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Comment Letter NGO22—Friends of the River, 
Friends of the River (April 29, 2005) 

Response to Comment NGO22-1 

Friends of the River’s support for restoration of Chinook salmon and steelhead 

populations in Battle Creek is appreciated.  This comment generally states the 

belief of Friends of the River that the Proposed Action is too costly to implement 

and the prospects for restoration success are too uncertain.  This comment is 

presented in detail in subsequent comments presented in this letter and responses 

are addressed under those comments.  Reclamation and the State Water Board 

understand Friends of the River’s position regarding the Proposed Action and 

will consider this comment as part of the decision-making process for the 

Restoration Project.

Response to Comment NGO22-2 

The EIS/EIR action alternatives are not compared to water development projects, 

including those cited in this comment, because the Restoration Project is not a 

water development project.  Consequently, there is no basis for comparing 

impacts of unrelated water development projects on salmon and steelhead to the 

benefits of the restoration activities proposed under the action alternatives, which 

are designed specifically to reverse the past effects of water development projects 

on salmon and steelhead.  Furthermore, these projects are located outside of the 

geographic scope of the Restoration Project and have no effect on the ability to 

restore habitat in Battle Creek.

The lead agencies disagree with statements regarding management of 

Restoration Project planning.  The lead agencies acknowledge that estimated 

costs for implementing the Restoration Project have increased since cost 

estimates were initially prepared in 1999.  Reasons for the increases in project 

costs are described in detail in the proposal requesting additional funds for the 

Restoration Project, which was submitted to the CALFED ERP in March 2005 

by Reclamation, on behalf of the PMT. 

Following is a summary of the main reasons for the increased costs: 

provisions within the MOU, and pursuant to the MOU stipulating certain 

design requirements;  

the extent of new site data collection necessary to adequately address design 

and environmental compliance requirements, and the development of 

additional associated plans, specifications, and documentation; 

incorporation of CALFED ERP Independent TRP recommendations into 

project plans, specifications and documents; and   
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a significant increase in building material costs.  

The Restoration Project is in full compliance with NEPA and CEQA 

requirements.  Potential environmental impacts of the Restoration Project were 

identified based on the best information available in the Draft EIS/EIR in 

accordance with NEPA and CEQA.  Public comments received on the Draft 

EIS/EIR identified additional potential impacts.  Consequently, a Draft 

SEIS/REIR was prepared that addressed the potential new impacts and released 

for public review.

Response to Comment NGO22-3 

The lead agencies disagree with the assertion that the agencies signatory to the 

MOU (MOU agencies) claim that the MOU excludes the adoption of any 

alternative other than the Proposed Action.  The MOU specifically states in 

Section 5.3 of the MOU (EIS/R Appendix A) that: 

The Parties anticipate that activities described in this MOU will be identified in 

an NEPA/CEQA document as an alternative, but also acknowledge that other 

alternatives will be considered in the NEPA/CEQA process prior to the time that  

a final decision or an irreversible commitment of resources or funds is made 

toward any one alternative.  

In addition, the EIS/EIR evaluated three other action alternatives and a No 

Action Alternative in an equal level of detail and, based on that analysis, 

identified the Proposed Action as best in achieving the Restoration Project 

objectives (see EIS/EIR Chapter 2, Volume I).  Further, as indicated in the 

meeting summary prepared for the Restoration Project’s March 15, 2004, public 

meeting (Reclamation and State Water Board 2004), the MOU agencies 

identified reasons for their support of the Proposed Action, none of which was 

that the MOU precludes adoption of any other alternative.   

