under the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative would not represent a significant improvement to habitat 
and passage conditions for anadromous fish over those improvements predicted 
for the Five Dam Removal Alternative (California Department of Fish and Game 
2004).

Although a stream reach may be considered passable without the dam in place, 
the conditions might be such that a fish ladder would make passage easier for 
anadromous fish.  For example, the box canyon–like conditions in the area of 
Inskip Diversion Dam indicate that there could be the kind of steep, narrow, 
boulder-studded stream reach buried under the dam and diversion pool that 
would make passage more difficult without the dam than with a dam and fish 
ladder.
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Maintaining a Viable, Renewable Hydroelectric Project 

The Hydroelectric Project is operated in conjunction with other PG&E generating 
sources.  Most importantly, the Hydroelectric Project helps to maintain the 
reliability of the local transmission system and has the capacity to support 20% 
of the electricity demand in the Battle Creek Area3.  It is important to maintain a 
viable Hydroelectric Project so that PG&E’s power-generating facilities on Battle 
Creek may continue to provide renewable hydroelectric power for the Battle 
Creek Area at a reasonable cost to its customers.

Implementing the Restoration Project, regardless of which action alternative is 
implemented, would result in a reduction of energy produced by the 
Hydroelectric Project and also would decrease the dependable capacity of the 
Hydroelectric Project.  Battle Creek hydroelectric power is a low-cost, 
renewable, power-generating resource compared to other generation facilities 
that might substitute for it.  According to California’s Renewable Portfolio 
Standard mandate, replacement energy must come from another eligible 
renewable energy resource; however, other renewable energy resources (e.g., 
wind and solar power) are significantly more expensive than hydropower 
generation (for more information on the cost of eligible renewable energy 
resources, see Power Generation and Economics in Section 4.16, Volume I, of 
this Final EIS/EIR). 

The ability to maintain low-cost and renewable hydroelectric power in the Battle 
Creek watershed is determined by maintaining the annual cost of Hydroelectric 
Project power at less than the annual replacement power costs.  The difference 
between operating costs and replacement power costs is the annual net benefit of 
operating the Hydroelectric Project.  According to the cost analysis described 
under Power Generation and Economics in Section 4.16, Volume I, of this Final 
EIS/EIR, the Five Dam Removal Alternative is the only action alternative where 
the annual cost of Hydroelectric Project power production is less than the annual 
power benefits.  In other words, the power production benefits achieved under 
the No Dam, Six Dam, and Three Dam Removal Alternatives would not be 
sufficient to cover the applicable operating costs and replacement power costs for 
these alternatives.  The overall project costs associated with implementing these 
alternatives would be more costly to PG&E’s customers. 

Other Factors Considered 

An important factor that was considered while deciding which dams should 
remain and which dams should be removed from the Hydroelectric Project is 
each dam’s capacity to contribute to the Hydroelectric Project.  Eagle Canyon 
Diversion Dam plays an important role in the Hydroelectric Project because it 
increases the redundancy in the system, resulting in greater system reliability 

                                                     
3 The Battle Creek Area is a transmission system defined by the California Independent System Operator that 
services in part the Battle Creek watershed. 
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should a power emergency occur (see Effect 16-1 in Section 4.16, Volume I, of 
this Final EIS/EIR).   

Additional factors that were considered when selecting which dams should 
remain and have fish screens and fish ladders installed included ease of access to 
the diversion dam and proximity to other PG&E facilities.  Dams that are closer 
to the Manton Service Center (e.g., Eagle Canyon and Inskip Diversion Dams) or 
that are easy to access (e.g., Inskip Diversion Dam) were deemed more suitable 
for having fish screens and ladders installed.  Additionally, fish screens and 
ladders at dams that are located near other PG&E facilities (e.g., Inskip, and 
North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dams) would be easier to maintain. 

Comparing the Eight Dam Removal Alternative to the 
Proposed Action 

The following analysis of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative (i.e., 
Alternative B) and its comparison to the Proposed Action (i.e., the MOU 
Alternative or Five Dam Removal Alternative) is a summary of the full analysis 
contained in the section titled Alternatives Eliminated from Further 
Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Background

Following public circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR (July through October 2003), a 
new alternative, the Eight Dam Removal Alternative (Alternative B), was 
proposed for analysis by the CBDA.  As part of this analysis, the Eight Dam 
Removal Alternative is compared to the Proposed Action for the Restoration 
Project (Five Dam Removal Alternative, also known as the MOU Alternative).  
This comparative analysis was conducted outside of the NEPA/CEQA document 
to determine whether an additional alternative should be included in the EIS/EIR.  

Based on the CBDA CALFED ERP independent technical review of the 
Restoration Project, the ERP Selection Panel recommended that the PMT 
consider a more comprehensive decommissioning of the Hydroelectric Project to 
determine whether increased environmental benefits could be achieved.  In 
response to this request, a group of economists and engineers from Reclamation, 
Environmental Defense, the California Hydropower Reform Coalition (CHRC), 
Natural Heritage Institute, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California (MWD), and PG&E used FERC’s current cost economic method to 
conduct a cost review of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and several 
additional alternatives.  The cost review team identified three additional 
alternatives, which are identified as Alternatives A, B, and C below.   
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Alternative A would involve decommissioning the entire Hydroelectric 
Project, including PG&E’s facilities upstream of the natural fish passage 
barriers on Battle Creek); 

Alternative B (i.e., Eight Dam Removal Alternative) would involve 
decommissioning all diversion dams, and exclude decommissioning of the 
powerhouse facilities, below the natural fish passage barriers on Battle 
Creek, with the exception of Asbury Pump Diversion Dam; and 

Alternative C (see Alternative 6 in the section titled  Alternatives Eliminated 
from Further Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR) 
would involve decommissioning all diversion dams and powerhouse 
facilities below the natural fish passage barriers on Battle Creek. 

The cost review team presented their preliminary findings at the CBDA Bay-
Delta Public Advisory Committee Ecosystem Restoration Subcommittee  
meeting on January 15, 2004.  Based on these preliminary cost results, it was 
decided that the PMT would further compare the potential incremental habitat 
and other benefits of Alternative B and the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

The preliminary cost review completed in January 2004 indicated that the Five 
Dam Removal Alternative and Alternative B (the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative) were similar in cost.  These cost findings, however, have since been 
revised.  The revised cost review completed in May 2005 shows that the expected 
project costs associated with the Five Dam Removal Alternative are actually 
lower than the Eight Dam Removal Alternative ($128 million and $139 million, 
respectively; see Tables 3-8 and 3-9 in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR).  Because the remaining alternatives (Alternatives A and C) were 
substantially more expensive than the MOU Alternative, they were excluded 
from further consideration.   

Comparison of Alternatives 

At the request of the Ecosystem Restoration Subcommittee, the PMT formed a 
group of technical experts to analyze the biological differences between the Five 
Dam Removal Alternative and the Eight Dam Removal Alternative.  Specifically, 
a group of experts, including representatives from Reclamation, USFWS, DFG, 
The Nature Conservancy, PG&E, and CHRC, analyzed habitat benefits, which 
included geomorphology, habitat and temperature, hydrology, and fish passage.  
Following is a summary of the analysis results used to define the differences 
between the Five Dam and Eight Dam Removal Alternatives based on five 
criteria:  habitat benefits, risk of transferring serious fish diseases, costs, the 
ability to meet project objectives, and the ability to meet CALFED objectives. 
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Habitat Benefits

The Battle Creek PMT conducted a comparative analysis of the habitat benefits 
associated with the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative.  The resource agencies concluded that, compared to the existing 
conditions present under the current FERC license, both alternatives would 
significantly improve habitat and passage conditions for the target species.  
However, the habitat and passage conditions predicted for the Eight Dam 
Removal Alternative did not represent a significant improvement over those 
predicted for the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

These findings are presented in detail in a draft report entitled Further Biological 

Analyses for Information Presented on March 15 Regarding the Differences 

between the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the Eight Dam Removal 

Scenario (DFG 2004).  The Nature Conservancy prepared a separate analysis of 
sediment transport for both alternatives (The Nature Conservancy 2004).  Copies 
of both reports can be found on the CBDA website: 

http://www.calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemBattleCreek.shtml.

The CHRC also conducted a review of incremental biological benefits associated 
with the Five Dam and Eight Dam Removal Alternatives and provided comments 
on the PMT’s analysis.  Their analysis is detailed in a report entitled Analysis of 

Dam Removal Alternative B, Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration 

Project (CHRC 2004).  A copy of CHRC’s report is found on the CBDA 
website:

http://www.calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemBattleCreek.shtml. 

Although the PMT (and DFG) concluded that the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative failed to provide any significant biological advantages over the Five 
Dam Removal Alternative (see Table 3-10 in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR), the CHRC asserts that, compared with the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative, the Eight Dam Removal Alternative would substantially increase 
summer base flows, restore interannual flow variability in summer, reduce 
temperatures in most areas, and reduce North Fork/South Fork mixing.  The 
report also emphasized the importance of the descending limb of the hydrograph, 
i.e., the transition from the winter (high) to summer (low) flow season (Norlander 
pers. comm.).

CBDA conducted a peer review of the biological analyses prepared by DFG and 
CHRC entitled Review of Documents Related to Alternatives for Dam Removal 

(CBDA 2004).  A copy of this technical report is found on the CBDA website: 

http://www.calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemBattleCreek.shtml. 
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Risk of Transferring Serious Fish Diseases    

Naturally spawning Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to carry virulent 
diseases that can have serious adverse effects on other anadromous and non-
anadromous fish communities (USFWS 1997a).  Many of these diseases are 
waterborne and can be passed into groundwater supplies (Pert pers. comm.).  As 
part of the Hydroelectric Project, PG&E canals divert water from Battle Creek to 
various project powerhouses.  Currently, Battle Creek water seeps into the local 
shallow groundwater table as it passes through two unlined PG&E canals—Eagle 
Canyon Canal and Inskip Canal.  Groundwater that may become contaminated 
with these fish diseases resurfaces as natural springs that two MLTF facilities—
Jeffcoat (including Jeffcoat East, Jeffcoat West, and the Jeffcoat nursery) and 
Willow Springs—use as their main water supply. The canal seepage could 
potentially transport waterborne pathogens from Battle Creek into the spring-fed 
water supplies of these MLTF facilities.  Resident rainbow trout above the MLTF 
intake have commingled in the past with wild anadromous fish and would 
continue to commingle under the No Action Alternative or existing conditions; 
therefore, the resident rainbow trout are potential carriers of diseases that are also 
carried by anadromous fish and considered a possible threat to MLTF rainbow 
trout.

In comparing the Five Dam and Eight Dam Removal Alternatives, the PMT 
found that implementing the Five Dam Removal Alternative would result in the 
potential to expose MLTF’s water sources to the incidence of fish pathogens by 
increasing the abundance and upstream distribution of Chinook salmon and 
steelhead in Battle Creek.  This increased exposure could further result in the 
potential infection of fish communities in California where MLTF’s farmed trout 
are stocked and could also potentially result in water quality impacts.  These 
impacts are considered significant, and mitigation measures are recommended to 
reduce these impacts (see Master Response E; see also mitigation measures 
recommended under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, and Impacts 4.4-3 and 
4.4-4 in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR). 

The impacts described above would be less than significant under the Eight Dam 
Removal Alternative because Eagle Canyon Canal would be decommissioned 
under this alternative and would no longer divert Battle Creek water that may 
transport pathogens to the water source for MLTF’s Jeffcoat facilities.  Although 
Inskip Canal would continue to divert water under the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative,  its water would be diverted from Battle Creek above natural fish 
barriers, where there would still be some risk of being exposed to diseases from 
resident fish carrying virulent fish diseases but not to the extent there would be 
under the No Action Alternative or existing conditions.   

Although there would continue to be a slight risk of disease transmission to 
MLTF under the Eight Dam Removal Alternative, because this risk is less than 
the No Action Alternative or existing conditions, the risk of transporting 
pathogens to MLTF’s Willow Springs water source via Inskip Canal under the 
Eight Dam Removal Alternative would be considered less than significant.  The 
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Eight Dam Removal Alternative was therefore found to reduce the potential for 
spreading infections fish diseases compared to the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative.

Direct Project Costs and Hydroelectric Energy Reductions  

According to the updated May 2005 cost estimate prepared by Reclamation for 
the Restoration Project, direct planning and implementation costs for the Five 
Dam Removal Alternative are estimated to be greater ($78 million) than for the 
Eight Dam Removal Alternative ($59 million) (see Table 3-9 in Chapter 3 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR).  These costs do not include replacement energy 
costs.

Although direct project costs are more for the Five Dam Removal Alternative, an 
independent consultant4 determined that the Eight Dam Removal Alternative 
would result in more than a 50% reduction of renewable energy production from 
the Hydroelectric Project.  In contrast, using the same consultant’s model, the 
Five Dam Removal Alternative would result in approximately a 30% reduction 
of energy production (see Table 3-9 in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR).

The increase in forgone renewable energy production from 30% to 50% would 
require PG&E to invest in costly alternative renewable energy sources, which 
results in the Eight Dam Removal Alternative being more costly overall (see 
Tables 3-8 and 3-9 in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR).  As a result, 
the Eight Dam Removal Alternative is not preferred because this alternative 
provides only slightly more habitat benefits for anadromous fish and replacement 
power costs associated with this alternative are substantially greater compared to 
the Five Dam Removal Alternative (Livingston pers. comm.).  

Ability to Meet Project Objectives and
CALFED Program Objectives 

Evaluating the Five Dam and Eight Dam Removal Alternatives against project 
objectives for the Restoration Project and CALFED Program solution principles 
resulted in the following conclusions:  

The Five Dam Removal Alternative better meets the project objective “to 
minimize the loss of clean and renewable energy produced by PG&E’s 
Hydroelectric Project;” and 

The Five Dam Removal Alternative better meets the CALFED Program 
solution principles because it is (1) better able to reduce conflicts in the 
system by employing solutions that reduce major conflicts among beneficial 

                                                     
4 Navigant Consulting, Inc. Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project model output dated 
April 27, 2004. 
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water users, (2) more equitable in finding solutions that solve problems, 
(3) more affordable, (4) more durable by dedicating water rights to the 
environment in perpetuity, (5) more implementable, and (6) associated with 
fewer redirected impacts when compared to the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative.

Generally, the Five Dam Removal Alternative was found to be more consistent 
with CALFED solution principles than the Eight Dam Removal Alternative 
because the Five Dam Removal Alternative would result in less conflict with 
PG&E’s Hydroelectric Project and no significant redirected impacts would result.  
The Eight Dam Removal Alternative would result in loss of PG&E support for 
the project and could result in other redirected environmental impacts related to 
the development of other renewable energy sources (e.g., wind energy).   

Summary/Conclusions

In summary, the Eight Dam Removal Alternative was excluded from further 
consideration for the following reasons. 

Incremental habitat benefits of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative would be 
only marginally better compared to the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

The cost of replacement energy for the Eight Dam Removal Alternative 
would be excessive. 

The Five Dam Removal Alternative better achieves a key project objective of 
minimizing the loss of clean and renewable energy produced by the 
Hydroelectric Project. 

The Eight Dam Removal Alternative lacks support of a willing participant 
(i.e., PG&E), as required by the CALFED Program objectives. 

In consideration of the above, the Proposed Action (i.e., the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative) as described in the 1999 MOU and as defined in Chapter 3 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR continues to represent the best balance of 
resources.

After several months of extensive investigation and discussions and further 
economic analyses, the members of the Battle Creek PMT agree that the Eight 
Dam Removal Alternative should be removed from further consideration and that 
the Five Dam Removal Alternative currently remains the best opportunity to 
restore significant amounts of habitat on Battle Creek while maintaining clean 
and renewable energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project. 
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Support for the Proposed Action 

The Five Dam Removal Alternative was selected as the Proposed Action because 
it best meets the purpose and need and the project objectives identified in 
Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  As a result, the Restoration Project 
Proposed Action has received decisive support from PG&E, the Four Agencies 
(including PG&E), the Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group 
(GBCWWG), and the BCWC. 

PG&E, the owner and operator of the Hydroelectric Project, will voluntarily seek 
to amend its FERC license for the Hydroelectric Project license and support 
restoration efforts in Battle Creek.  As indicated by their letter dated March 29, 
2004, PG&E is committed to the MOU Alternative (i.e., the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative) (Livingston pers. comm.; see Attachment A). 

The Four Agencies (Reclamation, USFWS, DFG, and NOAA Fisheries), in 
coordination with PG&E, also show strong support for the Restoration Project.  
In their letter dated March 22, 2005, the Four Agencies and PG&E encourage the 
CBDA ERP to consider funding the Restoration Project and allow “this exciting 
and unique restoration opportunity to become a reality” (Four Agencies and 
PG&E pers. comm.; see Attachment B).  

The Battle Creek Working Group (BCWG), which was first formed in 1995 by 
diverse stakeholder groups and later joined by governmental resource agencies, 
was the original planning body for what has since developed into the Battle 
Creek Restoration Project.  The BCWG, whose primary goal is to successfully 
restore populations of endangered salmonids in Battle Creek, also wrote to the 
CBDA ERP encouraging them to provide additional funding for the Restoration 
Project in their letter dated May 3, 2005 (GBCWWG 2005; see Attachment C). 

The BCWC was formed in 1997 by a group of local landowners to discuss 
restoration efforts in the Battle Creek Watershed and to include community-
related issues not found in other technical plans prepared by the agencies.  In 
May 2001, the BCWC Board presented a resolution recommending that the 
membership agree not to support the Restoration Project “in its present form.”  
Since that time, the BCWC Board has worked diligently with the Four Agencies 
and has seen substantial progress in resolving key issues that the Board was 
concerned about in relation to the Restoration Project (see Master Response D 
below). As a result, on May 23, 2005, the BCWC Board released a statement 
indicating that the BCWC Board now recommends support of the Restoration 
Project in its current form (BCWC Board pers. comm.; see Attachment D).  



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Master Responses

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

2-15

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Master Response C—Revisions to the
Draft Adaptive Management Plan

A comprehensive final AMP was developed by the Battle Creek AMTT and the 
Adaptive Management Policy Team (AMPT) for the Restoration Project pursuant 
to the 1999 MOU.  During the Restoration Project, unanticipated factors may 
influence fishery restoration, or initial actions may produce unforeseen outcomes.  
The purpose of the AMP is to monitor the effectiveness of the Restoration 
Project and to refine and guide actions in response to unexpected results.  The 
goal of the Restoration Project AMP is to design specific actions to: 

protect, restore, enhance, and monitor salmonid habitat in Battle Creek;  

guard against false attraction of Chinook salmon and steelhead between 
North Fork Battle Creek and South Fork Battle Creek; and  

ensure that the target species, in all life stages, are able to fully access and 
beneficially use available habitat, thereby maximizing natural production and 
use of the ecosystem carrying capacity. 

The AMP is intended to apply specifically to the Restoration Project and is not a 
general watershed management plan.  Its objectives and protocols are evaluated 
in light of these stated purposes.  Should another action alternative be selected as 
the Proposed Action, the current adaptive management plan would need to be 
modified to relate specifically to the selected alternative. 

Comments and Concerns Related to the
Adaptive Management Plan 

The Draft AMP was evaluated as an appendix to the Draft EIS/EIR (Jones & 
Stokes 2003), which was circulated for public review from July 18–October 16, 
2003.  The CBDA TRP Report (Borcalli et al. 2003) also reviewed the Draft 
AMP and provided comments.  Additional comments on the Draft AMP were 
received from the CBDA ERP Science Board in December 2003 and again in 
March 2004.  The CBDA TRP on Coleman National Fish Hatchery provided 
comments pertaining to the Draft AMP in January 2004.  Oral and written 
comments were received from the BCWG in March 2004 that pertained to an 
administrative draft of the Final AMP.   

Most comments received on the Draft AMP during public review and from the 
CBDA panels and BCWG expressed concern about adaptive management 
funding, monitoring, project success, technical analysis, design specifications, 
and sedimentation.  The following sections provide a general depiction of those 
concerns related to the Restoration Project AMP that were expressed by the 
public, the CBDA panels, and the BCWG. 
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Funding

Comment:  Funding is one of several limitations for the AMP.  Some 
commentors felt that funding for adaptive actions would be used to correct design 
flaws or solve operating problems for the Hydroelectric Project facilities, as 
opposed to being used for monitoring or further restoration actions. 

Monitoring

Comment:  The monitoring component of the AMP is incomplete.
Reviewers expressed the need to expand the adaptive management and 
monitoring efforts of the Restoration Project to incorporate larger portions of the 
Battle Creek watershed.  Additionally, financial resources available for 
monitoring were believed to be limited, which could seriously jeopardize the 
adaptive management program.  The CBDA panels also recommended an 
increased emphasis on monitoring the Restoration Project in order to: 

identify deficiencies or critical actions for adaptive management, 

document the degree of project success,  

identify key responses or relationships for planning and implementing similar 
projects throughout the region, and 

take advantage of learning opportunities associated with Restoration Project 
implementation. 

Project Success 

Comment:  The success of the Restoration Project is not clearly 
defined. Several reviewers concerned with the potential success of the 
Restoration Project requested clarification as to when the project would be 
“successful” and what would be the expected number of returning salmon and 
steelhead.

Some reviewers also felt the Draft AMP did not adequately discuss the scientific 
uncertainties associated with the Restoration Project, specifically, those 
uncertainties relating to the adaptive management strategy for the Proposed 
Action.  The reviewers felt these uncertainties could severely compromise the 
ability to plan, adopt, and implement acceptable adaptive management strategies 
during the lifetime of the Restoration Project.  These uncertainties could also 
interfere with the development and implementation of appropriate indicators to 
measure progress, success, or failure of the Restoration Project. 
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Technical Analysis 

Comment:  The technical analysis has gaps. Some reviewers felt 
uncertain that viable founding populations of wild Chinook salmon and steelhead 
are present in the Battle Creek watershed and questioned how to successfully 
reintroduce these species to Battle Creek.  Reviewers also felt that the Draft AMP 
needed to better describe initial assumptions and validate the tools used.  In 
general, reviewers felt the technical analyses presented in the appendices of the 
Draft AMP are characterized primarily by using estimates or simulated data, as 
opposed to measured data, and that measured data should form the foundation of 
future analysis.   

Design Specification 

Comment:  Design specifications are not adequate.  Several reviewers 
agreed that elimination of cross-basin transfer of water from North Fork Battle 
Creek into South Fork Battle Creek would be a major benefit for adult and 
juvenile salmon; however, some reviewers of the Draft AMP felt that this 
strategy was not adhered to under all conditions.  In particular, during high flows 
maintenance of facilities downstream of South Powerhouse could potentially 
cause North Fork Battle Creek water to spill into South Fork.  Some reviewers 
suggested isolating North Fork water from South Fork instream flow in order to 
completely restore stream functions and values for salmonids. 

Several reviewers also expressed concerns related to fish screen designs.  Some 
reviewers felt the flow conditions under the current design did not appear to meet 
NOAA Fisheries’ screen criteria.  They also felt the floor of the fish screen 
structure downstream of the screen panel should be lowered so that flow is not 
impeded through the lower portion of the screen and would thereby allow the 
louvers to be effective throughout the full depths of the screen.   

Sedimentation

Comment:  The effects of mobilizing sediment in Battle Creek are 
not adequately addressed.  Several reviewers stated that the effects of 
mobilizing relatively large amounts of sediment were not adequately addressed in 
the Draft AMP.  Some reviewers indicated that current discussions of sediment 
characteristics and potential alterations to the transport regime were strictly in the 
context of dam removal and felt it would be more appropriate to further evaluate 
the long-term issue of future management of the gravel resource in the Battle 
Creek watershed. 
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Response to Public Concerns 

The AMTT and AMPT took into consideration comments received from the 
CBDA panels and BCWG, as well as comments received during public review of 
the Draft EIS/EIR, and developed a reconceived AMP for the Restoration 
Project.  The sections provided below summarize some of the revisions that were 
incorporated into the revised Draft AMP to address the concerns described under 
the section above, Comments and Concerns Related to the Adaptive Management 
Plan.  A revised Draft AMP was provided in April 2004.  The executive 
summary for the revised Draft AMP is presented in Appendix D in Volume II of 
this Final EIS/EIR.  The complete report is available on the Restoration Project 
website:

http://www.usbr.gov/mp/battlecreek/docs-adapt_manage.html. 

Funding

The Restoration Project AMP is directed at correcting design problems for 
hydroelectric facilities or solving operational problems associated with these 
facilities, including flow releases.  The scope of funding for adaptive actions is 
constrained in part by the sources that have offered to provide funds.
Reclamation will provide $3 million for the Water Acquisition Fund for water 
acquisition only.  The Packard Foundation has offered to provide $3 million for 
the Adaptive Management Fund for facility modifications or water acquisition.  
PG&E has offered to provide up to $6 million for facility modifications or water 
acquisition.  The resource agencies and PG&E have agreed to fund their own 
participation with the AMPT/AMTT, and each participant has offered to provide 
funding for various aspects of monitoring.  The CBDA and other funding sources 
will be asked to provide approximately $17.4 million for monitoring and learning 
opportunities.  Each of these funding sources and potential funders has criteria 
for encumbering their funds that remain outside the control of Restoration Project 
planners.

The scope of the AMP was intended to be broad and to address virtually all 
impacts that the Hydroelectric Project could have on anadromous salmonids.  
Funding for the AMP is directed predominantly to water acquisition.  Of the 
$12 million committed to adaptive management actions, up to 100% could be 
spent on water acquisition, while no more than $9 million could be spent on 
facility modifications.  Water acquisition can be used to address a number of 
potentially limiting factors, including fish passage, water temperature, and 
instream habitat needs. 
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Monitoring

The Restoration Project may implement modifications only to PG&E’s 
Hydroelectric Project facilities and operations, as explained in the 1999 MOU 
(see Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) and may not implement 
other related actions in the Battle Creek watershed.  The BCWG expressed the 
need to expand the adaptive management and monitoring efforts of the 
Restoration Project to incorporate the greater Battle Creek watershed and, as a 
result, is working to create an adaptive management effort for the watershed.  
Because the BCWG also supports integrated adaptive management efforts, the 
group will likely prepare their plan to be as compatible as possible with the 
Restoration Project AMP. 

Funding sources, other than those identified above under Funding, will be used to 
monitor those aspects of the hydroelectric facilities that are unrelated to adaptive 
management as specified in the Facilities Monitoring Plan.  Restoration Project 
construction impacts also will be mitigated.  Avoiding, minimizing, and 
compensating for significant impacts on fish, wildlife, and their habitats will be 
provided to the extent practicable and consistent with ecosystem restoration 
principles of the CALFED Program.  Successful mitigation of significant impacts 
is necessary to avoid redirection of impacts and to ensure balanced treatment of 
ecosystem components by the Restoration Project.  Ensuring success of 
mitigation would be consistent with principles and/or requirements of NEPA, 
CEQA, federal Endangered Species Act, California Endangered Species Act, 
Clean Water Act, and all other applicable environmental laws and regulations.  
Monitoring construction impacts and mitigation measures will be performed in 
addition to adaptive management monitoring. 

As requested by the CBDA panels, the revised Draft AMP includes new 
monitoring studies and focused studies that take advantage of learning 
opportunities created by Restoration Project implementation, including sediment 
monitoring and riparian habitat monitoring.  The sediment monitoring plan, 
which involves monitoring gravel resources and sediment routing in Battle 
Creek, is described in Section III.C.1 and Appendix VI of the revised Draft AMP 
(Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR).  Riparian habitat monitoring, 
which involves monitoring riparian benefits that are expected to result from 
increased instream flows, is described in Section III.C.2 and Appendix VII of the 
revised Draft AMP (Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR). 

Project Success 

Numeric goals related to attaining genetically viable self-sustaining populations 
of endangered anadromous fish are expected to be finalized with the forthcoming 
NOAA Fisheries Endangered Species Technical Recovery Team reports 
(expected by 2006).  Until then, the revised Draft AMP recommends an interim 
numeric goal that is considered to be moderately conservative.  An annual target 
of 1,000 adult steelhead and 1,000 of each of four races of Chinook salmon 
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spawners could serve as an interim quantitative goal until such time that the 
NOAA Fisheries Technical Review Team establishes quantitative viable 
population levels. 

The Draft AMP has been substantially revised, or “reconceived,” since submittal 
of the Draft EIS/EIR as a result of recommendations presented in the TRP Report 
(Borcalli et al. 2003) and reviews from the other CBDA panels and BCWG.  An 
important component of the revision was the inclusion of conceptual models that 
illustrate logical thought processes underlying the limiting factors analysis that 
supports the Restoration Project, underlying the planned implementation of the 
Restoration Project, and underlying adaptive management objectives. 

A detailed section has also been included in the revised Draft AMP to address 
scientific uncertainties.  This section (Section I.D., Key Uncertainties and 
Learning Opportunities) identifies nearly 100 scientific uncertainties.  For each 
uncertainty this section describes, a biological limiting factor, conceptual models, 
prioritization, rationale and implication of uncertainty, an activity to address the 
uncertainty, the adaptive management objective or study that would address the 
uncertainty, and related monitoring tasks.  These uncertainties and related 
conceptual models are now addressed throughout the revised Draft AMP 
(Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR). 

Additionally, the role of potentially interested members of the public (e.g., 
landowners, academics) in adaptive management was more clearly specified.  
Researchers were specifically invited to participate in learning opportunities 
presented by the Restoration Project. 

Technical Analysis 

As mentioned above, the Draft AMP has been substantially revised, or 
reconceived, since preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR to include detailed sections 
(Section I.D., Key Uncertainties and Learning Opportunities) that address 
conceptual models and scientific uncertainties.  These sections thoroughly 
evaluate initial assumptions and also validate the use of particular tools and 
approaches through careful, logical development. 

The revised Draft AMP also recognizes that existing populations of target species 
are low and incorporates this understanding into the implementation of 
population objectives, regardless of how NOAA Fisheries chooses to proceed 
with recovery (see Section III.A.2 of the revised Draft AMP [Appendix C in 
Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR]).  
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Design Specifications 

The design of the Restoration Project currently allows some North Fork Battle 
Creek water to spill into South Fork Battle Creek during maintenance of the 
facilities downstream of the South Powerhouse.  The 1999 MOU for the 
Restoration Project (Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) includes 
terms that guard against false attraction to the extent controllable by limiting 
planned maintenance activities to a wet-season period with elevated South Fork 
flow volume to dilute North Fork water.  In addition, the specified period for 
planned maintenance will be outside the winter-run and spring-run Chinook 
salmon spawning period to allow migrating adults time to find natal waters and 
redistribute appropriately.  The 1999 MOU defines this action as “guarding 
against false attraction,” which acknowledges that there will be some factors in 
hydropower operation that will not allow it to be practical or feasible to 
completely isolate North Fork and South Fork waters.  A discussion of the 
possible effects of unplanned spills on juvenile salmonid imprinting has also 
been included in the revised AMP. 

With respect to concerns related to fish screen designs, designated 
representatives from the fisheries agencies (including DFG and NOAA Fisheries) 
were involved with the design process for the Restoration Project and concurred 
with the fish screen and ladder design. 

Sedimentation

Gravel resources in Battle Creek are provided transport through the PG&E 
diversion dams in the project area by means of the opening pass through gates at 
the bottom of each dam during major storm events.   In addition, there is no 
mining of gravel in Battle Creek and past practices of removing accumulated 
gravels from the floodplain behind the dams have ceased.  

Studies regarding the release of impounded sediments are discussed in the report 
“Sediment Impact Analysis of the Removal of Coleman, South, and Wildcat 
Diversion Dams on South and North Fork Battle Creek” (Greimann 2001), which 
is referenced by the TRP.   

Sedimentation could occur within the Restoration Project via two mechanisms: 
suspended solids in the water column and settlable solids that could cover the 
stream bottom and existing substrate.  The more serious and long-term impacts 
on biological resources are associated with sedimentation of the stream bottom.   

Negligible amounts of sediment exist behind Soap Creek Feeder and Lower 
Ripley Creek Feeder Diversion Dams; therefore, no analysis was necessary for 
these two sites.  Both sites are located on tributaries to Battle Creek. 
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Battle Creek carries a large range of sediment sized from fine sand to larger 
boulders, but with very little silt or clay, such that turbidity is not expected to be 
a significant problem during dam removal at any site.  The amount of material 
stored behind diversion dams to be removed from North Fork and South Fork 
Battle Creek is relatively small (5,000 cubic yards [yd³] behind Wildcat 
Diversion Dam on the North Fork and a total of 58,000 yd3 behind South and 
Coleman Diversion Dams on the South Fork) and is not expected to cause 
significant impacts on the downstream channel when released.   

The 58,000 yd3 of sediment behind the dams on South Fork Battle Creek would 
be released slowly during major storm events.  The release in the first couple of 
years following implementation of the Restoration Project is likely to be the 
greatest fraction of the stored sediment.  To minimize unanticipated impacts, 
small pilot channels are proposed at these sites to help ensure fish passage 
immediately following dam removal (see the project description provided for 
South Diversion Dam and Coleman Diversion Dam/Inskip Powerhouse in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR).  The excavated sediment would be 
left on the stream banks to be eroded during future higher floodflows.   

These sediment volumes are much less than the annual sediment transport 
capacity of South Fork Battle Creek (~100,000 yd³), and most of the impounded 
material should be eroded within the first year after dam removal.  A focused 
study is proposed to describe sediment transport dynamics, aggradation, and 
degradation in response to sediment release following dam removal.  This study 
would facilitate comparison of channel evolution to predicted model simulations 
and relates channel morphological response to habitat values.

Upon implementation of the Restoration Project, the sand and gravel material 
that would be released during large storms that inundate the floodplain would not 
substantially increase the net downstream movement of these materials under 
storm conditions without the Restoration Project.  These materials are the basic 
geomorphic input for the gravel bars, which provide spawning and rearing 
habitat.  Pools and low-gradient areas in Battle Creek do not remain filled with 
gravel and cobble because during high storm events the water actually scours 
these pools while depositing the transported sands and gravels predominantly 
along the sides of the channel, storing these raw materials for later transport to 
gravel bars that provide habitat.  Only a very small fraction of these stored 
gravels and fine materials would move downstream and settle in pools and gravel 
bars.  The fine materials moved during storm events would not cause a 
significant degradation of aquatic habitat in South Fork Battle Creek, mainstem 
Battle Creek, or in the Sacramento River channel.  Adaptive management 
associated with the Restoration Project will include at least 3 years of sediment 
monitoring. 

The metered release of sediments during high flow events would be 
complimentary to the placement of spawning-sized gravels in lower Battle Creek.
Larger cobbles that are released would find areas with appropriate hydraulic 
conditions for the deposition of cobbles and fill the cascades and channel margins 
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of Battle Creek.  Some of the released material would be spawning-sized gravels, 
which would be sorted naturally by the stream hydraulic forces and deposited in 
bars with similar spawning-sized gravels.  Thus, the release of sediments during 
high flow events would not negate efforts to enhance spawning opportunities.

The eroded sediments are not expected to have significant impacts on the bed 
gradations over long reaches of the river, and any local impacts should be 
temporary and minor.  As Coleman and South Diversion Dams are separated by 
more than 11 river miles, and Inskip Diversion Dam will remain between the two 
dams, the sediment released at the South Diversion Dam removal site should not 
cause an incremental impact at the Coleman Diversion Dam removal site.  
Removing the diversion dams would be accompanied by short-term turbidity 
measurements and longer-term sediment movement monitoring and photographs. 
This mitigation monitoring is described under Impact 4.4-5 in Section 4.4, Water 
Quality, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Master Response D—Potential Effects of
Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations on 
Restoration Project Success 

The Coleman National Fish Hatchery, constructed in 1942, is located on the 
north side of Battle Creek approximately 6 miles upstream of the confluence of 
Battle Creek and the Sacramento River. Because of its location on Battle Creek, 
facility operations at the hatchery are intimately linked to the Battle Creek 
watershed.  The Coleman National Fish Hatchery is part of a complex federal and 
state hatcheries system instated in the Central Valley in order to mitigate the loss 
of habitat that resulted when upstream dams blocked access to historical 
salmonid spawning grounds.  The authorized purpose of this hatchery is to 
mitigate the effects of Shasta Dam on salmonid populations.  Shasta Dam 
resulted in the loss of approximately 187 miles of spawning and rearing habitat 
for anadromous salmonids, which amounts to approximately 50% of the Chinook 
salmon and steelhead spawning and rearing habitats in the Sacramento River 
system (Skinner 1958).   

Coleman National Fish Hatchery operation is funded by Reclamation and is 
guided by USFWS policy and other state and federal laws.  The Livingston Stone 
National Fish Hatchery—located directly below Shasta Dam—is part of the 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery complex and exclusively rears winter-run 
Chinook salmon as part of a recovery program for that listed species.  

Comments and Concerns Related to
Hatchery Operations 

The Restoration Project was evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR (Jones & Stokes 
2003), which was circulated for public review from July 18 to October 16, 2003.  
Several commentors on the Draft EIS/EIR stated that the document did not 
adequately address potential adverse effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery 
operations on the Restoration Project.  Specifically, the commentors stated that 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations should be coordinated with 
Restoration Project operations so that operation of the barrier weir, as well as 
other hatchery operations, would not interfere with the migration of wild 
anadromous fish (spring-run and winter-run Chinook salmon and steelhead) in 
Battle Creek, thereby compromising the success of the Restoration Project.  
Commentors explained that the USFWS’s intention to “integrate” Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery operations with the Restoration Project is not enough and 
that a legally binding agreement among the relevant agencies would be 
appropriate.  In addition, commentors were also concerned about the disposition 
of adult steelhead returning to the hatchery and hatchery supplementation 
activities in Battle Creek.  Additionally, commentors felt that the best means to 
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address concerns related to Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations would be 
to develop and implement an adaptive management plan for the hatchery.  

Response to Public Concerns 

Since nearly the inception of the Restoration Project, the local community has 
expressed concern about how Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations could 
affect the project’s success.  The lead agencies understand and acknowledge this 
concern.  Since 1997, the public has been involved in almost monthly meetings 
(e.g., meetings of the BCWG and its successor, the GBCWWG) to participate in 
discussions of Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations, fish population 
monitoring, and hydropower project operations.  Since the Draft EIS/EIR was 
released for public review, Reclamation, USFWS, and CBDA have taken 
measures to address the public’s concerns regarding Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery operations.  Actions implemented by Reclamation, USFWS, and 
CBDA are described below. 

California Bay-Delta Science Program Technical 
Workshop—October 2003 

On October 7 and 8, 2003, the California Bay-Delta Science Program convened a 
technical workshop to review some key issues involving the restoration of 
salmonid habitat in Battle Creek.  The CBDA established an independent science 
panel, the Coleman National Fish Hatchery Science Panel (Coleman Science 
Panel), to provide an independent evaluation of scientific issues related to the 
Restoration Project and the operations of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, 
and to assist in the decision-making process for the CBDA ERP.  The five-
member panel is composed of distinguished scientists who have not been 
involved in the Restoration Project, yet who have the necessary background in 
genetics, fish health, hatchery–wild fish interactions, population dynamics, and 
basic salmonid biology needed to assess the effects of hatcheries on naturally 
spawning salmonids.  The review focused on the role and impacts of facilities 
and operations of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery and the effects on Battle 
Creek restoration efforts.  A summary of this workshop can be found in Brown 
and Kimmerer (2004).  In addition to providing a summary of the technical 
workshop, the Coleman Science Panel prepared a report summarizing its findings 
from the October 2003 meeting in a report for the CBDA Science Program (see 
Coleman Science Panel Identifies Need to Use an Adaptive Management Plan 
below).
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Coleman Science Panel Identifies Need to Use 
Adaptive Management—January 2004 

The Coleman Science Panel findings from the October 2003 technical workshop 
are presented in a report entitled Compatibility of Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery Operations and Restoration of Anadromous Salmonids in Battle Creek 
(Busack et al. 2004).   

The Coleman Science Panel concluded that the operation of Coleman National 
Fish Hatchery may pose significant risk to the recovery of anadromous salmonids 
in Battle Creek (Busack et al. 2004).  The panel stated that adaptive management 
is essential on Battle Creek and that an adaptive process should be capable of 
changing management priorities, including those at Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery, to ensure the success of the Restoration Project. 

The principal message of the Coleman Science Panel’s findings, and the main 
reason that adaptive management is needed, is that scientific uncertainties 
underlie all aspects of Battle Creek fisheries management, including the 
interactions between the Restoration Project and Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery.  Adaptive management is recommended by the Restoration Project as 
the best strategy for incorporating scientific uncertainty into decision-making.  
The Restoration Project has developed a thorough AMP; however, this plan does 
not cover activities of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  An adaptive 
management plan specifically for Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations is 
described below under “Proposal to Develop an Adaptive Management Plan—
April 2004.” 

Presentations Supporting Adaptive Management—
February 2004 

On February 5, 2004, the CBDA Science Program held a public meeting to report 
the Coleman Science Panel findings from the October 2003 technical workshop.  
Staff from Reclamation, the agency responsible for funding Coleman National 
Fish Hatchery, and staff from the USFWS, the agency responsible for operating 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery, publicly recognized the need for adaptive 
management at the hatchery at this meeting. 

Following the February 2004 public meeting, the BCWC prepared a letter 
(BCWC 2004) that identified development and implementation of an adaptive 
management plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery as one of four tasks 
necessary to formalize their support of the Restoration Project.  The 
Conservancy’s February 2004 letter is entitled Four Proposed Agency Actions for 

Securing Conservancy Support for the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead 

Restoration Project (BCWC 2004).  As a result of this letter, the Battle Creek 
PMT drafted the Proposal to Facilitate and Develop an Adaptive Management 
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Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for Consideration by Greater Battle 

Creek Watershed Working Group in April 2004 (Reclamation 2004). 

Proposal to Develop a Coleman National Fish Hatchery  
Adaptive Management Plan—April 2004 

The Restoration Project PMT developed a proposal for CBDA to request funding 
for the development of an adaptive management plan for Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery.  Included in the overall PMT proposal to the ERP for the Restoration 
Project is a related project proposal to develop an adaptive management plan for 
the Coleman National Fish Hatchery that would: 

1. include responsible agencies and interested stakeholders, 

2. conform to the “goals and objectives” of the Restoration Project and legally 
managed hatchery-specific goals and objectives, 

3. be reviewed by the Coleman National Fish Hatchery Coleman Science Panel 
and other principal scientific bodies, and 

4. include the scoping and prioritization of diagnostic studies necessary for 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management.  