This comment further states the commentor’s perception that the MOU precludes 

consideration of alternatives other than the Proposed Action and that the lead 

agencies have thus restricted the public’s ability to meaningfully participate in 

the environmental review process.  The public has been afforded numerous 

opportunities to participate in the Restoration Project planning and environmental 

review processes.  Public forums have included a public meeting and solicitation 

of written comments as part project scoping process, monthly Restoration Project 

team–related meetings that were open to public participation, and public review 

of the Draft EIS/EIR and Draft SEIS/REIR.  Based on subsequent comments in 

this letter, the concern over the inability to have meaningful public participation 

appears to be directed toward the lead agencies’ consideration of the Eight Dam 

Alternative.  As indicated in Master Response B and by the numerous analyses of 

the Eight Dam Alternative undertaken at the request of CBDA (Reclamation and 

State Water Board 2004; California Department of Fish and Game 2004; 

California Hydropower Reform Coalition 2004; California Bay-Delta Authority 

2004), a substantial amount of resources was directed toward investigating the 
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feasibility of this alternative.  Additionally, the EIS/EIR evaluated the No Dam 

Removal, Six Dam Removal, and Three Dam Removal alternatives in an equal 

level of detail as is required by NEPA.  Please also see Master Response B in 

Chapter 2, Volume III of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO22-4 

This comment identifies the commentor’s assessment of the relative attributes of 

the Eight Dam Removal Alternative compared to the Proposed Action.  These 

attributes, however, are not placed in the context of NEPA and CEQA 

requirements for evaluating alternatives based on meeting the purpose and need 

and objectives of the Restoration Project (Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final 

EIS/EIR), which include minimizing the loss of clean and renewable energy 

production by the Hydroelectric Project.  The lead agencies have determined that 

the Five Dam Alternative best meets the purpose and need of the Restoration 

Project among the action alternatives.  The reasons for not including the Eight 

Dam Removal Alternative as an action alternative are presented under the section 

titled Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration, Eight Dam Removal 

Alternative, in Chapter 3, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and include:  

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, as 

required by the CALFED Program objectives. 

The reasons listed above are supported by findings presented in the Restoration 

Project’s March 15, 2004, meeting summary (Reclamation and State Water 

Board 2004) and in Further Biological Analyses for Information Presented at the 
Public Meeting Held in Red Bluff, California, on March 15, 2004, Regarding the 
Differences between the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the Eight Dam 
Removal Alternative prepared by DFG (California Department of Fish and Game 

2004).  The resource agencies charged with responsibility for management of 

salmon and steelhead concur with these findings (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2004).  In addition, CBDA conducted an independent scientific review of the 

DFG document (California Department of Fish and Game 2004) and the analysis 

of the two alternatives cited in this comment conducted by the California 

Hydropower Reform Coalition (California Hydropower Reform Coalition 2004).  

The findings of this review (California Bay-Delta Authority 2004) support the 

position that additional benefits for salmon and steelhead restoration afforded 

with implementation of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative would be minor.  

See also Master Response B. 
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Response to Comment NGO22-5 

The statement on page 3-11 of the Draft SEIS/REIR cited in this comment is 

based on the expected costs of implementing the Restoration Project.  These 

costs have since been updated and are included in Tables 3-8 and 3-9 in Chapter 

3, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The updated tables show that the estimated 

cost as well as the range of costs for the Five Dam Removal Alternative are less 

than that estimated for the Eight Dam Removal Alternative.  The lead agencies 

acknowledge that disagreement may exist among experts regarding the merits of 

various alternatives.  The Final EIS/EIR is intended to disclose all sides of the 

project alternatives to ensure that these issues have been considered prior to a 

decision on the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment NGO22-6 

One of the purposes of the Restoration Project is to restore salmon and steelhead 

habitat along Battle Creek, thus facilitating the establishment of self-sustaining 

populations in Battle Creek.  The ability to restore salmon and steelhead habitat 

conditions along Battle Creek is independent of the outcome of the policy issues 

cited in this comment.  For example, although the number of salmon and 

steelhead that may pass through the Red Bluff Diversion Dam may be affected 

by how the dam is operated, habitat will still be restored and provided for the fish 

that enter Battle Creek.  NEPA and CEQA require disclosure of the impacts of 

the project.  Potential impacts of implementing the project on the environment, 

including salmon and steelhead, are identified in Chapter 4 of the EIS/EIR.  