As described in the scientific literature, effective adaptive management requires 
making adjustments to a system in response to changing circumstances or new 
findings.  To respond to these changes successfully, an entity must be designated 
with the responsibility and authority to make the necessary adjustments.  The 
AMP for the Restoration Project authorizes modifications to the Hydroelectric 
Project, which is licensed by FERC.  Therefore, the Restoration Project AMP 
allows only the agencies responsible for implementing the AMP to modify 
operations of the Hydroelectric Project facilities.  Because Shasta Dam is not 
licensed under the Hydroelectric Project, the Restoration Project AMP would not 
provide the necessary authority to adaptively manage the hatchery’s operations.  
For these reasons, the Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management 
plan is a separate component of the coordinated adaptive management program 
in Battle Creek watershed. 

The Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan would monitor 
and assess hatchery operations that may affect the Restoration Project.  It would 
closely coordinate with the Restoration Project AMP and salmon and steelhead 
restoration in Battle Creek. 

The proposal identified Reclamation as the logical lead agency for the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan because Reclamation has the 
ultimate funding responsibility for the hatchery, it is the federal lead agency for 
the Restoration Project, and it has a strong track record of funding and facilitating 
the development of adaptive management in Battle Creek.   
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The Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan would be 
compatible with, and as rigorous as, the Restoration Project AMP and would be 
developed using a common framework and be organized in a manner similar to 
that document.  The Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan 
would include, at a minimum:  goals, objectives, conceptual models, 
uncertainties, monitoring and data assessment approaches, specifications of 
focused studies, description of decision-making process, funding prioritization, 
and all other elements of formal adaptive management.  Adaptive management 
operating procedures would be well coordinated with those of the Restoration 
Project AMP. 

Development of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan 
would involve scientific input and public participation.  A Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) would be established among members of the BCWG to guide 
and assist the facilitation and development of the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery adaptive management plan.  This TAC would include technical 
representatives from USFWS, DFG, NOAA Fisheries, and at least three non-
agency members of the GBCWWG.  Public involvement would be encouraged 
during all phases of Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan 
development, including regular meetings and reports to the GBCWWG; contact 
with Battle Creek landowners and residents through the BCWC; public meetings 
for scoping and reviewing the draft Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive 
management plan; and public participation in the implementation of the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan.  The final draft version of the 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan would be completed 
within 18 months of contract initiation. 

The proposal identifies the following specific tasks to develop the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan and identifies a schedule and 
budget to accomplish the tasks. 

1. Develop the Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan, 
including (a) scoping, (b) administrative draft, (c) public review draft, and 
(d) final draft plan within 18 months of contract initiation. 

2. Facilitate scientific review of Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive 
management plan development.  Reconvene the CBDA Coleman Science 
Panel to meet with and advise the TAC at two phases of the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan development, including 
scoping and administrative draft review.  Invite the participation of the 
CBDA ERP Coleman Science Panel and the California Advisory Committee 
on Salmon and Steelhead Trout in scoping and administrative draft review.  

3. Convene a TAC that would include technical representatives from USFWS, 
DFG, NOAA Fisheries, and at least three non-agency members of the 
GBCWWG.

4. Facilitate up to 30 meetings (approximately every 2 weeks, at least initially) 
of the TAC to help Reclamation develop the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery adaptive management plan. 
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5. Facilitate at least three public meetings to solicit and receive public comment 
on scoping, public draft, and final Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive 
management plan. 

6. Perform community outreach related to development of the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan. 

7. Report on the Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan to 
GBCWWG on a regular basis and provide written progress reports to CBDA. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Commitments to 
Integrate Coleman National Fish Hatchery with Battle 
Creek Restoration Activities 

The USFWS (1998) submitted a “Position Paper on Battle Creek Watershed” to 
the BCWG and others stating that “Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations 
need to be integrated with natural production in Battle Creek.”  Examples of this 
integration include:  completion of the ozone water treatment plant, proposed 
modification to the barrier weir and associated fish ladders, and efforts to screen 
the facility’s water delivery intakes.  The completion of the ozone water 
treatment plant at the hatchery provides for upstream passage of anadromous fish 
at the upstream fish ladder of the barrier weir.  Proposed modifications for the 
barrier weir are designed to more effectively block the passage of fall-run and 
late fall–run Chinook salmon, and improvements to the upstream fish ladder are 
necessary to be consistent with the criteria for fish ladders designed for the 
hydropower diversions as part of the Restoration Project.  Screening the water 
supply intakes will prevent entrainment of juvenile fish from Battle Creek and 
ensure integration and compatibility with the Restoration Project.  More detailed 
descriptions of these projects can be found in Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 

Coleman National Fish Hatchery programs are designed to avoid or reduce 
adverse effects of hatchery operations on natural-origin fish in Battle Creek.  For 
example, one integrated program annually incorporates naturally spawned 
Chinook salmon and steelhead into the broodstock collected by the hatchery for 
fish propagation.  The result is that a proportion of Chinook salmon and steelhead 
produced by the hatchery is derived in part from naturally spawned adults.  The 
USFWS believes that this helps maintain a genetic similarity between hatchery-
origin fish and natural origin fish, thus minimizing impacts of hatchery 
operations on natural-origin fish.  Additional information on Coleman National 
Fish Hatchery practices can be found in the Coleman National Fish Hatchery 
Biological Assessment (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001b).  

Other actions demonstrating commitment to integrate hatchery operations and 
programs with the Restoration Project include cessation of steelhead 
supplementation above the barrier weir, support of a Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery adaptive management plan, requirements under the Endangered Species 
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Act Section 7, and undertaking of the hatchery reevaluation process.  These 
actions are described below. 

CBDA organized additional workshops, held on June 14 and August 4, 2004, to 
explore strategies for managing the adult hatchery-origin steelhead returning to 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery and proposed steelhead supplementation 
activities in Battle Creek.  The Coleman Science Panel provided an independent 
evaluation of scientific issues related to steelhead supplementation in Battle 
Creek and produced a report titled Review of the Steelhead Supplementation 

Program in Battle Creek  (Coleman National Fish Hatchery Science Panel 2004), 
in which the panel recommended that the steelhead supplementation project be 
terminated immediately. Based on the recommendation from the steelhead 
supplementation workshop panel, the USFWS has reaffirmed its commitment to 
ensure hatchery operations will be consistent with restoration activities by 
suspending supplementation of steelhead above the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery barrier weir.  

The USFWS has committed to support development of an adaptive management 
plan for the Coleman National Fish Hatchery to ensure hatchery operations are 
compatible with the Restoration Project (proposals for diagnostic studies and 
adaptive management were submitted to CBDA in May 2004).  The Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan, as well as the future fisheries 
management strategy to be developed by DFG and the GBCWWG, may 
contribute to decisions on future Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations.   

As required by the federal Endangered Species Act, the USFWS has submitted a 
biological assessment to NOAA Fisheries for consultation on current operations 
at Coleman National Fish Hatchery (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001b).  The 
USFWS has also agreed to reinitiate consultation with NOAA Fisheries for 
potential effects of hatchery operations on listed anadromous fish following 
completion of the Restoration Project and enhancement of salmonid populations 
(Four Agencies 2001, see Appendix B in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR). 

Additionally, the hatchery reevaluation process undertaken by the USFWS (see 
Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR) was precedent-
setting in that it afforded substantial public involvement in the examination of 
operations at Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  The reevaluation also 
contributed substantially to the completion of the biological assessment (USFWS 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001b) and the development of more than 50 
hatchery-management alternatives.  Many of the hatchery-management 
alternatives generated will be examined as part of the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery adaptive management plan. 
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Master Response E—Potential Effects Related to 
the Increased Risk of Serious or Catastrophic
Fish Diseases in Battle Creek 

Several comment letters received on the Draft EIS/EIR expressed concern that 
implementing the Restoration Project and restoring anadromous fish populations 
in Battle Creek would increase the risk of infecting trout produced by MLTF’s 
Jeffcoat and Willow Springs aquaculture facilities and the Darrah Springs State 
Fish Hatchery with serious or catastrophic fish diseases, such as the infectious 
hematopoietic necrosis (IHN) virus.  The lead agencies addressed this concern as 
described in this master response. 

The following response introduces information describing the potential increased 
risk of serious or catastrophic fish diseases in Battle Creek.  This response also 
presents a summary describing the analyses of project-related impacts on fish, 
water quality, and socioeconomics that are associated with the increased risk of 
serious fish diseases in Battle Creek and lists appropriate mitigation measures to 
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Please also refer to the 
analyses and mitigation measures presented under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, 
Fish; Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 in Section 4.4, Water Quality; and Effect 4.16-5, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR for more information. 

Background

Naturally spawning Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to carry virulent 
diseases that can have serious adverse effects on other anadromous and non-
anadromous fish communities (USFWS 1997a).  Annual production records from 
the Coleman National Fish Hatchery reveal that disease outbreaks, particularly 
the IHN virus, occurred almost annually prior to the installation of the ozonation 
plant for the hatchery (Hamelberg pers. comm.; Foot 1996; Sverdrup and Parcel 
1986, 1989).  One can infer from these records that the IHN virus has existed in 
the Battle Creek watershed since at least the early 1940s. 

Implementation of the Restoration Project would result in increased numbers of 
anadromous fish (Chinook salmon and steelhead) to the upper reaches of Battle 
Creek that are known to carry the IHN virus.  This could result in a greater 
incidence of naturally occurring disease that could infect farmed fish from MLTF 
facilities and Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery. 

As part of the Hydroelectric Project, PG&E canals divert water from Battle 
Creek to various project powerhouses. Currently, Battle Creek water seeps into 
the shallow groundwater as it passes through two unlined PG&E canals—Eagle 
Canyon Canal and Inskip Canal.  Groundwater that may become contaminated 
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with viruses resurfaces as natural springs that two MLTF facilities—the Jeffcoat 
site and Willow Springs—use as their main water supply. The canal seepage 
could transport waterborne pathogens from Battle Creek into the spring-fed water 
supplies of these MLTF facilities (Pert pers. comm.).  

If spring water used by MLTF was found to be contaminated with waterborne 
pathogens, or if resident rainbow trout that are infected with these diseases 
commingle with farmed fish, the MLTF operations could be adversely affected.  
Similarly, steelhead may be able to pass over Asbury Diversion Dam on Baldwin 
Creek during high flows and potentially infect the Darrah Springs State Fish 
Hatchery with serious fish diseases carried by anadromous fish.  Because under 
existing conditions (i.e., the No Action Alternative) anadromous salmonids and 
resident rainbow trout would continue to be present in surface water that is cross-
connected with MLTF’s water, there is some baseline disease risk at these 
facilities.

Impacts on Fish 

MLTF is the only private fish hatchery in the state of California that has wild 
anadromous fish migrating above its water intake, and the only rainbow trout 
hatchery in the state that could transmit waterborne diseases from its water 
source to other waters in the state of California (Cox pers. comm. 2004b).  The 
increased possibility of pathogens entering the MLTF aquaculture facilities 
therefore also would increase the risk of a serious disease affecting fish 
communities in other watersheds. 

Similar to MLTF, Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery plants fish in waters 
throughout the state of California, especially in northern California.  Should the 
Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery receive a disease conveyed to them by 
anadromous fish passing above Asbury Diversion Dam, and it is not detected in 
the hatchery fish at the time they are transported off site, the disease could be 
conveyed to other fish communities where the hatchery stocking occurs.   

DFG considers the increased risk of waterborne diseases carried by anadromous 
fish potentially infecting MLTF and Darrah Springs facilities a serious risk 
because fish from these facilities are stocked in water bodies throughout northern 
California that currently do not carry these diseases.   

Although measures are available to manage the spread of serious or catastrophic 
fish diseases to other watersheds, such as preventing the exposure of cultured fish 
to causative agents of such diseases; restricting conditions for stocking with 
cultured fish; and restricting the movement of diseased cultured fish, DFG does 
not expect to be able to adequately implement these measures so as to ensure no 
threat of spreading serious or catastrophic fish diseases to other watersheds.  
Therefore, the impact of increased risk of a serious or catastrophic fish disease 
spreading from Battle Creek to fish communities and other water bodies 
throughout the state of California through stocking with MLTF or Darrah Springs 
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hatchery fish is considered significant.  This Final EIS/EIR presents measures to 
mitigate this impact to a less-than significant level at the Jeffcoat and Willow 
Springs sites and Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery.   

Jeffcoat Aquaculture Facility.  Water from Eagle Canyon Canal will be 
diverted into a new watertight pipeline (e.g., high-density polyethylene with 
heat-welded joints) at a point along the canal that is sufficiently far enough 
upstream of Jeffcoat’s spring source to prevent canal water from mixing with 
the spring water.

Willow Springs Aquaculture Facility.  Currently, four options are under 
consideration to reduce impacts at the Willow Springs aquaculture facility, 
including installing a disinfection facility to reduce the risk of contaminated 
water affecting the aquaculture facility; relocating the Willow Springs 
facility to an off-site facility; modifying MLTF’s operations at Willow 
Springs to allow on-site farmed trout fishing or to produce alternative 
coldwater species that are less susceptible to anadromous fish diseases (e.g., 
brown trout); and acquiring the Willow Springs facility and eliminating trout 
farming at this site.  The preferred mitigation option will be identified in 
Reclamation’s ROD, following the release of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery. A new fish barrier will be 
constructed at Asbury Diversion Dam to prevent steelhead from passing over 
the dam during high flows. 

For more information describing the mitigation listed above for Jeffcoat, Willow 
Springs, and Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery, see the mitigation measures 
proposed under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Impacts on Water Quality 

As described above, serious or catastrophic fish diseases could potentially 
contaminate water used by the Jeffcoat and  Willow Springs aquaculture 
facilities, or Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery, to farm fish.  As a result, the 
Restoration Project could affect the quality of water used by MLTF and Darrah 
Springs State Fish Hatchery by increasing the probability of introducing viruses 
(e.g., IHN) carried by wild anadromous fish in Battle Creek.  This would be 
considered a significant water quality impact. 

Additionally, if infected fish from MLTF or the Darrah Springs hatchery were 
distributed to various lakes and rivers throughout California, the viruses could be 
spread to aquatic habitats where the disease does not presently exist and could 
affect the biological integrity of those waters.  This potential impact would also 
be considered a significant water quality impact. 

Mitigation measures described above and under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, 
Fish, will be implemented to reduce both water quality impacts described here to 
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a less-than-significant level.  See Impact 4.4-3 and Impact 4.4-4 in Section 4.3, 
Water Quality, in Volume I of the Final EIS/EIR for more information on 
impacts on beneficial uses of water and impacts on water bodies in other parts of 
California.

Effects on Socioeconomics 

In the event that MLTF’s Jeffcoat and Willow Springs aquaculture facilities were 
to become infected with the IHN virus, fish production most likely would cease 
at these facilities.  The effect on employment and income is difficult to estimate 
because it is not known whether MLTF would continue operation of its other 
fish-rearing facilities in the Battle Creek watershed.  However, in the event that 
MLTF completely ceased operation, it is estimated that up to 20 full-time and 
some seasonal part-time employees would lose their jobs with an estimated 
combined annual income of $800,000 (Remy, Thomas, and Moose pers. comm.).  
Some secondary economic effects also may occur because MLTF no longer 
would purchase supplies needed for operation of the fish-rearing facilities from 
local or regional suppliers and no longer would pay lease payments to local 
landowners where facilities are located.

Although the number of people employed at MLTF represents less than 1% of 
the number of persons employed in Tehama County in 2000, ceasing operations 
would adversely affect MLTF and would result in the loss of an important 
employment source to the local economy.  The mitigation measure described for 
the Jeffcoat and Willow Springs facilities described above and under Impact 
4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, would address this socioeconomic effect.  See Effect 
4.16-5 in Section 4.16 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR for more information on 
this socioeconomic effect. 
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Master Response F—Response to General 
Landowner Concerns 

During public review of the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/Revised EIR, letters were received from several landowners in the Battle 
Creek watershed expressing concerns about how Restoration Project construction 
activities might affect their property or businesses and the measures being 
proposed by Reclamation and the State Water Board to mitigate these effects.  
While some landowner concerns can be addressed pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, 
other landowner concerns need not be addressed under these acts.  In general, 
landowner concerns fall into four categories:  requests for mitigation of 
socioeconomic effects; requests for mitigation of impacts determined to be less 
than significant in the Draft EIS/EIR; requests to mitigate effects that are not 
related to the Restoration Project; and requests for additional detail regarding 
Restoration Project construction.  This master response is intended to address 
these four types of concerns.   

Reclamation and the State Water Board recognize that landowners have concerns 
beyond those associated with environmental impacts and mitigation required 
pursuant to NEPA and CEQA.  Any additional actions to address landowner 
concerns would be adopted at the discretion of Reclamation and the State Water 
Board pursuant to their authorities and policies. 

Request for Mitigation of Socioeconomic Effects 

Both CEQA and NEPA require that the environmental effects of a project be 
disclosed by the lead agencies.  Neither, however, requires that the lead agencies 
mitigate socioeconomic effects. 

CEQA requires that the impacts of the project be described and feasible 
mitigation measures be identified and discussed to reduce, eliminate, or 
compensate for significant environmental effects.  Analysis under CEQA focuses 
on effects related to physical changes in the environment.  Socioeconomic effects 
are required to be analyzed and mitigation proposed under CEQA only when they 
would result in a physical change to the environment.  CEQA prohibits treating 
socioeconomic effects as significant effects on the environment, although a lead 
agency may consider socioeconomic effects in determining whether a physical 
change in the environment is significant.  This does not appear to be the case in 
the instances described in comments from landowners. 

NEPA requires that socioeconomic effects of the project be disclosed, as they 
have been in the Draft EIS/EIR and Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  As 
under CEQA, NEPA requires that an EIS include a discussion of the means to 
mitigate adverse environmental effects.  However, unlike CEQA, NEPA does not 
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require federal agencies to carry out mitigation measures that would reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental impacts.  Therefore, a lead agency does not 
need to adopt mitigation measures contained in an EIS unless agency-specific 
NEPA procedures require their adoption or the agency commits to implementing 
them in the ROD. 

Any additional actions to address landowner concerns would be adopted at the 
discretion of Reclamation and the State Water Board pursuant to their authorities 
and policies. 

Requests for Mitigation of Impacts Determined to Be 
Less than Significant in the Draft EIS/EIR 

Several comments were received from local landowners requesting that 
Reclamation and the State Water Board adopt mitigation for effects found to be 
less than significant in the Draft EIR/EIS.  For example, requests were made to 
mitigate recreation, aesthetic, and traffic impacts at specific locations determined 
to be less than significant in the Draft EIS/EIR.  The significance of impacts is 
judged based on significance criteria identified for each issue area in Chapter 4 
(Volume I of the Final EIS/EIR).  These significance criteria typically 
incorporate information about the severity, duration, and context of the impact.  
For instance, aesthetic changes that are not visible to the general public are not 
usually considered significant, even if they are visible to individuals under 
certain circumstances.  Similarly, when recreation impacts are limited to specific 
small, locations, but where opportunities continue to exist in nearby areas, the 
impact is generally considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Any additional actions to address landowner concerns would be adopted at the 
discretion of Reclamation and the State Water Board pursuant to their authorities 
and policies. 

Requests to Mitigate Effects That Are Not Related to 
the Restoration Project 

Some comments from local landowners requested that Reclamation and the State 
Water Board mitigate effects that preclude the Restoration Project.  For instance, 
requests were made to mitigate the aesthetic affects of PG&E Hydroelectric 
Project facilities that have existed in the project area since they were constructed 
in the early 1900s.  Under NEPA and CEQA, Reclamation and the State Water 
Board are required to disclose the impacts associated with implementing the 
Restoration Project.  This is done by comparing environmental conditions under 
a baseline condition with conditions that would occur if the Restoration Project 
were constructed and operated, for a wide range of environmental resource areas 
(e.g., traffic, air quality, water quality, biological resources, aesthetics, 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Master Responses

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

2-37

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

recreation).  For the majority of these issue areas, the baseline used in the Draft 
EIS/EIR was the current environmental setting as defined by CEQA (i.e. current 
conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was filed under CEQA [April 14, 
2000]).  

For certain environmental issue areas, particularly those related to creek flows, a 
different baseline was used.  The current environmental setting includes the 
Interim Flow Agreement (Agreement 03-20-2554) between Reclamation and 
PG&E, which has been in effect since 1995.  This is a temporary agreement that 
provides for higher minimum instream flows in Battle Creek to provide favorable 
conditions for fish in anticipation of implementation of the Restoration Project.  
This agreement will cease when the Restoration Project is implemented because 
the Restoration Project is designed to improve the conditions that existed prior to 
the agreement.  Therefore the baseline for issue areas related to flows is the 
conditions prior to implementing the Interim Flow Agreement.  This baseline 
condition is also defined as the No Action or existing FERC license conditions. 

Because effects that predate the baseline, such as the construction of the PG&E 
Hydroelectric Project, are part of both the baseline condition and the with-project 
condition, no impacts related to these facilities are identified in this Final 
EIS/EIR and no mitigation is required. 

Request for Additional Detail regarding Restoration 
Project Construction 

Some landowners commented that the level of detail provided in the Draft 
EIS/EIR was not sufficient to allow them to understand exactly how the 
Restoration Project will be constructed, especially in the vicinity of their 
properties.  The level of detail provided in the Draft EIS/EIR is adequate and 
sufficient for the purposes of analyzing the environmental impacts associated 
with implementing the Restoration Project under NEPA and CEQA; however, it 
may not provide a level of detail desired by local landowners. 

A new set of maps that clearly illustrate specific project elements associated with 
construction of the Restoration Project (e.g. staging areas, access roads, tailrace 
connectors) has been included for the Five Dam Removal Alternative discussion 
in Chapter 3 (Volume I) of this Final EIS/EIR.  In addition, Appendix F in 
Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR presents figures depicting specific project 
elements at each project site.  A key for each figure describes the specific 
construction activities proposed for each site. 
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Chapter 3 

Comments Received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Environmental Impact Report and the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Revised Environmental Impact Report 

This chapter presents a list of the comment letters and oral comments that were 
received by Reclamation and the State Water Board during public review of the 
2003 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2005 Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  
Reclamation and the State Water Board received 49 letters commenting on the 
Draft EIS/EIR and 11 letters on the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  In 
addition, two separate form letters were received on the Draft EIS/EIR.  A total 
of 17 nearly identical form letters were received via U.S. mail and e-mail (Form 
Letter 1), and 209 form letters were received on identical forms that were filled 
in by individual commentors (Form Letter 2).  A third form letter (Form Letter 3) 
was received on the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  A total of 96 identical 
copies of Form Letter 3 were submitted by individual commentors.  Oral 
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR were received during the public hearing held in 
Manton, California, on August 27, 2003. 

Chapters 4 through 8 of this volume present copies of the letters and responses to 
federal agency comments, state agency comments, local agency comments, non-
government organization comments, and individuals’ comments (Table 3-1).  
Chapter 9 of this volume presents copies of the form letters and responses to the 
form letter comments (Tables 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4).  Chapter 10 of this volume 
presents a copy of the meeting transcript and responses to comments received 
during the public hearing on August 27, 2003 (Table 3-5).  The following tables 
contain a list of all comment letters received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR for the Restoration Project. 
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Table 3-1. Federal, State, Local, Non-Government Organizations, and Individual Comment Letters 
Received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR 

Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

Federal Agencies

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

F1 09/11/03 Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

George H. Taylor, Chief, Biological Resources 
Branch 

F2 09/26/03 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Federal Activities Office 

F3 10/16/03 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife 
Office

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005)

F4 04/19/05 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Environmental Review 
Office

F5 04/29/05 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service David L. Harlow, Acting Field Supervisor, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 

State Agencies 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

S1 08/21/03 California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection 

Bill Hoehman, Unit Chief, Tehama-Glenn Unit 

S2 09/16/03 California Department of 
Conservation 

Erik Vink, Assistant Director 

S3 09/16/03 California Department of 
Transportation 

Marcelino Gonzalez, Local Development Review, 
District 2 

S4 10/15/03 California Department of 
Water Resources 

Dwight P. Russell, Chief, Northern District 

S5 10/16/03 California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Donald B. Koch, Regional Manager 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005)

S6 03/21/05 California Department of 
Transportation 

Marcelino Gonzalez, Local Development Review 

S7 04/18/05 State Clearing House and 
Planning Unit 

Terry Roberts, Director 

S8 04/28/05 California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Harry Rectenwald, Environmental Scientist 
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Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

Local Agencies 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

L1 08/20/03 California Farm Bureau 
Federation 

Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural Resources and 
Commodities 

L2 10/07/03 County of Tehama, Board of 
Supervisors

Bill Borror, Chairman 

L3 10/14/03 California Farm Bureau 
Federation 

Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural Resources and 
Commodities 

L4 10/14/03 Tehama County Farm Bureau Robert A. Williams, President 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005) 

None    

Non-Government Organizations

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

NGO1 08/12/03 Mt. Lassen trout Farms, Inc. Phil Mackey, President 

NGO2 08/21/03 Mt. Lassen Trout Farms, Inc. Phil Mackey, President 

NGO3 08/22/03 Friends of the River Marc E. Christopher 

NGO4 08/26/03 Battle Creek Watershed 
Conservancy 

Larry Lucas, Secretary, BCWC Board 

NGO5 08/26/03 Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen’s Associations 

W.F. “Zeke” Grader, Jr., Executive Director 

NGO6 09/01/03 Federation of Fly Fishers, 
Northern California Council 

Robert Ferroggiaro, Vice President, Conservation 

NGO7 09/08/03 Associated Students, 
government affairs 

Annie Sherman, Environmental Affairs 
Commissioner 

NGO8 10/13/03 Battle Creek Watershed 
Conservancy 

Sharon Paquin-Gilmore, Watershed Coordinator 

NGO9 10/13/03 Warren Quan Oasis Springs 
Lodge 

Warren Quan 

NGO10 10/14/03 Associated Students, 
government affairs 

Annie Sherman, Commissioner of Environmental 
Affairs 

NGO11 10/14/03 Central Valley Project Water 
Association 

Robert F. Stockhouse, Manager 

NGO12 10/14/03 NorCal Fishing Guides and 
Sportsmen’s Association 

WB Scott Ferris 

NGO13 10/14/03 Remy, Thomas and Moose, 
LLP

Osha R. Meserve 

NGO14 10/14/03 Sierra Pacific Industries Steve du Chesne, RPF 

NGO15 10/15/03 Outfitters Properties Kerry L. Burke 
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Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

NGO16 10/15/03 The Nature Conservancy Mike Roberts 

NGO17 10/15/03 Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company 

Todd Johnson, Project Manager 

NGO18 10/16/03 Friends of the River Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director 

NGO19 10/16/03 Friends of the River 
Conservation Coalition 

Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005) 

NGO20 03/15/05 The Anglers Committee The Anglers Committee Board of Directors 

NGO21 04/28/05 Outfitters Properties Kerry L. Burke 

NGO22 04/29/05 Friends of the River Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director 

NGO23 04/29/05 Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen’s Associations 

W.F. “Zeke” Grader, Jr., Executive Director 

NGO24 04/29/05 Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company 

Angela Risdon, License Coordinator 

NGO25 05/18/05 Outfitters Properties Kerry L. Burke 

Individuals 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

I1 08/05/03  Ed and Sue Shaw 

I2 08/11/03 Quail Run Ranch Horace and Peggy Crawford 

I3 09/09/03 River Partners Dan Efseaff, Restoration Ecologist 

I4 09/11/03 M. Kevin McRae, CPA, Inc. Kevin McRae 

I5 09/14/03  Betsy Reifsnider, Bob Schlichting 

I6 09/18/03  Dinda Evans 

I7 09/20/03  Fatemeh Zafarnejad 

I8 09/22/03  Craig Irwin, hydrologist/geomorphologist 

I9 09/22/03 Bradley Owens, Watershed 
Planner 

Bradley Owens 

I10 09/25/03  Mark Post 

I11 10/07/03 Shasta Fly Fishers Bob Madgic, President 

I12 10/09/03  Duane Milleman 

I13 10/13/03  Jeanette Alosi 

I14 10/15/03  Tom and Angela Kraemer 

I15 10/15/03  Kathryn A. Patterson 

I16 10/16/03  Jim Dwyer 

I17 10/16/03  Suellen Rowlison, RN 
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Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

I18 10/17/03  Patricia Puterbaugh 

I19 no date  Traci Sheehan 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005) 

None    
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Table 3-2. Form Letter 1 Comments (17 signatories) 

No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL1.1 09/04/03 Craig Tucker Sacramento, CA 

FL1.2 09/08/03 Della J. Martin Redding, CA 

FL1.3 09/08/03 Lindsey Pernell Sacramento, CA 

FL1.4 09/10/03 Timothy R. Lasko Roseville, CA 

FL1.5 09/10/03 Jackie Peppard Auburn, CA 

FL1.6 09/10/03 Jacqueline Shulters Grants Pass, OR 

FL1.7 09/11/03 Tim LaVerne Isla Vista, CA 

FL1.8 09/11/03 Nora Marsh Auburn, CA 

FL1.9 09/15/03 Kristin Ford Sacramento, CA 

FL1.10 09/16/03 Clare Broussard Occidental, CA 

FL1.11 09/16/03 Mary Marcus Guerneville, CA 

FL1.12 09/16/03 Milan Cole Oxnard, CA 

FL1.13 09/17/03 Douglas H. Latimer Redwood City, CA 

FL1.14 09/19/03 Robert Lesko New York, NY 

FL1.15 09/26/03 Howard Robinson Los Angeles, CA 

FL1.16 10/9/03 Jeremy Sarrow, Fisheries Biologist Oakland, CA 

FL1.17 10/15/03 Tom and Angela Kraemer Corning, CA 
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Table 3-3. Form Letter 2 Comments (209 signatories)  

No. Date Name Place of Residence 

Form letters with no personal comments 

FL2.1 09/13/03 Yosef Ben-nuh Concord, CA 

FL2.2 09/13/03 Geoff Fattig Sacramento, CA 

FL2.3 09/13/03 Paige Morrison Oakland, CA 

FL2.4 09/13/03 Harry J. Smith Vacaville, CA 

FL2.5 09/13/03 Noah Sochet Berkeley, CA 

FL2.6 09/26/03 Jean H. Danver Los Altos Hills, CA 

FL2.7 09/27/03 Diane Abbey Sacramento, CA 

FL2.8 09/27/03 Amanda Bain Kelowna, B.C. 

FL2.9 09/27/03 Christine DeLaup Aptos, CA 

FL2.10 09/27/03 Dru Devlin Half Moon Bay, CA 

FL2.11 09/27/03 Jill Dodsworth Santa Clara, CA 

FL2.12 09/27/03 Ann Getoor Los Osos, CA 

FL2.13 09/27/03 Sylvia Guzman Livermore, CA 

FL2.14 09/27/03 Martha Graham-Jones Minden, NV 

FL2.15 09/27/03 Meghan Kay San Rafael, CA 

FL2.16 09/27/03 Robert Lambrose Antioch, CA 

FL2.17 09/27/03 Mark Levine San Juan Bautista, CA 

FL2.18 09/27/03 Laurie Manarik Point Reyes, CA 

FL2.19 09/27/03 James McGrew Hayward, CA 

FL2.20 09/27/03 Brian Medernack Belmont, CA 

FL2.21 09/27/03 Keith A. Miller Oakland, CA 

FL2.22 09/27/03 Cheryl Penn Burlingame, CA 

FL2.23 09/27/03 Susan and Jack Pines Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.24 09/27/03 Nikki Rekman Vancouver, B.C. 

FL2.25 09/27/03 Renee Rosenberg Jamestown, CA 

FL2.26 09/27/03 Candi Smith Oroville, CA 

FL2.27 09/27/03 Sage Teyak Trinidad, CA 

FL2.28 09/27/03 Samuel Wong San Jose, CA 

FL2.29 09/27/03 Michael Yantos San Carlos, CA 

FL2.30 09/27/03 * Pittsburg, CA 

FL2.31 09/28/03 Nancy Argo San Mateo, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.32 09/28/03 Michael Irvin San Carlos, CA 

FL2.33 09/28/03 Sue Macias Santa Clara, CA 

FL2.34 09/28/03 Doug Schmitt Castro Valley, CA 

FL2.35 09/28/03 M. Simon La Silva, CA 

FL2.36 10/10/03 Delila Katz Orangevale, CA 

FL2.37 10/10/03 Douglas E. Wick Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.38 10/11/03 Andree M. Clark Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.39 10/11/03 Arnold Garza Fresno, CA 

FL2.40 10/11/03 Rob Grasso Davis, CA 

FL2.41 10/11/03 Barbara J. Keyser Orangevale, CA 

FL2.42 10/11/03 Jim Lewis West Sacramento, CA 

FL2.43 10/11/03 Alex R. Maurizi Sacramento, CA 

FL2.44 10/11/03 Barbara S. Maurizi Sacramento, CA 

FL2.45 10/11/03 Brian McIntyre Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.46 10/11/03 Scott Peterson Carmichael, CA 

FL2.47 10/11/03 Barbara Schrier Orangevale, CA 

FL2.48 10/11/03 Deborah Stafford Long Beach, CA 

FL2.49 10/11/03 Ari Thomas Carmichael, CA 

FL2.50 10/12/03 Rebecca Anaya Oakland, CA 

FL2.51 10/12/03 Haley Lobaugh Placerville, CA 

FL2.52 No date Dave E. Alcala Santa Cruz, CA 

FL2.53 No date Dave Anderson Citrus Heights, CA 

FL2.54 No date Julie Anderson Seattle, WA 

FL2.55 No date Jerome Bader Elk Grove, CA 

FL2.56 No date Lisa Beckstead Reno, NV 

FL2.57 No date Tod Bedrosian Sacramento, CA 

FL2.58 No date David Bloom Belmont, CA 

FL2.59 No date Merrill Bobele El Granada, CA 

FL2.60 No date Norman Bookstein Kensington, CA 

FL2.61 No date Gregory Brown Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.62 No date Jared Brown Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.63 No date Daniel Burke Sacramento, CA 

FL2.64 No date Glenda Burkhead Burlingame, CA 

FL2.65 No date Tim Burns San Jose, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.66 No date Frank Busse Orinda, CA 

FL2.67 No date Gregg Butterfield Thousand Oaks, CA 

FL2.68 No date Duncan Campbell Menlo Park, CA 

FL2.69 No date Ross Campbell San Mateo, CA 

FL2.70 No date Raymond Carig Mountain View, CA 

FL2.71 No date Nicholas Carpenter Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.72 No date Lesley Carriker Elk Grove, CA 

FL2.73 No date David Cavazos Carson, CA 

FL2.74 No date Tricia Chong Elk Grove, CA 

FL2.75 No date Malinda Cirimele Roseville, CA 

FL2.76 No date Candice Clark Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.77 No date R. L. Clark Arcata, CA 

FL2.78 No date Allen Coe Sacramento, CA 

FL2.79 No date Chris Conard Sacramento, CA 

FL2.80 No date Victoria Contreras-Alcala Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.81 No date Erin Cosgrove Oakland, CA 

FL2.82 No date Cathy Crossgrove Redwood City, CA 

FL2.83 No date Hien T. Dao San Jose, CA 

FL2.84 No date Aimee Day Dixon, CA 

FL2.85 No date Brynna Day Dixon, CA 

FL2.86 No date Anthony Ehret San Rafael, CA 

FL2.87 No date Vince Escobar Folsom, CA 

FL2.88 No date Ebi Fini Gold River, CA 

FL2.89 No date A. Gamez Castro Valley, CA 

FL2.90 No date Juan M. Garcia Elk Grove, CA 

FL2.91 No date Janice Gardner-Loster San Leandro, CA 

FL2.92 No date Steven Granlund Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.93 No date Thelma Granlund Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.94 No date Michael Hamman San Francisco, CA 

FL2.95 No date Laurie Hart Menlo Park, CA 

FL2.96 No date Dustin Holm Sacramento, CA 

FL2.97 No date Christina Kemp Santa Cruz, CA 

FL2.98 No date Ruslan Kisilev Sacramento, CA 

FL2.99 No date Ruvim Kisilev Sacramento, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.100 No date Linda Kreitz Alameda, CA 

FL2.101 No date Kimya Lambert Sacramento, CA 

FL2.102 No date William Lampe Antelope, CA 

FL2.103 No date Latisha Landis St. Helena, CA 

FL2.104 No date Guadalupe P. Levine San Juan Bautista, CA 

FL2.105 No date Julie Litwin Oakland, CA 

FL2.106 No date Curtis Loeb Pleasanton, CA 

FL2.107 No date John Martin Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.108 No date Kathi Minden Burlingame, CA 

FL2.109 No date David Minnis Newark, CA 

FL2.110 No date Ken Moore Aptos, CA 

FL2.111 No date Starlight Murray Sacramento, CA 

FL2.112 No date Barbara Nobriga Sacramento, CA 

FL2.113 No date Herb Nobriga Sacramento, CA 

FL2.114 No date Doug Parkes Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.115 No date Olga Pastuszynski San Bruno, CA 

FL2.116 No date Andy Phillips San Leandro, CA 

FL2.117 No date Robert Pimentel Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.118 No date Liese Rapozo Pacifica, CA 

FL2.119 No date Tom Rider Petaluma, CA 

FL2.120 No date Delia Rios San Jose, CA 

FL2.121 No date Judy Robinson Moraga, CA 

FL2.122 No date Rob Rosenberg Jamestown, CA 

FL2.123 No date Joyce Schwithe Nevada City, CA 

FL2.124 No date Jessica Silva Dixon, CA 

FL2.125 No date Barbara Sokoloski Livermore, CA 

FL2.126 No date Walter Sokoloski Livermore, CA 

FL2.127 No date Carl Somppi Alameda, CA 

FL2.128 No date Lisa Steadman San Mateo, CA 

FL2.129 No date Molly Stephens Davis, CA 

FL2.130 No date Drew Stevens Yountville, CA 

FL2.131 No date Kristina Suber Sacramento, CA 

FL2.132 No date Richard Sukhu Sacramento, CA 

FL2.133 No date Doug Tallman San Mateo, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.134 No date Serena Thomas Roseville, CA 

FL2.135 No date Amber T. Thompson Antelope, CA 

FL2.136 No date Cody W. Thompson Antelope, CA 

FL2.137 No date Pamela Ungelbach Campbell, CA 

FL2.138 No date David Waite Mt. Shasta, CA 

FL2.139 No date M. Walker Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.140 No date Mike Williams Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.141 No date William Wolff Folsom, CA 

FL2.142 No date Jerome Wrobleski Sunnyvale, CA 

FL2.143 No date Y. * Belmont, CA 

FL2.144 No date Ronald * Chapala, Jalisco, Mexico 

FL2.145 No date Austen M. Takechi* Gold River, CA 

FL2.146 No date Robert * Carmichael, CA 

FL2.147 No date Peter Donahue* Menlo Park, CA 

FL2.148 No date Judy * Pacifica, CA 

Form Letters with Personal Comments 

FL2.149 09/13/03 Nicole L. Aghazorian Stockton, CA 

FL2.150 09/13/03 Bruce Becker Castro Valley, CA 

FL2.151 09/13/03 Nick K. C.* Stockton, CA 

FL2.152 09/13/03 Thomas Hughes San Francisco, CA 

FL2.153 09/13/03 Debbie Melahn Sparks, NV 

FL2.154 09/13/03 Margrit Petrofsky Los Gatos, CA 

FL2.155 09/14/03 Gordon Beaker Kensington, CA 

FL2.156 09/15/03 Meadow Barr Mt. Shasta, CA 

FL2.157 09/27/03 Janet B. Cook Redwood City, CA 

FL2.158 09/27/03 Kenneth Howell Montara, CA 

FL2.159 09/27/03 Kevin Jack Napa, CA 

FL2.160 09/27/03 King Lamadora Daly City, CA 

FL2.161 09/27/03 Dylan Morrison San Francisco, CA 

FL2.162 09/27/03 Ayako K Nagano Berkeley, CA 

FL2.163 09/27/03 Michael Riorden Soquel, CA 

FL2.164 09/27/03 Eric Stromme Sitka, AK 

FL2.165 09/27/03 Wendy Tanowitz Ross, CA 

FL2.166 09/27/03 Susan Tolin Pacifica, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.167 09/27/03 Lynn Tringali San Jose, CA 

FL2.168 09/28/03 Robert Goff San Rafael, CA 

FL2.169 09/28/03 G. Hamada Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.170 10/11/03 Walter Hatfield Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.171 10/11/03 Babette Henry-Tasker Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.172 10/11/03 Ali H. Jafari Sacramento, CA 

FL2.173 10/11/03 Madison Kilian (Age 9) Rocklin, CA 

FL2.174 10/12/03 Parker Engquist (Age 6) Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.175 10/12/03 Tyler Engquist (Age 8) Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.176 10/12/03 Greg Ungelbach Campbell, CA 

FL2.177 10/13/03 Jennifer Bloome Auburn, CA 

FL2.178 10/13/03 David G. Graves Sacramento, CA 

FL2.179 10/03 Lorraine L.* Sacramento, CA 

FL2.180 No date Shirley Arington Sunnyvale, CA 

FL2.181 No date Shannon Bigelson Fair Oaks, CA 

FL2.182 No date Eileen Bouden San Jose, CA 

FL2.183 No date James A. Bryant, Jr. Roseville, CA 

FL2.184 No date Allen Delay Livermore, CA 

FL2.185 No date Peter Drekmeier Palo Alto, CA 

FL2.186 No date Joe Geddes  

FL2.187 No date Robert Godwin Cameron Park, CA 

FL2.188 No date Eddy Helmer Antelope, CA 

FL2.189 No date Alyssa Higgins (and 
Jessica Heskin) 

Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.190 No date Jessica Howard Shingle Springs, CA 

FL2.191 No date Penny Howard Shingle Springs, CA 

FL2.192 No date Meg M. Johnson Sacramento, CA 

FL2.193 No date Sharin Joy San Francisco, CA 

FL2.194 No date Marsha Kilian Rocklin, CA 

FL2.195 No date Christa Lindsey Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.196 No date Jonathan McClelland Santa Rosa, CA 

FL2.197 No date Julia McIv* Sacramento, CA 

FL2.198 No date Linda Mollenhauer Me* Sebastopol, CA 

FL2.199 No date Candy Reeves Sacramento, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL2.200 No date Isabel M. Rios San Jose, CA 

FL2.201 No date Jessica Ryan Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.202 No date Ruby Sirmons Rancho Cordova, CA 