Although not required under NEPA/CEQA, the EIS/EIR also identifies beneficial 

impacts of the action alternatives on salmon and steelhead.  These beneficial 

impacts are characterized on the basis of how improvement in habitat conditions 

will likely affect salmon and steelhead that enter Battle Creek. Although the 

numbers of fish that enter Battle Creek could be affected by such outside factors 

as the policy issues cited in this comment, the assessment of beneficial impacts is 

predicated on changes in habitat conditions.

Response to Comment NGO22-7 

Please refer to responses to Comments NGO22-1, NGO22-3, NGO22-4, and 

NGO22-5 regarding the commentor’s opinion that removal of all diversion dams 

on Battle Creek should be selected for the Restoration Project.  Additionally, 

please see Master Response B in Chapter 2, Volume III of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Comment Letter NGO23—Pacific Coast Federation 
of Fishermen’s Associations, W.F. “Zeke” Grader, 
Jr., Executive Director (April 29, 2005) 

Response to Comment NGO23-1 

In December 1998, the Four Agencies (Reclamation, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, 

and DFG) presented a proposal to PG&E that included removal of Eagle Canyon 

Diversion Dam.  PG&E, as the necessary willing project  participant, rejected the 

original proposal because it would have resulted in too great a loss for the 

Hydroelectric Project.  Subsequently, the Four Agencies through a collaborative 

process that included negotiations with PG&E, decided that restoration of Battle 

Creek could be viably achieved only if the project were to incorporate 

considerations for minimizing effects on hydroelectric power production levels.  

This included a process whereby the Four Agencies presented several proposals 

to PG&E, and PG&E presented several counterproposals to the Four Agencies, 

during confidential negotiations.

The first official document presenting decisions made on the Restoration Project, 

the Agreement in Principle (signed by Reclamation, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, 

DFG, and PG&E), did not include the removal of Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam.  

This document was attached to the 1999 MOU (signed by the same parties) and 

is available in Appendix A, Volume III of this Final EIS/EIR.  See also Master 

Response B.

Response to Comment NGO23-2 

The purpose of the Restoration Project is not to decommission Eagle Canyon 

Dam.  As described under the Purpose and Need in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this 

Final EIS/EIR, the purpose of the Restoration Project is to: 

… restore approximately 42 miles of habitat in Battle Creek and an additional 6 

miles of habitat in its tributaries while minimizing the loss of clean and 

renewable energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project.   

Although the purpose of the Restoration Project is not to decommission Eagle 

Canyon Dam, the lead agencies recognize that such decommissioning is one 

action that could contribute to achieving the purpose and included this action as 

part of the Six Dam Removal Alternative.  

The resource agencies responsible for salmon and steelhead have analyzed the 

potential benefits of the Proposed Action and the Eight Dam Removal 

Alternative.  Results of that analysis (Reclamation and State Water Board 2004; 

DFG 2004) indicate the Eight Dam Removal Alternative would likely provide 
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slightly more benefits for Chinook salmon and steelhead than the Proposed 

Action.  As described under the section titled, Alternatives Eliminated from 

Further Consideration, Eight Dam Removal Alternative, in Chapter 3, Volume I 

of this Final EIS/EIR (see also Master Response B in Chapter 2, Volume III of 

this report), the Eight Dam Alternative was not considered further as an action 

alternative because it does not meet the project objective of minimizing effects 

on energy production and lacks the support of a willing participant. 

Response to Comment NGO23-3 

The lead agencies acknowledge that estimated costs of implementing the Restoration 

Project have increased since cost estimates were initially prepared in 1999.  Reasons for 

the increases in project costs are described in detail in the proposal requesting additional 

funds for the Restoration Project, which was submitted to CALFED ERP Subcommittee 

in March 2005 by Reclamation, on behalf of the PMT.

The following summarizes the main reasons for the increased costs:  

provisions within he MOU, and pursuant to the MOU stipulating certain 

design requirements;  

the extent of new site data collection necessary to adequately address design 

and environmental compliance requirements, and the development of 

additional associated plans, specifications, and documentation; 

incorporation of CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Independent TRP 

recommendations into project plans, specifications and documents; and   

a significant increase in building material costs.    