FL2.203 No date Michael D. Sowe* Soquel, CA 

FL2.204 No date Margie Tomenko Carmichael, CA 

FL2.205 No date Linda Vance Emeryville, CA 

FL2.206 No date Walter Washington Minden, NV 

FL2.207 No date Pat Watters San Mateo, CA 

FL2.208 No date Richard Weiss Oakland, CA 

FL2.209 No date Shelley Wrigley Roseville, CA 

* The handwriting on this form letter was difficult to read.  This may not be the correct spelling of this name. 
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Table 3-4. Form Letter 3 Comments (96 signatories) 

No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL3.1 03/22/05 Rebecca Ginney Chico, CA 

FL3.2 04/05/05 Jessica R. Massie Tehama, CA 

FL3.3 04/05/05 Shandin Rudesill* Chico, CA 

FL3.4 04/06/05 Judy Fox Chico, CA 

FL3.5 04/07/05 Kathleen Mackay Chico, CA 

FL3.6 04/09/05 Rick Staychock Chico, CA 

FL3.7 04/10/05 Bryan Balog Redding, CA 

FL3.8 04/11/05 Jacobb R. Burgess Redding, CA 

FL3.9 04/11/05 John R. Dietz Redding, CA 

FL3.10 04/11/05 Eric Fields Redding, CA 

FL3.11 04/11/05 Greg Hector Redding, CA 

FL3.12 04/11/05 Terry L. Jepsen Redding, CA 

FL3.13 04/11/05 Greg Kennedy Shasta Lake, CA 

FL3.14 04/11/05 Kris Kennedy Shasta Lake, CA 

FL3.15 04/11/05 Martha MacDowell Redding, CA 

FL3.16 04/11/05 Kathy Matthewson Redding, CA 

FL3.17 04/11/05 Duane Milleman Redding, CA 

FL3.18 04/11/05 Justin Miller Redding, CA 

FL3.19 04/11/05 Mike Moor Redding, CA 

FL3.20 04/11/05 Chris Parsons Redding, CA 

FL3.21 04/11/05 Patrick Pendergast Anderson, CA 

FL3.22 04/11/05 Thomas W. Watts Redding, CA 

FL3.23 04/11/05 Cory Williams Redding, CA 

FL3.24 04/12/05 Michael Caranci Redding, CA 

FL3.25 04/15/05 Brad Cooke Chico, CA 

FL3.26 04/20/05 Tasha Ahlstrand Chico, CA 

FL3.27 04/20/05 Jennifer Arbuckle NA 

FL3.28 04/20/05 Hailie Barnes Chico, CA 

FL3.29 04/20/05 Callie-Jane Burch Oroville, CA 

FL3.30 04/20/05 Chris Chandler Chico, CA 

FL3.31 04/20/05 Cheri Chastain Chico, CA 

FL3.32 04/20/05 Jonathan Clark Napa, CA 

FL3.33 04/20/05 Theresa L. Fagouri Chico, CA 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

Comments Received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Environmental Impact Report

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

3-15

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL3.34 04/20/05 Bryan Gabbard Chico, CA 

FL3.35 04/20/05 Della J. Martin Chico, CA 

FL3.36 04/20/05 Kristina Miller Chico, CA 

FL3.37 04/20/05 Josh Narr* Chico, CA 

FL3.38 04/20/05 Lori J. Narr Chico, CA 

FL3.39 04/20/05 Anthony Sudderte Chico, CA 

FL3.40 04/21/05 Jennifer Patten Chico, CA 

FL3.41 04/21/05 Natalie Robertson Chico, CA 

FL3.42 04/21/05 Tiffany Yast NA 

FL3.43 04/22/05 Ronald L. Ramsey Redding, CA 

FL3.44 04/25/05 Brigitte Bordenave Chico, CA 

FL3.45 04/25/05 Kimberly C. Miller Chico, CA 

FL3.46 04/25/05 Becca Schwalm Chico, CA 

FL3.47 04/25/05 Erin K. Shaw Chico, CA 

FL3.48 04/26/05 Carolyn Capriato Chico, CA 

FL3.49 04/26/05 Alicia Perez Chico, CA 

FL3.50 04/26/05 Diana Rector Chico, CA 

FL3.51 04/27/05 Samual Ready Cohasset, CA 

FL3.52 04/28/05 Charito F. Abbott Chico, CA 

FL3.53 04/28/05 Charmae Bartlett Chico, CA 

FL3.54 04/28/05 Joel Castle Chico, CA 

FL3.55 04/28/05 Dave Elke Chico, CA 

FL3.56 04/28/05 Stephen Fellows Chico, CA 

FL3.57 04/28/05 Jodea Foster Chico, CA 

FL3.58 04/28/05 Alga Gadael Chico, CA 

FL3.59 04/28/05 Mari Garrido Chico, CA 

FL3.60 04/28/05 Monique Gilardi Chico, CA 

FL3.61 04/28/05 Janean Greenway Chico, CA 

FL3.62 04/28/05 Christopher Haro Chico, CA 

FL3.63 04/28/05 Jeremy Harris Chico, CA 

FL3.64 04/28/05 Bonner Hart* Paradise, CA 

FL3.65 04/28/05 Marilyn H. Hiestand Chico, CA 

FL3.66  04/28/05 R. Travas Hunter Chico, CA 

FL3.67 04/28/05 * Vacaville, CA 
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No. Date Name Place of Residence 

FL3.68 04/28/05 Gerald J. Krug, Jr. Chico, CA 

FL3.69  04/28/05 Piper Lacy Encinitas, CA 

FL3.70 04/28/05 Don Mackay Ventura, CA 

FL3.71 04/28/05 Doug Mackay South Lake Tahoe, CA 

FL3.72 04/28/05 Jordan Manfredi Chico, CA 

FL3.73 04/28/05 Dara McKinley Chico, CA 

FL3.74 04/28/05 Arlene Merchant Chico, CA 

FL3.75 04/28/05 Michael M. Noble Chico, CA 

FL3.76 04/28/05 Andrew Olsen Chico, CA 

FL3.77 04/28/05 Kayla Rinehart Chico, CA 

FL3.78 04/28/05 Carmen Rios-Ramirez San Rafael, CA 

FL3.79 04/28/05 Adam Samorano Chico, CA 

FL3.80 04/28/05 Stephanie Shirar Vacaville, CA 

FL3.81 04/28/05 Margaret F. Smith Chico, CA 

FL3.82 04/28/05 Pamela Tompkins Paradise, CA 

FL3.83 04/28/05 Christina Vish Chico, CA 

FL3.84 04/29/05 David G. Graves Sacramento, CA 

FL3.85 04/29/05 Peter K. Kamau Sacramento, CA 

FL3.86 04/29/05 Peter T. Ferenbach Berkeley, CA 

FL3.87 04/29/05 Kelly Pedern* Sacramento, CA 

FL3.88 04/29/05 S. Craig Tucker Sacramento, CA 

FL3.89 05/03/05 Cheryl Walt McKinleyville, CA 

FL3.90 05/12/05 Dan C. Massie, Jr. Tehama, CA 

FL3.91 No date Marylyn Carroll Paradise, CA 

FL3.92 No date Harry May Chico, CA 

FL3.93 No date Susanne Miller Redding, CA 

FL3.94 No date Mira Talbott-Pore Chico, CA 

FL3.95 No date Sue Taylor Shasta, CA 

FL3.96 No date Richard J. Wemette Chico, CA 

NA = information not available 

* The handwriting on this form letter was difficult to read.  This may not be the correct spelling of this name. 
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 Table 3-5. Public Hearing Comments, Manton Grange, Manton, California (August 27, 2003)

Organization Name 

Comments from Transcript 

Central Valley Water Project Association Serge Birk 

Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Larry Lucas 

Mt. Lassen Trout Farms, Inc Brad Carter 

Friends of the River Chris B 

Community Member of Manton Regina Bell 

Community Member of Manton Bob Lee 

NorCal Fishing Guides Scott Ferris 

Quail Ranch Horace Crawford 

Quail Run Ranch Martha Schraml 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Walt Hoyle 

Outfitter Properties Kerry Burke 

Speaker Card Comments

Mt. Lassen Trout Farms Inc. Brad Carter for Phil Mackey  

Community Member of Manton Bob Lee 

Bluff Springs Ditch, Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Donna Shandley 
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Chapter 4 

Federal Agency Comments 

This section contains copies of the comment letters received from federal 
agencies; Table 4-1 lists those letters.  Each letter is followed by responses to the 
comments presented in each letter.  Responses to comments are numbered 
individually in sequence, corresponding to the numbering assigned to comments 
in each comment letter.  The responses are prepared in answer to the full text of 
the original comment.   

Table 4-1. Federal Agency Comments Received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/Revised EIR

Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

F1 09/11/03 Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

George H. Taylor, Chief, Biological Resources 
Branch 

F2 09/26/03 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Federal Activities Office 

F3 10/16/03 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife 
Office

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005)

F4 04/19/05 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Environmental Review 
Office

F5 04/29/05 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service David L. Harlow, Acting Field Supervisor, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
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Comment Letter F1—Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, George H. Taylor, Chief, Biological 
Resources Branch (September 11, 2003) 

Response to Comment F1-1 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the comment that 
the Draft EIS/EIR is well reasoned and comprehensive and adequately addresses 
the license amendment needs of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
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Comment Letter F2—U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office (September 19, 2003) 

Response to Comment F2-1 

This comment has been noted. Reclamation and the State Water Board thank 
EPA for reviewing the Draft EIS/EIR and for EPA’s rating as Lack of Objections 
for the Preferred Alternative (i.e., the Five Dam Removal Alternative). 

Response to Comment F2-2 

This comment has been noted. Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the statement that 
Reclamation has developed a comprehensive and detailed Draft EIS/EIR.  
Detailed comments presented in this letter are addressed below. 

Response to Comment F2-3 

Reclamation evaluated potential sediment impacts in their report Sediment 

Impact Analysis of the Removal of Coleman, South, and Wildcat Diversion Dams 
on South and North Fork Battle Creeks prepared in April 2001.  Much of the 
sediment that would be released from behind removed dams is large gravel and 
cobble material.  Consequently, the potential for concretization of the channel 
bed as a result of released fines is considered highly unlikely.  Consequently, no 
additional mitigation is required.   

Trapped sediment volumes behind Wildcat Diversion Dam, South Diversion 
Dam, and Coleman Diversion Dam are, respectively, 5,000, 30,000, and 28,000 
yd3.  Minimum, mean, and maximum average daily flows during a wet water 
year (1983) were 308, 834, and 6,390 cfs, respectively.  During a normal water 
year (1989), the minimum, mean, and average daily flows were 187, 440, and 
4,620 cfs, respectively.  The minimum, mean, and maximum average daily flows 
decreased to 180, 236, and 524 cfs during a dry water year (1977).  For additional 
information and analysis on potential sediment impacts please refer to 
Reclamation’s 2001 document (Reclamation 2001b).   

Adverse effects of sediment movement will be minimized to some extent at 
Coleman and South Diversion Dams with the excavation of pilot channels in the 
sediment that has collected behind the dams.  Excess sediment will be placed 
along the stream banks to be distributed downstream during large flood events.  
The excavated pilot channels would minimize initial sediment movement but 
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would not be stable channels (i.e., sediment would move at higher flows).  
Reclamation’s sediment study suggests the excess sediment will be released 
slowly from bank storage during high flow events (Reclamation 2001b).  This is 
opposed to flood events in this response.  The study also suggests that much of 
the sediment is large gravel and cobble material that would slowly migrate 
downstream in a very normal sediment transport process.  Sediment release in the 
first couple of years after dam decommissioning is likely to be the greatest 
fraction of the stored sediments. 

Sediment transport will be monitored according to the conditions of the water 
quality permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWCQB) to 
demonstrate that attainment of Basin Plan standards are consistent with the Clean 
Water Act.  In addition, sediment transport will also be monitored in accordance 
with the Sediment Monitoring Plan in Section VI of the AMP included as 
Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  Additional information on 
sediment uncertainties is included in the AMP.  Minimization and mitigation 
measures that will be in place to reduce the potential impacts from sediment are 
further discussed in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment F2-4 

Before Restoration Project construction begins, a spill prevention and 
countermeasure plan (SPCP) will be prepared that includes strict on-site handling 
rules to keep construction and maintenance materials out of the drainages and 
waterway (see Environmental Commitments described on pages 3-68 to 3-77 in 
Chapter 3, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR).  EPA’s recommendation to restrict 
the volume of petroleum products allowed on site to only the volume of products 
that can be addressed by the SPCP has been incorporated as an environmental 
commitment in this Final EIS/EIR. 

These measures, which prevent contamination, clean up spills, provide staging 
and storing areas, and minimize equipment operations in moving water, will be 
incorporated into the project design as conditions of the DFG Section 1600 
streambed alteration agreement.  Specific requirements for reducing impacts on 
stream habitat will be coordinated with DFG during the agreement process. 

The volume of petroleum products allowed at the Battle Creek project sites is 
expected to be minimal.  The construction contractors will be advised to limit the 
amount of petroleum products allowed on site to only the amount necessary for 
proposed construction activities.  All petroleum products that are brought on site 
will be addressed by the SPCP.  All RWCQB rules and regulations pertaining to 
accidental spills will also be observed. 
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Response to Comment F2-5 

Mitigation measures to minimize increased sedimentation attributable to 
construction activities include scheduling construction during the dry season 
(July to October) (see Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.1-2 in Section 4.1 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR).  The biological opinion issued by NOAA 
Fisheries for the Restoration Project will stipulate that all in-water work will 
occur during this time. 

Although the dry season is not considered the typical spawning period for 
steelhead and fall-/late fall–run Chinook salmon populations in Battle Creek, it 
does overlap with the spawning period for spring- and winter-run Chinook 
salmon.  As winter-run Chinook salmon are not currently spawning in the project 
area, they are not expected to be affected by construction activities.  Exclusionary 
measures will be in place to block all fish from the project area during 
construction.  These blockages will minimize the potential for any impacts on 
spawning fish while construction activities are occurring. 

Response to Comment F2-6 

It is true that the current AMP was developed for the Proposed Action only.  
However, as stated under Adaptive Management Plan in Chapter 2, “Purpose and 
Need, Project Description, and Project Background,” of Volume I, similar 
adaptive management plans would be developed for the other alternatives in the 
event that the proposed action is not selected.  The Five Dam Removal 
Alternative would not necessarily provide greater benefits associated with the 
AMP over the other alternatives.  If an alternative other than the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative is selected as the proposed action, the new proposed action 
would also include cost-sharing agreements as a component in the AMP 

The AMP is available only to the Five Dam Removal Alternative because of the 
manner in which that alternative was developed.  PG&E, DFG, NOAA Fisheries, 
and USFWS negotiated an agreement to pursue the Restoration Project, which 
was later selected as the Preferred Alternative.  The AMP is a requirement of the 
1999 MOU entered into by Reclamation, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, DFG, and 
PG&E as part of that agreement (see Appendix A in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR).  Cost-sharing agreements for other alternatives have not been offered 
by PG&E.  Therefore, that provision was not included in those alternatives.

The AMP refers to a separate facilities monitoring plan but does not include that 
plan because the facilities monitoring plan is part of the proposed action and is 
not part of the AMP. 
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Response to Comment F2-7 

The Draft EIS/EIR states under Cumulative Impacts in Section 4.11, Air Quality, 
that any reduction in generated power at PG&E’s powerhouses would be made 
up by another existing power plant connected on the power grid, where these 
power plants would have gone through stringent air quality regulations and 
permitting processes pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401-7661) 
and to California statutes and regulations.  In addition, any new power plants that 
would be constructed would be subject to a new source permitting process.  
Consequently, it was determined that the proposed project would not result in 
any adverse cumulative air quality impacts. 

Although the replacement of power from fossil-fueled resources potentially could 
result in the generation of 35,000 metric tons of carbon per year, as stated under 
the Environmental Consequences discussion in Section 4.11, Air Quality, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, existing regulations and permitting processes 
will mitigate these emissions so that, cumulatively, there is no adverse impact.  
Any fossil-fueled resource that is used in the replacement of power is subject to 
various operating permits that stipulate the allowable process rates, fuel usage, 
and emissions that may be generated by that facility.  With these permits in place, 
the facility may not generate emissions above the permitted level.  While a 
facility may increase its emissions in the replacement of power, it would not 
increase emissions to levels above the permitted capacity.  If a facility were to 
exceed its emissions quota, it would be required to obtain a variance or purchase 
offsets to mitigate these emissions violations.  Additionally, the power facilities 
each would be subject to the applicable local air district’s new source review 
rule, which further regulates the operation of these facilities and provides a 
means to ensure that a facility’s operation does not exceed the region’s emissions 
inventory as part of the applicable clean air plan.  No changes were made for this 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment F2-8 

The following permits are required for the Restoration Project: 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit, 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Water Quality Certification, 

Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, 

Section 1602, Streambed Alteration Agreement, and 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
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These permits are ongoing and will be completed prior to award of the 
construction contract.  These permits along with other relevant regulations are 
discussed in Chapter 5 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Comment Letter F3—United States Department of 
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service,
(October 16, 2003) 

Response to Comment F3-1 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for recognizing that comments and recommendations made during the 
Battle Creek Project planning process have been acknowledged by Reclamation 
and incorporated into the document. 

Response to Comment F3-2 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

Response to Comment F3-3 

The Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Report, when received 
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, will replace Appendix Q in the Draft 
FWCA Report as Appendix Q in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment F3-4 

Mitigation ratios for the compensation for temporary and permanent impacts on 
wetland, riparian, and terrestrial habitats in this Final EIS/EIR have been revised 
to reflect those presented in the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration 
Project Draft ASIP (Jones & Stokes 2004).  The ASIP was prepared in 
consultation with the USFWS.  The Draft FWCA Report, provided in Appendix 
Q of the Draft EIS/EIR, was used as a guide to determine adequate mitigation 
ratios for these habitat types.  The final version of the FWCA Report is presented 
in Appendix Q in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment F3-5 

Fish screens and fish ladders included in the Restoration Project alternatives will 
continue to be described as failsafe rather than state-of-the-art because this is 
how fish screens and ladders were described in the 1999 MOU (Appendix A in 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Federal Agency Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

4-12

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR).  To maintain consistency with the 1999 MOU, 
the language will not change. 

Response to Comment F3-6 

In order to maintain consistency with the 1999 MOU, the term failsafe will 
continue to be used in the EIS/EIR instead of state-of-the-art.  A brief description 
of the purpose for installing and a definition of the failsafe features of the fish 
screens and ladders have been included in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR under Passage.  This description is based on the definition of failsafe

used in the 1999 MOU (Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR).  

Response to Comment F3-7 

A note was added to Figures 4.1-2 through 4.1-9 in Section 4.1, Fish, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to clarify how the graphs in the said figures 
should be interpreted.  The added note states, “As explained in the text, the index 
number does not correspond to a predicted number of fish.  The index provides a 
relative comparison of habitat value to the No Action Alternative.” 

Response to Comment F3-8 

Impacts on habitat types and waters of the United States are presented in 
Appendices L and M, respectively.  Although NEPA and CEQA require that 
impacts on habitat types and waters of the United States be quantified, they do 
not necessarily require that these impacts be divided into temporary and 
permanent impacts in the EIS/EIR.  However, Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act does require quantification of temporary and permanent effects on waters of 
the United States.  Because this information has been calculated as part of the 
requirements for the Section 404 permit, this updated information is included in 
Appendix M in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR for waters of the United States.   

Response to Comment F3-9 

The last paragraphs in Impact 4.1-31 and Impact 4.1-69 in Section 4.1, Fish, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been replaced with new text.  The new text 
clarifies the similarities and differences between the potential benefits for 
passage of salmon and steelhead over natural barriers provided by each 
alternative.
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Response to Comment F3-10 

The discussion comparing the alternatives in Chapter 7 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR has been updated.  In addition, a new table, Table 7-2, has been added 
that compares the differences between the benefits and adverse impacts that 
would occur under each action alternative. 

Response to Comment F3-11 

All mitigation measures, monitoring plans, and environmental commitments 
presented in the Draft ASIP (Jones & Stokes 2004) have been incorporated into 
this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment F3-12 

The text under Methods in the Environmental Consequences discussion of 
Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised to state that 
the fish modeling output can be used to generally estimate, not discern, 
differences among the alternatives. 

Response to Comment F3-13 

Table 4.2-6, Biological Communities and Waters of the United States Potentially 
Affected by the Five-Dam Removal Alternative, and the text of all habitat 
impacts, including Impact 4.2-1, have been revised and corrected according to 
new acreage estimates provided in the wetland delineation update in March 2005 
(Jones & Stokes 2005b). 

Riparian forest and scrub communities that occur within the ordinary high water 
mark of Battle Creek, including the riparian vegetation on and near the peninsula 
at the South Powerhouse site, are considered other waters of the United States 
and are quantified and analyzed in this Final EIS/EIR as such.  Language has 
been added to Table 4.2-6 and Section 4.2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
under Sensitive Plant Communities and Associated Wildlife Habitats as well as 
under the Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.2-1 to clarify this. 

Response to Comment F3-14 

Text from the USFWS Memorandum of August 30, 2001, titled “Draft Impact 
Mitigation Measures for Birds Potentially Affected by the Battle Creek Salmon 
and Steelhead Restoration Project” has been added to the Environmental 
Commitments section under the heading Migratory Bird Treaty Act Compliance 
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Program in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Some of the mitigation 
listed in that memorandum was not included because of issues of redundancy.  
Also, see Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.2-1, under the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative discussion in Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife 
Resources, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR for language supporting migratory 
bird mitigation. 

Response to Comment F3-15 

Reclamation is coordinating with the USFWS and PG&E to develop the best 
design for the proposed parking area near the Inskip Diversion Dam site.  This 
coordination includes an ongoing investigation to determine the feasibility of 
protecting some of the largest oak trees at this site.   

Response to Comment F3-16 

Bats will receive more benefits if entrances to decommissioned tunnels are fitted 
with bat gates that allow bat passage and prevent human entry.  In response to the 
comment, the text in this Final EIS/EIR was revised to indicate that bat gates 
would be implemented.  The revised text can be found under Impact 4.2-18 in the 
Environmental Consequences discussion of Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and 
Wildlife Resources, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment F3-17 

The text under Socioeconomics for the No Action Alternative discussion in 
Section 4.16, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, has been revised to indicate that 
the abundance of Chinook salmon and steelhead in Battle Creek and the 
consequent level of risk for transmission of fish pathogens would be the same as 
under existing conditions. 

Response to Comment F3-18 

Reclamation and the State Water Board are aware of the concern that trout 
produced by MLTF’s Jeffcoat and Willow Springs aquaculture facilities could 
become infected with serious or catastrophic fish diseases, such as the IHN virus, 
once the Restoration Project is implemented and anadromous fish populations are 
restored in Battle Creek.  Infected MLTF trout could then be distributed to other 
water bodies in California and spread these diseases to fish populations that 
currently are not infected. 
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This EIS/EIR has been revised to address the increased risk of a serious or 
catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle Creek to fish communities 
throughout the state through stocking with MLTF fish as a significant impact.  
Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR presents an 
analysis and appropriate mitigation measures to address this significant impact.  
Water quality impacts and socioeconomic effects related to Impact 4.1-8 are also 
addressed in Sections 4.4, Water Quality, and 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, respectively.  Master Response E provides 
additional information relating to how this impact has been analyzed and 
addressed.
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Comment Letter F4—U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, 
Environmental Review Office (April 19, 2005) 

Response to Comment F4-1 

Comment noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the EPA for their 
input and review of the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR. 
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Comment Letter F5—U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
David L. Harlow, Acting Field Supervisor, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (April 29, 2005) 

Response to Comment F5-1 

Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the USFWS for providing updates 
regarding the Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  Information about the role of an 
adaptive management plan for the hatchery and its relationship to the Restoration 
Project’s AMP, the status of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery reevaluation 
process, and the status of planning for the hatchery barrier weir project has been 
used to update this Final EIS/EIR.  See also Master Response D in Chapter 2 in 
Volume III of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment F5-2 

Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the USFWS for providing updates 
regarding USFWS commitments to ensure that operations of the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery are consistent with conservation of listed species.  This 
information has been used to update this Final EIS/EIR in Master Response D, 
Chapter 2 in Volume III, and in Chapter 6 in Volume I in this report. 

Response to Comment F5-3 

In April 2005, biologists conducted USFWS protocol-level surveys for the valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle and identified several more elderberry shrubs 
(potential habitat for the beetle) that would be affected by project construction at 
the Jeffcoat mitigation site.  One shrub also was found at the Willow Springs site, 
but is outside the construction boundary and therefore would not be affected by 
the project.  These new shrubs are included in Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, 
and Wildlife Resources, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment F5-4 

Site assessments for potential California red-legged frog habitat were conducted 
at all Restoration Project sites in 2000 and 2005.  Potential suitable breeding 
habitat for California red-legged frogs was identified at Lower Ripley Creek 
Feeder, Asbury Diversion Dam, Jeffcoat mitigation site, and Willow Springs 
mitigation site, as well as other sites within one mile of the Restoration Project 
sites (Jones & Stokes 2001, Jones & Stokes 2005a).  USFWS protocol-level 
surveys were conducted at these sites in April and June 2005.  No species were 
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observed during these surveys.  Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife 
Resources in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been modified to reflect these 
survey results. 
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Chapter 5

State Agency Comments 

This section contains copies of the comment letters received from state agencies.  
Each letter is followed by responses to the comments presented in each letter.  
Responses to comments are numbered individually in sequence, corresponding to 
the numbering assigned to comments in each comment letter.  The responses are 
prepared in answer to the full text of the original comment. 

Table 5-1. State Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/Revised EIR 

Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

S1 08/21/03 California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection 

Bill Hoehman, Unit Chief, Tehama-Glenn Unit 

S2 09/16/03 California Department of 
Conservation 

Erik Vink, Assistant Director 

S3 09/16/03 California Department of 
Transportation 

Marcelino Gonzalez, Local Development Review, 
District 2 

S4 10/15/03 California Department of 
Water Resources 

Dwight P. Russell, Chief, Northern District 

S5 10/16/03 California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Donald B. Koch, Regional Manager 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005)

S6 03/21/05 California Department of 
Transportation 

Marcelino Gonzalez, Local Development Review 

S7 04/18/05 State Clearing House and 
Planning Unit 

Terry Roberts, Director 

S8 04/28/05 California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Harry Rectenwald, Environmental Scientist 
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Comment Letter S1—Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection, Bill Hoehman, Unit Chief,
Tehama-Glenn Unit (August 21, 2003) 

Response to Comment S1-1 

Impacts 4.13-1, 4.13-4, 4.13-7, and 4.13-10 in Section 4.13, Public Services and 
Utilities, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR identify the increased risk of wildfire 
as a potentially significant impact associated with implementing the proposed 
action and its alternatives.  Reclamation requires construction contractors to 
prepare and implement a fire prevention plan as a contractual requirement under 
Section 10 of the Reclamation Safety and Health Standards.  This will include:

a list of potential workplace fire hazards and ignition sources and type of fire 
suppression equipment;  

assignment of responsibilities for maintaining equipment and systems and 
controlling fuel source hazards;

housekeeping and grounds maintenance to keep the site free of combustible 
materials and weeds;  

restrictions on smoking and open flame devices, particularly near Class I 
flammable liquids;

prohibition on use of cleaners/degreasers with a flashpoint below 100º 
Fahrenheit;

regulations for the use of heaters;

positioning of fire extinguishers; and 

water supply requirements.   

When community firefighting services are not available, or are insufficient, 
Section 10 may require the contractor to provide a trained firefighting brigade 
meeting federal requirements under 29 CFR 1910.156.  In addition, Section 10 
requires compliance with a regular schedule of fire protection equipment 
inspection.     

The Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.13-1 identify actions (including the 
development of a fire prevention plan) that will be required of the construction 
contractor to reduce wildfire risk below the level of significance.  In response to 
this comment, Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.13-1 have been revised to 
include the following:

Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.13-1. The construction contractor 
will follow these measures to minimize the need for protective and 
emergency response services:   
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During construction activities, the contractor will adhere to standard 
precautions and approaches required by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) and Shasta and Tehama County 
Fire Departments when dealing with very high fire hazard severity 
zones.  The lead agencies will prepare a fire plan in consultation with 
the CDF and Shasta and Tehama County Fire Departments, as 
outlined in the Industrial Operations Fire Prevention Field Guide

published by the CDF and State Fire Marshal, and file the plan with 
the appropriate fire protection agency prior to beginning 
construction.  Precautions will include, but are not limited to, the use 
of Forest Service–approved spark arresters on all internal 
combustion engines, preplacement of fire suppression equipment, 
restriction of smoking and equipment refueling to cleared areas, and 
restriction of activities during “Red Flag” conditions.  The fire plan 
will be included in the standards and specifications made part of the 
contract for construction work. 

Preparation and implementation of the required fire prevention plan described 
above, and implementation of Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.13-1, will be 
contractually mandated by Reclamation.  This will incorporate the requirements 
of the CDF.   

Other requirements mandated by Reclamation under Reclamation Safety and 

Health Standards that will reduce fire hazard are found in the following sections 
of these standards: 

Section 6 (Emergency Plans), which requires preparation and implementation 
of an emergency plan; 

Section 11 (Standards for Material Handling, Storage and Disposal), which 
establishes standards for the safe use and storage of flammable liquids; 

Section 12 (Electrical Safety Requirements), which establishes standards for 
the safe use of electrical equipment and avoidance of existing power lines; 

Section 17 (Hand Tools, Power Tools, Pressure Vessels, Compressors, and 
Welding), which regulates the use of welding equipment and gas cylinders; 

Section 19 (Hoisting Equipment, Piledrivers, and Conveyors), which 
establishes safety procedures for helicopter use; and 

Section 24 (Blasting Operations), which requires preparation of a blasting 
plan and establishes safety procedures for blasting, including the transport 
and storage of explosives. 

The requirements for an emergency response plan are discussed in more detail in 
the response to Comment S1-2 below. 
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Response to Comment S1-2 

See the response to Comment S1-1 for a discussion of Reclamation’s 
requirements for contractors regarding preparation of a fire prevention plan and 
other regulations that will reduce fire hazard and provide emergency fire 
response at the Restoration Project. As discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of Section 4.12, the Reclamation Safety and Health Standards are 
included in all of Reclamation’s construction contracts and are enforced 
comprehensively by Reclamation.  In addition to a fire prevention plan, therefore, 
Reclamation will contractually require all contractors to prepare and implement 
an emergency response plan.  The minimum contents of the emergency plan 
described in Section 6 (Emergency Plans) of the Reclamation Safety and Health 

Standards include:   

pre-emergency planning and coordination with outside parties; 

an outline of personnel roles, lines of authority, training, and communication; 

emergency recognition and prevention procedures; 

details about safe distances and places of refuge; 

evacuation routes and procedures; 

emergency alerting and response procedures; 

emergency medical treatment and first aid procedures; and 

information on the location of material safety data sheets (MSDS), personal 
protective equipment (PPE), and emergency equipment.   

The concerns raised by CDF in this comment are addressed by Reclamation’s 
standard contact requirement for construction contractors to prepare and 
implement a fire prevention plan and emergency response plan. 

Response to Comment S1-3 

See response to Comment S1-2.  The Reclamation Safety and Health Standards

(Section 6—Emergency Plans) requires all contractors to establish a means to 
report emergencies, which includes the establishment of emergency radio 
frequencies.

Response to Comment S1-4 

Pursuant to Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.13-1, the lead agencies will consult 
with the CDF to review and discuss the contents of the fire prevention plan for 
the Restoration Project.  Additional measures raised in this comment will be 
included in the fire prevention plan, as described above under response to 
Comment S1-1.  
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Comment Letter S2—Department of Conservation, 
State of California, Erik Vink, Assistant Director, 
(September 16, 2003) 

Response to Comment S2-1  

Acquisition of lands is a component of the Restoration Project.  The current 
estimate for permanent easement acquisition is 22 acres, and the estimate for 
temporary easement acquisition is 34 acres.  In addition, 79 acres of existing 
easements would be abandoned and the land would be returned to its natural 
state.

Response to Comment S2-2  

The Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection’s 
Important Farmlands Maps were consulted for the land use analysis in the 
EIS/EIR.  The types of land the Restoration Project is expected to affect are 
described and quantified in the section titled Private Land in Section 4.6 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  No land identified as prime farmland on the 
Important Farmlands Maps would be affected by the Restoration Project, and 
none of the land affected by the proposed project is under a Williamson Act 
Contract.

Response to Comment S2-3 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program’s Important Farmland Maps 
were consulted in describing the agricultural setting of the project area as 
presented under the section entitled Land within the Restoration Area in Section 
4.6, Land Use, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  As referenced in this section, 
there is no land designated as prime farmland within the project area boundaries.  
A small parcel of land designated as farmland of statewide importance is located 
in Shasta County (California Department of Conservation 2001).  However, none 
of the proposed activities would affect prime farmland or land designated as 
farmland of statewide importance.  Therefore, it was deemed unnecessary to 
calculate the exact acreage of agricultural land that would be affected by the 
Restoration Project.  As indicated in discussion for Impact 4.6-1, the impacts on 
land use are considered to be less than significant because the proposed land use 
changes would not result in the conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural 
uses.
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Response to Comment S2-4 

Most of the agricultural operations in the project area are grazing and limited 
timberland as mentioned in the section titled County Land Uses in Section 4.6, 
Land Use, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The impacts on land conversion 
are discussed under Impact 4.6-1.  Because of the small amount of land being 
converted as a result of the Restoration Project, this impact was determined to be 
less than significant.  Most of the lands are being converted to passive uses that 
will be consistent with surrounding agricultural, grazing, and open space uses.  
Because of the speculative nature of determining how land values and taxes 
could be affected, these topics were not included in this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S2-5 

None of the land affected by the proposed project is under a Williamson Act 
Contract.  The mitigation measures to be implemented as part of the Restoration 
Project will be consistent with the CALFED ROD (CALFED Bay-Delta Program 
2000).  The relationship between the Restoration Project and the CALFED ROD 
is described under the section titled Relationship of the Restoration Project to the 
CALFED Bay-Delta Program in Chapter 1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S2-6 

As disclosed under the Farmland Protection Policy Act discussion in Section 4.6 
in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, none of the activities proposed for the 
Restoration Project would affect or convert existing agricultural uses.  No 
Williamson Act contracts are proposed to be terminated as part of the proposed 
action.

Response to Comment S2-7 

See response to Comment S3-6.  No contracted land is proposed for acquisition 
by any public agency as a part of the Restoration Project.   

Response to Comment S2-8 

See response to Comment S3-6.  No contracted land is proposed for acquisition 
by any public agency as a part of the Restoration Project.   
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Comment Letter S3—Department of Transportation, 
State of California, Marcelino Gonzalez, Local 
Development Review, District 2, (September 16, 
2003)

Response to Comment S3-1 

This comment has been noted. 
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Comment Letter S4—Department of Water 
Resources, State of California, Dwight P. Russell, 
Chief, Northern District, (October 15, 2003) 

Response to Comment S4-1 

This comment has been noted.  

Response to Comment S4-2  

The project limits that are shown in Figures ES-2 and 2-2 and described in the 
section entitled Existing Facilities in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
did not match the project limits shown in Figures ES-1 and 1-1.  The project 
limits shown in Figures ES-2 and 2-2 are correct.  In response to the comment, 
however, Figures ES-1 and 1-1 have been revised to depict the project limits 
more accurately.  

Response to Comment S4-3 

The introductory paragraphs to Chapter 1, Introduction, Organization, and 
Process, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been changed to reflect 
contributions made by DWR for the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment S4-4 

Text has been added to the section entitled Hydroelectric Project Facilities in 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, Project Description, and Project Background, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to accurately describe the ages of the 
powerhouses.  The additional text is as follows: 

The original Hydroelectric Project has been modified over the years as 
technology improved and original equipment became obsolete.  One 
major change was the replacement of the original four powerhouses 
(Volta, South, Inskip, and Coleman Powerhouses) in the late 1970s with 
modern structures and generating equipment that allowed the plants to 
operate unattended (Reynolds and Scott 1980). 
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Response to Comment S4-5  

The description of the feeder flume under the section entitled Existing Facilities 
for the North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam under the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been 
corrected to remove the statement that the concrete footings are “anchored into 
the bedrock.” 

Response to Comment S4-6  

The text describing fish screens throughout Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR has been revised to use the description flat plate, as it is consistent with 
the DWR Screen and Ladder Report (California Department of Water Resources 
2000).

Response to Comment S4-7  

The language used to describe helicopter use at the North Battle Creek Feeder 
Diversion Dam site under the Five Dam Removal Alternative discussion in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR stated that the dam site is in a remote area with 
“no nearby vehicular access.”  The discussion has been corrected in this Final 
EIS/EIR (Chapter 3, Volume I) to state that the dam site is in a remote area with 
“constrained road access.”  The bulk of construction access will occur via the 
new paved access road; however, because of the steepness of the slope where the 
access road will be constructed, the road will contain a sharp hairpin turn and 
may not be able to accommodate large equipment or the removal of large debris.  
It will be left to the construction contractor’s discretion to decide when helicopter 
use for transporting large items to and from this site is necessary.   

Response to Comment S4-8 

In the description of appurtenant facility removal at the Wildcat Diversion Dam 
site (see the section entitled Wildcat Diversion Dam under the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR), 
the erroneous statement that “the power line to the site would be left in place” 
has been removed. 

Response to Comment S4-9  

A description of the locations of “Area A” and the “contractor use area” has been 
added under the section entitled Construction Considerations under the South 
Diversion Dam discussion for the Five Dam Removal Alternative in Chapter 3 in 
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Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Area A is a small, relatively open, gently sloped 
area on the east side of the South Powerhouse access road, located about 600 feet 
northeast of the powerhouse building.  The contractor use area is also on the east 
side of the South Powerhouse access road, located 200 feet east of the 
powerhouse building. 

Response to Comment S4-10 

The three resident fish species—rainbow trout, Sacramento pikeminnow, and 
smallmouth bass—have been identified in the text under the Methods heading in 
Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Reference to the flow/habitat 
relationships has been modified to remove the phrase “for the entire creek.” 

Response to Comment S4-11 

Although the Coleman National Fish Hatchery presents only a partial barrier to 
upstream salmonid migration, it has also been reintroducing steelhead into the 
Battle Creek system since 1995 (please see Biological Assessment of Artificial 

Propagation at Coleman National Fish Hatchery and Livingston Stone National 

Fish Hatchery: Program Description and Incidental Take of Chinook Salmon 

and Steelhead Trout, prepared by the USFWS Red Bluff Fish and Wildlife Office 
in October 2000, for more information).  Additional information related to 
steelhead life history, populations, and passage has been incorporated into the 
discussion titled Special Status Fish Species—Steelhead under the Affected 
Environment discussion in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-12 

The term upper Sacramento has been replaced with “Sacramento River 
downstream of Keswick Dam” throughout Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment S4-13 

The referenced mobility studies in the section titled Factors Affecting 
Abundance—Key Habitat Quantity in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR are from Spawning Gravel Resources of Battle Creek, Shasta and 

Tehama Counties prepared for the California Department of Fish and Game by 
G. Mathias Kondolf and Mitchell Katzel of Thomas R. Payne and Associates 
(Kondolf and Katzel 1991).   
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Response to Comment S4-14 

The sentence stating that diversion dams block “55 miles of habitat” is incorrect.  
A clarification has been made in the discussion titled Factors Affecting 
Abundance—Migration Habitat in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
to reflect a total of 48 miles of spawning and rearing habitat restored, including 
42 miles of spawning and rearing habitat in Battle Creek and an additional 
6 miles of spawning and rearing habitat in its tributaries. 

Response to Comment S4-15 

Information pertaining to vineyard acreages, types of pesticides, and/or their 
pathways into Battle Creek is not available; therefore, any analysis would be 
speculative.  All pesticide use would have to comply with state and local laws 
and regulations, which require safe use and limit herbicide/pesticide drift. 

Response to Comment S4-16 

The authors are not aware of any applicable studies on the density of adult 
salmon carcasses and subsequent increased nutrient input to stream systems 
completed in the Central Valley.  Although the referenced study was completed 
in Alaska, the conclusions derived in this report pertain to nutrient inputs that are 
not necessarily site-specific and were considered appropriate for the purposes of 
this Final EIS/EIR.   

Response to Comment S4-17 

The bullets listed in the discussion titled Environmental Consequences—
Summary in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been revised to 
clarify that the project is designed to increase the quantity and quality of 
available habitat and that the desired outcome is an increase in fish populations. 

Response to Comment S4-18 

Please refer to Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model for Chinook Salmon and 
Steelhead,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR for more information on physical 
habitat improvements.  The habitat assessment model compared habitat values by 
month for the various species based on the flow-habitat relationships.  A monthly 
model was developed for Chinook salmon (i.e., winter, spring, late-fall runs) and 
steelhead to facilitate assessment of each alternative.  The habitat assessment 
model considers the habitat capacity index that depends on streamflow and then 
links streamflow and water temperature conditions to effects on key habitat 
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quantity and survival.  A relative estimate of fry and juvenile capacity and 
production indices is provided for each reach.  The simulated indices are not 
intended as accurate predictions of magnitude for each life stage, but provide 
sufficient information to compare the relative life stage capacity and production 
expected to occur under the No Action and action alternatives.  The habitat 
assessment model links temporal water temperature and flow effects, a linkage 
that is not provided by month-to-month habitat estimates.  The month-to-month 
habitat estimates are provided in Appendix H (Volume II), and habitat with 
suitable water temperature is described in Appendix R, “Water Temperatures in 
the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-19 

See the response to Comment S5-28.

Response to Comment S4-20 

Additional information on estimated spawning and rearing habitat areas is 
located in Tables K-1 through K-3 in Appendix K (Volume II) of this Final 
EIS/EIR.  Appendix K describes the methodology and results of the SNTEMP 
model, which was used to predict temperatures downstream of North Battle 
Creek Feeder Diversion Dam on North Fork Battle Creek, downstream of South 
Diversion Dam on South Fork Battle Creek, and on the mainstem Battle Creek 
between the confluence and Coleman powerhouse.  General results of the model 
indicate that the Five Dam Removal, No Dam Removal, Six Dam Removal, and 
Three Dam Removal Alternatives would all provide similar quantities of optimal 
temperature habitat for Chinook salmon.  On North Fork Battle Creek, these four 
alternatives would provide an average of approximately 6 miles of additional 
habitat.  The Three Dam Removal Alternative would provide slightly less habitat 
on South Fork Battle Creek than the other three alternatives (approximately 
2 miles compared to 3 miles).  The No Action Alternative would provide the 
least amount of optimal water temperature habitat and result in only 4 miles and 
2 miles on North Fork and South Fork Battle Creek, respectively. 

Optimal temperature habitat for Chinook salmon on South Fork Battle Creek 
ranges from 0 to 10.3 miles for the Five Dam and Six Dam Removal 
Alternatives.  The No Action, No Dam Removal, and Three Dam Removal 
Alternatives provide, respectively, maximum habitat quantities of 8.5, 9.8, and 
6.6 miles on South Fork and a minimum of 0 miles.   

With the exception of the No Action Alternative, each alternative provides 
similar habitat quantities for steelhead.  On the North Fork Battle Creek, optimal 
temperature habitat provided by the four similar alternatives ranges from 
approximately 5.5 to 18 miles.  The No Action Alternative would result in 2 to 
14 miles of habitat.  On the South Fork, the Five Dam Removal, Six Dam 
Removal, and No Dam Removal Alternatives would provide 0 to approximately 
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14 miles of habitat.  Both the Three Dam Removal Alternative and the No Action 
Alternative would result in approximately 0 to 12.4 miles of optimal water 
temperature habitat. 

Response to Comment S4-21 

The text has been revised in the Affected Environment discussion of Section 4.3, 
Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to include the following statement 
describing the project area’s average rainfall. 

Average annual rainfall ranges from about 25 inches at the Coleman 
Powerhouse to more than 50 inches in the uppermost watershed. 

Response to Comment S4-22 

A description of the stream gage location has been included under the Affected 
Environment discussion in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.  The title of Figure 4.3-1 has also been revised, as requested, to read 
“Average Monthly Stream Flow for Selected Representative Wet, Normal, and 
Dry Years” and a reference to the stream gage location has been included on 
Figure 4.3-1. 

Response to Comment S4-23 

The text has been revised as requested under the Affected Environment 
discussion in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The 
revised text is presented below.

The South Fork Battle Creek absolute fish barrier is Angel Falls, located 
at South Fork Battle Creek RM 18.9, about 4.5 miles above the South 
Diversion Dam.  The watershed upstream of Angel Falls is about 15% of 
the total Battle Creek watershed.  The flow contribution from above 
Angel Falls is assumed to be slightly more than 15%.  Direct 
measurement of these upstream flows is recommended as part of the 
adaptive management program. 

Although flows upstream of Angel Falls have not yet been measured directly, 
these measurements are recommended as part of the adaptive management 
program. 
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Response to Comment S4-24 

The potential effects of the North Fork Battle Creek Reservoir and McCumber 
Reservoir on peak flows in North Fork Battle Creek have been described under 
the Affected Environment discussion in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR.  The new discussion is presented below. 

In addition, North Fork Battle Creek Reservoir and McCumber Reservoir 
on North Fork Battle Creek operate to capture runoff from the upstream 
portions of the watershed.  North Fork Battle Creek Reservoir has a 
volume of 1,000 acre-feet and a watershed area of 6.4 square miles or 
approximately 2% of the total Battle Creek watershed area (U.S. 
Geological Survey 1991).  McCumber Reservoir has a volume of 430 
acre-feet and a watershed area of 27.6 square miles or 7.7% of the total 
Battle Creek watershed area (U.S. Geological Survey 1991).  Using the 
watershed fraction to estimate flows entering the reservoirs, the average 
flows at North Fork Battle Creek and McCumber Reservoir are 
approximately 10 cfs and 40 cfs, respectively, because the average flow 
at Coleman National Fish Hatchery is about 500 cfs.  However, the effect 
of the reservoirs on the peak flows is likely to be minimal because the 
reservoirs receive only a fraction of the total flows at North Battle Creek 
Feeder Diversion Dam (i.e., upstream watershed of 133 square miles, 
37% of the total Battle Creek watershed). 

Response to Comment S4-25 

The text has been revised to describe the bed material in Battle Creek, under the 
section titled Hydraulic Gradients and Sediment Movement in Section 4.3, 
Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.   

Response to Comment S4-26 

South Fork Battle Creek shown in Figure 4.3-5 does not extend to Mineral 
because the town of Mineral is several miles outside the project area.  In addition, 
Angel Falls, which is located several miles downstream of Mineral, is the 
absolute barrier to upstream fish passage and the upper project limit on South 
Fork Battle Creek (Section 2.09 of the MOU). 

Response to Comment S4-27 

A detailed slope and bed elevation analysis (Bureau of Reclamation 2001b) has 
been performed for South Fork Battle Creek and is discussed under the section 
titled Hydraulic Gradients and Sediment Movement in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  North Fork Battle Creek slopes are not 
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discussed in this Final EIS/EIR because a comparable analysis has not been 
provided.  However, the difference between the slopes of the North Fork and 
South Fork Battle Creeks is easily observed in Figure 4.3-5 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR.  North Fork Battle Creek slopes can be estimated from this figure 
to be about twice those of South Fork Battle Creek.  As part of the adaptive 
management program, a detailed study of the North Fork Battle Creek’s slopes 
and bed elevations will be completed in the aquatic habitat assessment.

Response to Comment S4-28 

Soil erosion hazard was inferred in cases where the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture soil survey does not provide that information, commonly because of 
the variability in conditions.  Although the erosion hazard in areas of rock 
outcrops is probably nonexistent, the erosion hazard in areas where a soil cover 
exists is probably moderate to high.  This inference is based on the fact that such 
soils tend to be poorly aggregated (and tend to be readily “detached” by runoff) 
and generally are on steep slopes.  Based on a cursory review of a few soil 
surveys of Sierra and foothill counties, the erosion hazard (where indicated) of 
the soil component (as opposed to areas of rock outcrop) of Rock land soil map 
units is typically moderate to very high.  Accordingly, the inference of this soil 
erosion hazard is assumed to be accurate.  Additionally, for planning purposes, it 
is perhaps better to err on the side of caution by assuming that the soils have a 
high erosion hazard. 

Response to Comment S4-29 

The text under Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-3, 4.7-5, and 4.7-7 in the Environmental 
Consequences discussion of Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR has been revised to specify the total amount of vegetation removal 
and ground disturbance that would occur under each alternative. 

Response to Comment S4-30  

Based on a conversation with a forester (Wyman pers. comm. 2004) with the 
CDF in Red Bluff, the project area is not considered to be timberland.  
Accordingly, the best management practices (BMPs) do not need to comply with 
the Forest Practices Act.  Nevertheless, new text under Mitigation Measure for 
Impact 4.7-1 in the Environmental Consequences discussion of Section 4.7 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been inserted to include a broader range of 
BMPs that provide erosion and sediment control that may be applicable to the 
project.
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Response to Comment S4-31  

Figure 4.9-2 referenced under the section titled Restoration Project Site Access in 
Section 4.9, Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised 
in response to this comment so that all sections of Wilson Hill Road and Manton 
Road are appropriately colored red to indicate the road types as public access 
roads.

Response to Comment S4-32  

The discussion titled Investigation of Anadromous Fish Passage Alternatives in 
Upper Battle Creek in Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR has been revised to include mention of DWR’s engineering 
investigations at the North Battle Creek Feeder, Eagle Canyon, Wildcat, Inskip, 
and Coleman Diversion Dam sites. 

Response to Comment S4-33  

Footnote 4, on page ES-29 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS/EIR, has 
moved to Footnote 6, on page ES-36 in the Executive Summary of this Final 
EIS/EIR.  The weblink referenced in this footnote has been corrected to include 
the most current Reclamation weblink for the Restoration Project.  The correct 
weblink is:  http://www.usbr.gov/mp/battlecreek/. 

Response to Comment S4-34  

The text has been revised as requested in Figures ES-2, 2-3, 3-1 through 3-5, and 
4.3-7 in this Final EIS/EIR so that McCumber Reservoir is spelled correctly.  The 
text has also been revised throughout this entire Final EIS/EIR as well to reflect 
the correct spelling of McCumber Reservoir. 

Response to Comment S4-35  

The table of contents for Volume I references Volume II, Appendices, and 
identifies the appendices as a separate volume in this Final EIS/EIR.  A complete 
list of the appendices is included in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Response to Comment S4-36  

The text in Figure 2-4, referenced under the section titled Battle Creek 
Significance in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, has been revised to 
improve the clarity of the highway numbers and other identified features. 

Response to Comment S4-37  

The text in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised as 
requested so that McCumber Reservoir is spelled correctly.  Additionally, the 
correct spelling of McCumber has been incorporated throughout this Final 
EIS/EIR document. 

Response to Comment S4-38  

The text in the section titled Hydroelectric Project Water Routing in Chapter 2 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised to indicate information on water 
rights is available in the correct appendix, which is Appendix D, “Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company Vested Water Rights on Battle Creek and Battle Creek 
Tributaries,” in this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-39  

The degree symbol included in the ft3/s units under the Wildcat Diversion Dam 
existing facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has 
been removed.  Additionally, the unit ft3/s has been changed to cfs in that section 
and, where appropriate, throughout the document. 

Response to Comment S4-40  

The text has been revised as requested to state “structures in Wildcat,” rather than 
“structures as at Wildcat,” in the Wildcat Diversion Dam existing facilities 
discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-41  

The unit ft3/s has been changed to cfs under the South Diversion Dam existing 
facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and where 
appropriate throughout the document.  
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Response to Comment S4-42 

A numerical value has been added to indicate the thickness of a steel plate that is 
mentioned under the South Diversion Dam existing facilities discussion in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment S4-43  

The unit ft3/s has been revised to cfs under the Soap Creek Feeder Diversion Dam 
existing facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and 
where appropriate throughout the document. 

Response to Comment S4-44  

The degree symbol has been removed under the Soap Creek Feeder Diversion 
Dam existing facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-45  

The unit ft3/s has been revised to cfs under the Inskip Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse existing facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR and where appropriate throughout the document. 

Response to Comment S4-46  

The unit ft3/s has been revised to cfs under the Lower Ripley Creek Feeder 
Diversion Dam existing facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR and where appropriate throughout the document. 

Response to Comment S4-47  

The unit ft3/s has been revised to cfs under Asbury Pump Diversion Dam existing 
facilities discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and where 
appropriate throughout the document. 

Response to Comment S4-48  

In response to this comment, the unit ft3/s has been revised to cfs where 
appropriate throughout the document. 
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Response to Comment S4-49  

The text in Figure 3-2a, referenced in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR, has been revised so that North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam is 
identified correctly. 

Response to Comment S4-50  

The word modified has been changed to replaced under the section titled Fish 
Screens under the North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam discussion in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment S4-51  

The text has been revised to read “North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam” 
under the section titled Construction Considerations in the North Battle Creek 
Feeder Diversion Dam discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment S4-52  

The text has been revised to read “North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam” 
under the section titled Construction Considerations in the North Battle Creek 
Feeder Diversion Dam discussion in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment S4-53  

The text under the section titled Fish Screen in the Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam 
in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised to indicate 
structural steel frames inside Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam fish screens will be 
placed at 9-foot intervals instead of 5-foot intervals. 

Response to Comment S4-54  

The paragraph referred to in this comment (beginning with “One or more”) has 
been moved to the section titled Species Occurrence and Status in Section 4.1, 
Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and now references Figure 4.1-1.
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Response to Comment S4-55  

Please refer to Appendix J, “Results from Monthly Flow and Power Generation 
Model,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR for more information related to the 
various flow regimes under each alternative.  This analysis was based on the 
minimum flow requirement for the No Action Alternative and the various action 
alternatives.

Response to Comment S4-56  

Table 4.1-11, Number of Days of Powerhouse Outages on Battle Creek, 1983–
2001, from the Draft EIS/EIR is no longer referenced in this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-57  

The text identifying the rivers in Figure 4.3-2 in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised so that it is legible.   

Response to Comment S4-58  

The correct spelling of McCumber Reservoir has been incorporated throughout 
this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S4-59  

The General Environmental Protection Measures have been renamed 
Environmental Commitments and can be found under the section titled Five Dam 
Removal Alterative—Proposed Action in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR (see pages 3-68 to 3-77). 

Response to Comment S4-60  

The missing text on page 4.8-12 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been corrected under 
Impact 4.8-1 in Section 4.8 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment S4-61  

The redundant descriptions of the road conditions near South Diversion Dam 
under the section titled Restoration Project Site Access in Section 4.9, 
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Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been modified as 
requested.

Response to Comment S4-62  

A parenthesis has been added between 2000 and Reclamation under the section 
titled Results and Identified Cultural Resources in Section 4.15 in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Comment Letter S5—Department of Fish and 
Game, State of California, Donald B. Koch, 
Regional Manager, Northern District 
(October 16, 2003) 

Response to Comment S5-1 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank 
DFG for their support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and their intention 
to implement the proposed action described in this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-2 

New text was added under the section titled Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report Process in Chapter 1 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR.  The added text discloses that DFG’s fishery restoration plans, 
which identify the need to restore Battle Creek, do qualify as a Comprehensive 
Plan by FERC under Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the Federal Power Act along with 
the other documents listed in the October 5, 1998, letter. 

Response to Comment S5-3 

Under the current agreement between PG&E and DFG, which is part of the 
existing FERC license, PG&E will periodically pass sediment through the sluice 
gates at several of the diversion dams.  Text has been added to the applicable 
discussions under the section titled Existing Facilities in Chapter 3 in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR to disclose this agreement. 

Response to Comment S5-4 

The AMP is directed at correcting design problems for Hydroelectric Project 
facilities or solving operational problems associated with these facilities, 
including flow releases.  The scope of funding for adaptive actions is in part 
constrained by the sources that have offered to provide funds.  Reclamation will 
provide $3 million for the Water Acquisition Fund for water acquisition only.  
The Packard Foundation has offered to provide $3 million for the Adaptive 
Management Fund for facility modifications or water acquisition.  PG&E has 
offered to provide up to $6 million for facility modifications or water acquisition.  
The Resource Agencies and PG&E have offered to fund their own participation 
with the AMPT and AMTT, and each participant has offered to provide funding 
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for various aspects of monitoring.  The CBDA and other funding sources will be 
asked to provide approximately $17.4 million for monitoring and learning 
opportunities.  Each of these funding sources and potential funders has criteria 
for encumbering their funds, which remain outside the control of the Restoration 
Project planners. 

The scope of the AMP was intended to be diverse and to address virtually all 
impacts that the Restoration Project could have on anadromous salmonids.  
Funding for the AMP is directed predominantly to water acquisition.  Of the 
$12 million committed to adaptive management actions, up to 100% could be 
spent on water acquisition while no more than $9 million could be spent on 
facility modifications.  Water acquisition can be used to address a number of 
potentially limiting factors, including fish passage, water temperature, and 
instream habitat needs. 

Response to Comment S5-5 

The Restoration Project is restricted to implementing modifications to PG&E’s 
Hydroelectric Project facilities and operations, as explained in the 1999 MOU 
(see Appendix A in this Final EIS/EIR), and does not take into consideration 
related actions such as the operations of Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  
Independent efforts by Reclamation and other resource agencies are underway to 
ensure that additional adaptive management activities within these related actions 
(e.g., an adaptive management plan for the Coleman National Fish Hatchery) are 
integrated into the adaptive management effort for the Hydroelectric Project to 
the maximum extent possible.  The GBCWWG is working to create an adaptive 
management effort for the greater Battle Creek watershed, but that group is a 
long way from completing that effort.  Because the GBCWWG also supports 
integrated adaptive management efforts, their plan will likely be as compatible as 
possible with the Restoration Project AMP. 

Two adaptive management plans will be prepared, one for the Restoration Project 
and one for the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, because each focuses on a 
different effort in Battle Creek.  The immediate focus of the Restoration Project 
AMP is the Hydroelectric Project, which is owned by PG&E and regulated by 
FERC (license no. 1121).  The adaptive management effort at Coleman National 
Fish Hatchery, which would be funded by CBDA, must operate under separate 
laws and regulatory bodies.  The Coleman National Fish Hatchery is regulated by 
USFWS policy and other state and federal laws.  Therefore, Reclamation intends 
to enhance its current AMP for the Restoration Project by developing the 
Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan, which would 
address Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations and areas of overlap with the 
Restoration Project (e.g., lower Battle Creek) between the two plans and to 
establish processes that effectively integrate adaptive management under both 
plans to the maximum extent feasible under law.  The adaptive management plan 
prepared for the Battle Creek watershed by the GBCWWG will be prepared to 
integrate with the adaptive management plans prepared for the Restoration 
Project and the Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  For more information on the 
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relationship between the hatchery and the Restoration Project, see Master 
Response D. 

Response to Comment S5-6 

Several components are involved in selecting an alternative for habitat 
restoration.  The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to provide information that the reader 
can use in comparing alternatives.  The assessment provided in Section 4.1, Fish, 
in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR under Key Habitat Quantity and Predicted Fish 
Capacity Indices is based on the flow-habitat relationships developed as part of 
an instream flow study (See Key Habitat Quantity in the Methods section) and on 
the minimum instream flow requirements for each alternative.  Habitat area used 
to calculate capacity indices is in Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model for 
Chinook Salmon and Steelhead,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  The 
benefit of allowing cold spring water to flow to Battle Creek is presented under 
the section on Water Temperature for each alternative. 

Response to Comment S5-7 

The fish production relates directly to the project purpose “…to restore 
approximately 42 miles of habitat in Battle Creek and an additional 6 miles of 
habitat in its tributaries….”  The purpose goes on to indicate that habitat 
restoration would facilitate the growth and recovery of naturally produced 
salmonids.  As indicated in the response to Comment S6-6, the assessment 
provided in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR under the section 
titled Key Habitat Quantity and Predicted Fish Capacity Indices is based on the 
flow-habitat relationships developed as part of an instream flow study (See Key 
Habitat Quantity in the methods section) and on the minimum instream flow 
requirements for each alternative.  Habitat area used to calculate capacity indices 
is found in Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model for Chinook Salmon and 
Steelhead,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-8 

Please refer to Appendix K, “Water Temperature and Aquatic Habitat in Battle 
Creek,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR for more information on the 
temperature analysis.  Appendix K presents the assessment of water temperature 
effects on Chinook salmon and steelhead based on water temperature simulation 
with the SNTEMP model.  The data in Appendix K, along with the simulated 
water temperature presented in the EIS/EIR, show the potential water 
temperature effects on Chinook salmon and steelhead.  The application of the 
two sets of simulated water temperature had similar results that support the same 
conclusion of benefits.  Relative to the benefits of springs and coldwater refugia, 
the best available information was included in the discussion in the EIS/EIR.  A 
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clear summary of the temperature regimes has been included in Appendix R, 
“Water Temperatures in the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” in Volume II of this 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-9 

The commentor states that three important mitigation measures for construction-
related impacts are not included in appropriate places in the EIS/EIR.  The 
comment continues to state that mitigation measures need to follow directly the 
impacts they are mitigating or be included in the project description.  The 
mitigation measures are:  (1) excluding fish spawning from areas disturbed 
during construction, (2) preventing harmful sediment releases upon dam removal 
by excavating a channel through sediment behind the dam that is large enough to 
avoid fluvial erosion upon removal, and (3) placing debris from dam removal in a 
manner that will not hinder flows or fish passage.  The commenter also notes (4) 
the absence of discussion of the Restoration Project’s beneficial effect of 
restoring/expanding riparian vegetation lost during canal removal along the 
margins of 42 miles of Battle Creek as streamflow increases approximately one 
order of magnitude during the summer growing season. 

Additional information pertaining to the mitigation measures and the beneficial 
effect has been included in Chapter 3, Project Alternatives, in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR.  In the event that an alternative other than the Proposed Action is 
chosen for the Restoration Project, all mitigation measures that apply to the 
environmental impacts of that alternative would also be implemented.  The 
specific location for discussion of each item follows: 

Item 1:  The exclusion of fish spawning from areas disturbed during 
construction has been incorporated into Chapter 3.  Specifically, this 
information is included in the project description for the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative as an environmental commitment.  Please refer to the section 
titled Anadromous Fish Spawning Exclusion.  

Item 2:  Preventing harmful sediment releases during dam removal by 
excavating a channel behind the dams is described in greater detail in 
Chapter 3.  This information is included as part of the project description for 
the Five Dam Removal Alternative in several locations.  Specifically refer to 
the discussion of Sediment Management and Construction Considerations 
under the South Diversion Dam and the Coleman Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse project descriptions.  

Item 3:  The placement of debris is described in greater detail in Chapter 3 as 
part of the project description for the Five Dam Removal and Six Dam 
Removal Alternatives.  Debris placement is discussed under the Wildcat 
Diversion Dam Removal, South Diversion Dam Removal, and Coleman 
Diversion Dam and Appurtenant Facility Removal for the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative.  Under the Six Dam Removal Alternative, debris 
placement is also discussed under the Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam 
Removal. 
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Item 4:  The impact addressing the potential loss of woody riparian   
vegetation from closure of South and Wildcat Canals (Impact 4.2-11 in the 
Draft EIS/EIR) has been updated and renumbered as Impact 4.2-12, 
“Possible loss of woody riparian vegetation along PG&E canals.”  
This impact has also been expanded to include the beneficial effect of the 
Restoration Project on riparian habitat in Section 4.2 in Volume I of the Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment S5-10 

The commentor suggests removing the discussion of the Restoration Project’s 
impacts and mitigation for MLTF from Section 4.16, and addressing it as part of 
the agricultural impacts.   

Increasing the number of anadromous fish in Battle Creek, which could 
potentially carry serious and catastrophic fish diseases, could increase the risk of 
infecting farmed trout at the MLTF facilities that are hydrologically connected to 
Battle Creek.  Because MLTF markets “disease-free fish,” an infection in their 
aquaculture facilities could have an adverse effect on their business.  Although 
DFG considers aquaculture an agricultural use, the project itself would not 
convert agricultural land to another use.  Therefore, direct effects to MLTF are 
addressed under Effect 4.16-5 in Section 4.16 as a socioeconomic effect (in lieu 
of agricultural) because these effects are associated with how MLTF conducts 
their aquaculture business.  Master Response E provides additional information 
relating to how this impact has been analyzed and addressed. 

Response to Comment S5-11 

A discussion of the Red Bluff Diversion Dam Fish Passage Improvement Project 
was added to under the Red Bluff Diversion Dam Fish Passage Improvement 
Project discussion of Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment S5-12 

Please see the response to Comment S6-2. 

Response to Comment S5-13 

Text has been added under Development of a Memorandum of Understanding in 
Chapter 2, “Purpose and Need, Project Development, and Project Background,” 
in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The added text discloses that the selection of 
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any alternative other than the proposed action will require the development of a 
new memorandum of understanding.  Additionally, the ability to negotiate a new 
agreement prior to the expiration of the FERC license in 2026 would be 
uncertain, as would the amount of time it might require. 

Response to Comment S5-14 

Please see the response to Comment S6-9.  In addition, the text has been clarified 
to explain that any materials left in the stream, following dam removal activities, 
will not impair flows or fish passage.  The new text is found under Debris 
Removal in the Environmental Commitments discussion in Chapter 3, “Project 
Alternatives,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-15 

Please see the response to Comment S6-9. 

Response to Comment S5-16 

Clarification on Coleman National Fish Hatchery operation and anadromous fish 
migration upstream of the barrier weir has been incorporated under Factors 
Affecting Abundance—Migration Habitat in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-17 

The second bullet under Migration Habitat in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR pertaining to the ozone treatment plant at the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery has been eliminated, and the following text has been 
added:

Prevention of the transfer of disease through the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery water supply from Chinook salmon and steelhead naturally 
spawning in Battle Creek is no longer accomplished by blocking the 
passage of fish at the barrier (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001b).  A 
water treatment facility, including ozonation, alleviates the risk of 
recurrent disease problems that may be transmitted through the water 
supply.  However, it does not prevent disease, which may be transmitted 
from fish that have passed the weir. 
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Response to Comment S5-18 

The project proponent does not agree that Impact 4.1-3 (i.e., mortality of fish 
eggs and larvae resulting from the removal of three dams and subsequent 
sediment releases) in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR is less 
than significant.  Although the effect of sediment is likely to be less than 
significant, the timing, duration, and magnitude of actual effects cannot be 
predicted with certainty.  The mitigation measure was retained.  The following 
text was added to the impact section: 

Adverse effects of sediment movement will be avoided or minimized to 
some extent at Coleman and South Diversion Dams with excavation of 
pilot channels in the sediment behind the dams.  The pilot channel at 
Coleman Diversion Dam would extend from the dam upstream about 500 
feet (Bureau of Reclamation 2000).  The pilot channel will have a bottom 
width of about 30 feet and depth of about 10 feet at the downstream end.  
The pilot channel at South Diversion Dam would be about 900 feet long, 
about 20 feet wide, and 12 feet deep at the downstream end.  The side 
slopes of the pilot channels will be 2:1.  The excavated pilot channels 
would minimize initial sediment movement but would not be stable 
channels (i.e., sediments would be dislodged at higher flows).  In 
addition, a component of the AMP includes monitoring fine sediment 
changes potentially associated with dam removal. 

Response to Comment S5-19 

Please see the response to Comment S6-9. 

Response to Comment S5-20 

The text for Impact 4.1-18 in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
was modified to reflect that existing ladders are inadequate and unreliable. 

Response to Comment S5-21 

Reclamation has incorporated a description of the pilot channels under 
Impact 4.1-3.  However, the project proponent does not agree that the sediment 
impacts discussed in the summary discussion under Environmental 
Consequences of Section 4.3, Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR will 
be less than significant after construction of the pilot channels.  Please see the 
response to Comment S6-18. 
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Response to Comment S5-22 

New text has been added under Fishing in the Recreational Activities discussion 
in Section 4.14, Recreation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, to clarify the 
location where the DFG stocks fish in the Battle Creek System. 

Response to Comment S5-23  

Please see the response to Comment S6-10. 

Response to Comment S5-24 

Please see the response to Comment S6-11. 

Response to Comment S5-25 

New text has been added under Other Trout-Rearing Facilities in the Projects 
That Could Directly Affect or Be Affected by the Restoration Project discussion 
in Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The new 
text clarifies that DFG does not stock any fish within the Restoration Project 
area.

Response to Comment S5-26 

The text under the discussion on Darrah Spring Hatchery in Chapter 6, “Related 
Projects,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, was modified to reflect the 
taxonomic distinction between species raised as part of the Darrah Springs 
Hatchery program (i.e., rainbow trout) and steelhead. 

Response to Comment S5-27 

The project proponent disagrees with the comment that there are major 
differences in the predictive capability of the two water temperature models 
relative to effects of simulated water temperature on fish.  Appendix K, “Water 
Temperature and Aquatic Habitat in Battle Creek,” in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR provides additional information on the SNTEMP temperature analysis.  
Appendix K presents the assessment of water temperature effects on Chinook 
salmon and steelhead based on water temperature simulation with the SNTEMP 
model.  Appendix R, “Water Temperatures in the Battle Creek Restoration 
Area,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR shows warming estimates based on 
historical water temperature data.  The application of the two sets of simulated 
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water temperatures gave similar results that support the same conclusion of 
relative benefits. 

Response to Comment S5-28 

Appendix K, “Water Temperature and Aquatic Habitat in Battle Creek,” in 
Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR presents the assessment of water temperature 
effects on Chinook salmon and steelhead based on water temperature simulation 
with the SNTEMP model.  The assessment includes a summary of the amount of 
habitat that provides suitable water temperature.  Impact 4.1-13 in Section 4.1, 
Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIR/EIS provides a brief summary of the 
information presented in Appendix K. 

Response to Comment S5-29 

The sentence in question under Measured Water Temperatures on page M-3 of 
Appendix M, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” in the 
Draft EIS/EIR (now Appendix R in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) states, “No 
measurements have been collected in the springs and tributaries that feed Battle 
Creek.”  The sentence has been modified to read:  

Water temperature measurements have been collected at selected springs 
(e.g., year-round temperature at the Eagle Canyon spring complex of 
52°F) and were used to the extent possible in the SNTEMP simulation.  
Additional water temperature monitoring will be required to determine 
the temperature effects from other springs (e.g., spring water entering 
South Fork Battle Creek from Soap and Ripley Creeks).   
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Comment Letter S6—California Department of 
Transportation, Marcelino Gonzalez,  
Local Development Review (March 21, 2005) 

Response to Comment S6-1 

This comment has been noted.
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Comment Letter S7—State Clearing House and 
Planning Unit, Terry Roberts, Director  
(April 18, 2005) 

Response to Comment S7-1 

This comment has been noted. 
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From: Harry Rectenwald [HRectenw@dfg.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2005 12:13 PM 
To: Colleen Lingappaiah 
Cc: Bob Williams; Mike Berry; Steve Turek 
Subject: Comments on the Battle Ck Restoration Project SEIS/REIR 

Colleen-

Our internal review of the Battle Ck Restoration Project SEIS/REIR resulted in the 
following two comments: 

1. Table ES-5, page 2 of 10, Second paragraph, Six Dam Removal alternative, 
Recommended Mitigation Measures.  The text recommends the same mitigation for 
impact 4.1-8 for the Jeffcoat facilities.  Due to the removal of Eagle Canyon Dam in the 
six dam alternative, the Jeffcoat facility will not require the same mitigation as it does for 
the Five Dam alternative. 

2. The preferred mitigation option for the Asbury Dam modification is a combination of 
Option A-2 and A-3.  The water fall modification option is not preferred.  These 
conclusions were reached jointly among  PG&E, DFG and USBR in a meeting in late 
April.

At this time further discussions are underway on the options for the Willow Springs 
facility. 

If there are any questions please give me a call.  Thank you. 

Harry
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Comment Letter S8—California Department of Fish 
and Game, Harry Rectenwald, Environmental 
Scientist (April 28, 2005) 

Response to Comment S8-1 

The mitigation measure for Impact 4.1-45, Increased risk of a serious or 
catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle Creek to fish communities 
throughout the state through stocking with MLTF and Darrah Springs State Fish 
Hatchery fish, as described in Table ES-5 of the Executive Summary in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR has been updated.  Because Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam 
would be removed under the Six Dam Removal Alternative, there would be no 
need to implement mitigation at the Jeffcoat site under this alternative. 

Response to Comment S8-2 

The preferred mitigation measure for addressing fish impacts associated with the 
Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery is a combination of Options A-2 and A-3 as 
described in the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR.  The revised description 
for this mitigation measure is presented as part of the mitigation to address 
Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Chapter 6

Local Agency Comments 

This section contains copies of comment letters received from local agencies.  
Each letter is followed by responses to the comments presented in each letter.  
Responses to comments are individually numbered in sequence, corresponding to 
the numbering assigned to comments in each comment letter.  The responses are 
prepared in answer to the full text of the original comment. 

Table 6-1. Local Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/Revised EIR 

Comment 

Letter No. Date Agency/Organization Name 

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003) 

L1 08/20/03 California Farm Bureau 
Federation 

Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural Resources and 
Commodities 

L2 10/07/03 County of Tehama, Board of 
Supervisors

Bill Borror, Chairman 

L3 10/14/03 California Farm Bureau 
Federation 

Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural Resources and 
Commodities 

L4 10/14/03 Tehama County Farm Bureau Robert A. Williams, President 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005) 

None    



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 State and Local Agency Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

6-2

July 2005

J&S 03035.03





U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 State and Local Agency Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

6-3

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Comment Letter L1—California Farm Bureau 
Federation, Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural 
Resources and Commodities, (August 20, 2003) 

Response to Comment L1-1 

Reclamation and the State Water Board are aware of the concern that trout 
produced by MLTF’s Jeffcoat and Willow Springs aquaculture facilities could 
become infected with serious or catastrophic fish diseases, such as the IHN virus, 
once the Restoration Project is implemented and anadromous fish populations are 
restored in Battle Creek.  Infected MLTF trout could then be distributed to other 
water bodies in California and spread these diseases to fish populations that 
currently are not infected. 

This Final EIS/EIR has been revised to show a significant impact related to the 
increased risk of a serious or catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle 
Creek fish populations to fish populations throughout California as a result of 
stocking other waters with MLTF fish.  Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR presents an analysis and appropriate mitigation 
measures to address this significant impact.  Water quality impacts and 
socioeconomic effects related to Impact 4.1-8 are also addressed in Sections 4.4, 
Water Quality, and 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses, respectively.  Master Response 
E provides additional information relating to how this impact has been analyzed 
and addressed. 

Response to Comment L1-2 

This comment does not clearly identify what impacts are being referred to that 
could occur to rural communities surrounding the Battle Creek Watershed; 
however, Reclamation and the State Water Board assume that these impacts are 
in relation to the increased risk of serious and catastrophic fish diseases in Battle 
Creek fish populations.  Impact 4.1-8 and Impact 4.4-4 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR address significant impacts associated with infecting other fish 
populations and other waters, respectively, in California that could be affected by 
the increased risk of transferring anadromous fish diseases from Battle Creek fish 
populations to MLTF farmed trout.  Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, and 
Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR present an analysis and appropriate mitigation measures to address these 
significant impacts.  Master Response E provides additional information relating 
to how this impact has been analyzed and addressed. 
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Response to Comment L1-3 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 
public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR but could not provide the full 
extension requested.  In response to this request, Reclamation and the State 
Water Board extended the comment period by 30 days from the original end date 
(September 16, 2003).  The public comment period ended on October 16, 2003. 
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Comment Letter L2—Board of Supervisors, County 
of Tehama, Bill Borrow, Chairman,
(October 7, 2003) 

Response to Comment L2-1 

Until specific limiting factors are identified, such as water flow and temperature, 
it is not possible to identify specific responses that would occur.  The responses 
are described for each of the population objectives in Section III.A.2 of the Battle 
Creek AMP (Terraqua, Inc. 2004).  These responses generally state that once 
diagnostic studies indicate the most probable limiting factor, actions will be taken 
to improve conditions relating to the particular limiting factor (providing it is a 
controllable factor [i.e., something other than weather and runoff]). 

Response to Comment L2-2 

The third objective in the Battle Creek AMP is associated with the restoration 
and recovery of anadromous salmonids (i.e., fall-run Chinook salmon, late fall–
run Chinook salmon) that enter the stream as adults in the wet season and spawn 
upon arrival.  Substantially more information clarifying the goals and objectives 
pertaining to the recovery of these species has been added to the AMP since 
submittal of the Draft EIS/EIR.  Refer to quantitative fish population goals in 
Section III.A.2.e., Viable Population Sizes and Interim Quantitative Population 
Goal, of the AMP (see Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) for 
clarification regarding the actions to be undertaken as part of Population 
Objective 3.  Several conceptual models have been added to the AMP that also 
help explain the specific actions to be undertaken. 

Response to Comment L2-3 

The winter-run Chinook salmon population presently exists in the Restoration 
Project area at remnant levels; fewer than 10 naturally spawned adult winter-run 
Chinook salmon have been documented during the past 3 years, although other 
naturally spawned fish could have entered the Restoration Project area and not 
been documented.  These remnant populations were supplemented by the release 
of 29 hatchery-origin winter-run Chinook salmon in 1998.  Still, current 
populations of winter-run Chinook salmon appear to be severely depressed 
compared to limited historical evidence.   

Winter-run Chinook salmon in Battle Creek are listed as endangered under both 
the federal and California Endangered Species Acts.  The Sacramento River 
winter-run Chinook salmon was state-listed as endangered on September 22, 
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1989 (California Natural Diversity Database 2001) and federally listed as 
endangered on January 4, 1994 (59 Federal Register 440).  Designated critical 
habitat includes the Sacramento River from Keswick Dam downstream to the 
Sacramento–San Joaquin Estuary (58 FR 33212; June 16, 1993).  Battle Creek is 
not included as critical habitat for winter-run Chinook salmon; however, Battle 
Creek is the only stream in the Central Valley in which the recovery plan 
recommended that an effort be made to establish a self-sustaining population of 
this evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) (NOAA Fisheries 1997b). 

Response to Comment L2-4 

The evaluation of the potential for false attraction in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume 
I of this Final EIS/EIR is qualitative.  The Final EIS/EIR assumes that the 
proportion of flow in South Fork Battle Creek that comprises flow discharged 
from North Fork Battle Creek indicates the potential for false attraction.  In other 
words, false attraction is assumed to increase at higher proportions of North Fork 
Battle Creek flow.

It is not possible to determine whether Chinook salmon observed in the South 
Fork were natal to the South Fork or were falsely attracted to the South Fork 
during power system outages, when large amounts of predominantly North Fork 
power water were discharged to the lower South Fork for substantial periods of 
time while North Fork flow was low.  However, the mixing of North Fork Battle 
Creek flow with South Fork Battle Creek flow potentially results in false 
attraction of adult Chinook salmon and steelhead from their natal reaches in 
North Fork Battle Creek.  Water temperature in North Fork Battle Creek is cooler 
than water temperature in South Fork Battle Creek.  Water temperatures required 
for spawning and rearing of steelhead and Chinook salmon are more likely to be 
adverse in South Fork Battle Creek, especially from April through October.  
Reproductive failure of adults that stray to South Fork Battle Creek may reduce 
the overall year class production for Battle Creek as a whole, depending on the 
level of habitat saturation in North Fork Battle Creek. 

Under the Five Dam Removal Alternative (Proposed Action), North Fork Battle 
Creek flow will no longer be discharged to South Fork Battle Creek, except 
under extreme flood conditions.  This separation of North Fork and South Fork 
flows will result in reduced fish straying caused by abnormal olfactory cues and 
cooler temperatures of mixed water, facilitating the return of adult Chinook 
salmon and steelhead to natal spawning habitat in North Fork Battle Creek and 
increasing spawning success and fry production.  During extreme flood 
conditions, North Fork Battle Creek flow may spill into South Fork Battle Creek 
under the Proposed Action.  The canal system may not be sufficient to contain 
the excess flow during extreme flood conditions, resulting in a small quantity of 
flow mixing for a short period of time.  This temporary condition would result in 
a minimal amount of mixed flow. 
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The issue of false attraction has been analyzed in Methods—Migration as well as 
under each alternative in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
(Impacts 4.1-16, 4.1-53, and 4.1-73) and is determined to be a beneficial effect.   

Response to Comment L2-5 

Under the Proposed Action, North Fork Battle Creek flow will no longer be 
discharged to South Fork Battle Creek, except under extreme flood conditions.  
This separation of North Fork and South Fork flows will result in reduced fish 
straying caused by abnormal olfactory cues and cooler temperatures of mixed 
water, facilitating the return of adult Chinook salmon and steelhead to natal 
spawning habitat in North Fork Battle Creek and increasing spawning success 
and fry production.  Refer to Response to Comment L2-4 for additional 
information related to potential false attraction issues under the Proposed Action.   

Response to Comment L2-6 

As described under Impact 4.4-5 in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR, the sediments behind Wildcat, Lower Ripley Creek Feeder, 
and Soap Creek Feeder Diversion Dams are not considered large enough to result 
in a sediment movement impact.  Impacts of sediment movement from South and 
Coleman Diversion Dams and the proposed mitigation measures to minimize 
these impacts are described in Impact sections 4.4-5, 4.4-6, and 4.4-7 in Section 
4.4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.

One proposed mitigation measure to minimize sediment movement is to 
construct a pilot channel that would facilitate the distribution of sediments by 
natural high-flow events and ensure that the mass of sediment would not impede 
fish passage, should low flows predominate after dam removal.  Potential 
impacts on fish habitat or water quality resulting from sediment movement, 
following the removal of dams, are expected to be less than significant after 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.   

A sediment-monitoring plan, described in the Battle Creek AMP (Terraqua Inc. 
2004), will be implemented prior to project construction.  The monitoring plan 
will document sediment movement following dam removal, assess the need for 
adaptive management responses to changing physical conditions, and provide 
information to evaluate the performance of dam removals relative to habitat 
improvements in the Battle Creek basin.  Thus, the sediment monitoring plan and 
the AMP will be used to determine any potential adverse impacts on habitats and 
to make modifications to maintain and protect fish habitat.     
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Response to Comment L2-7 

The comment states that several areas of environmental impacts have not been 
evaluated or mitigated, including wildfire prevention, construction traffic safety, 
and effective monitoring to evaluate the success of project proposals.  Fire safety 
is discussed under Impact 4.12-5 in Section 4.12, Public Health and Safety, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The Reclamation Safety and Health Standards,
which are a part of all of Reclamation’s standard contracts, require that a fire 
prevention plan be prepared for each job site.  Adherence to these project 
requirements will reduce the risk of fire to a less-than-significant level. 

Impacts resulting from increased construction traffic are discussed under Impact 
4.9-1 in the Environmental Consequences discussion of Section 4.9, 
Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Based on this analysis, the 
impact on traffic volumes on state, county, and private roads is considered to be 
less than significant with adherence to the standards mentioned above.  In 
addition to the improvements specified under Impact 4.9-2 in Section 4.9, the 
standards would also require the contractor to submit a comprehensive written 
safety program to Reclamation, including procedures for flagging and posting 
signage to facilitate the safe passage of traffic. 

The AMP discussed under the Five Dam Removal Alternative discussion of 
Chapter 3, Project Alternatives, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR provides for 
monitoring of the project and allows for adaptive management that (1) uses 
monitoring and research to identify and define problems; (2) examines various 
alternative strategies and actions for meeting measurable biological goals and 
objectives; and (3), if necessary, makes timely adjustments to strategies and 
actions based on best scientific and commercial information available.  The AMP 
will be used to make adaptive monitoring decisions based on the monitoring data 
collected as specified in the plan. 

Response to Comment L2-8 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 
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Comment Letter L3—California Farm Bureau 
Federation, Pam Giacomini, Director, Natural 
Resources and Commodities, (October 14, 2003) 

Response to Comment L3-1 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment L3-2 

Increasing the number of anadromous fish in Battle Creek, which could 
potentially carry serious and catastrophic fish diseases, could increase the risk of 
infecting farmed trout at the MLTF facilities.  These facilities are hydrologically 
connected to Battle Creek.  Because Mount Lassen Trout Farm markets “disease-
free fish,” an infection in their aquaculture facilities could have an adverse effect 
on their business.  DFG considers aquaculture an agricultural use; the project 
itself would not convert agricultural land to another use.  Therefore, direct effects 
on MLTF are addressed under Effect 4.16-5 in Section 4.16 as a socioeconomic 
effect (in lieu of agricultural) because these effects are associated with how 
MLTF conducts their aquaculture business.  Master Response E provides 
additional information relating to how this impact has been analyzed and 
addressed.

Response to Comment L3-3 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment L3-4 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 
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Comment Letter L4—Tehama County Farm Bureau, 
Robert A. Williams, President, (October 14, 2003) 

Response to Comment L4-1 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment L4-2 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment L4-3 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment L4-4 

See the response to Comment L1-1. 