Response to Comment NGO23-4 

As indicated in Master Response B, information presented in the SEIS/REIR, and 

substantial analyses of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative (Reclamation and 

State Water Board 2004; DFG 2004; CHRC 2004; CBDA 2004) were directed 

toward investigating the feasibility of this alternative.  The state and federal 

resource agencies charged with management of salmon and steelhead have 

concluded that implementation of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative would 

likely provide marginally greater, not substantially greater, benefits for these 

species than the Proposed Action. Additionally, the Eight Dam Removal 

Alternative does not meet the co-purpose of the Restoration Project, which is to 

minimize the loss of hydroelectric generation.  The reasons for not including the 

Eight Dam Removal Alternative as an action alternative are presented under the 

section titled Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration, Eight Dam 

Removal Alternative, in Chapter 3, Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR (see also 

Master Response B), and include:  
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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, as 

required by the CALFED Program objectives.

Response to Comment NGO23-5 

Please see the response to Comment  NGO23-1.  As described in Chapter 2, 

Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR, the purpose of the Restoration Project is to (1) 

restore salmon and steelhead habitat in Battle Creek while (2) minimizing 

reductions in energy production.  Accordingly, the EIS/EIR evaluated the relative 

suitability of each of the alternatives for achieving both of these objectives.

Response to Comment NGO23-6 

The Restoration Project EIS/EIR is in compliance with the process and content 

requirements of NEPA and CEQA.  The lead agencies are charged with selecting 

a preferred alternative based on the ability of an alternative to feasibly achieve 

the project objectives; with analyzing a reasonable range of feasible alternatives, 

not all possible alternatives; and providing an explanation of why alternatives are 

not considered for detailed analysis in the EIS/EIR.  See also the response to 

Comment NGO23-4 and Master Response B for an explanation of why the Eight 

Dam Removal Alternative was not considered for detailed analysis in the 

EIS/EIR.

The lead agencies are complying with Sections 404 and 401 of the CWA in a 

process parallel to the NEPA/CEQA process.  The Preliminary Delineation of 
Waters of the United States was submitted to the Corps in March 2005.  The lead 

agencies are currently preparing an application under Section 404 to obtain a 

permit from the Corps for activities that involve placement of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the United States.  Additionally, the lead agencies are 

coordinating with the State Water Board to obtain a water quality certification 

under Section 401 for the Restoration Project.
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From: Risdon, Angela [ACR1@pge.com] 

Sent: Friday, April 29, 2005 11:54 AM 

To: Mary Marshall 

Cc: Colleen Lingappaiah 

Subject: Written comments on Draft SEIS/REIR 

Mary:

Attached are PG&E's comments on the Draft SEIS/REIR.

Angela Risdon
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

acr1@pge.com

415-973-6915
<<SEIS-REIR PG&E 42905 comments.doc>> 

NGO24



Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised Draft EIR 

February 2005

Name of individual providing comments:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Chapter 
or Section 

Page
Number

Paragraph & 
Line(s) within 

Paragrapha Item/Topic Comment 

ES  Table ES-5, 

page 2 of 10 

Mitigation for Six 

Dam Removal 

Alternative 

Delete “Jeffcoat from the mitigation 

measure.  Mitigation at the Jeffcoat 

mitigation site is not required due 

to the decommissioning of Eagle 

Canyon Canal 

ES  Table ES-5, 

page 2 of 10 

Mitigation for 

Three Dam 

Removal 

Alternative 

Delete “Jeffcoat from the mitigation 

measure.  Mitigation at the Jeffcoat 

mitigation site is not required due 

to the decommissioning of Eagle 

Canyon Canal 

3 3-4  Asbury Pump 

Station and 

Diversion 

Need to modify this section to include 

facility modification to prevent fish 

passage. 

3 3-7 Para.1, Line 1 Eight Dam 

Removal 

Alternative 

Suggest revising the sentence to indicate 

that an “independent consultant model 

verified the percentages for power 

production losses for the eight and 5 dam 

removal alternatives.  See para. 1 on page 3-

15 where it states that Navigant determined 

these losses. As written, it looks like just 

PG&E developed the numbers, when in fact 

an consultant’s model and the entire cost 

review team confirmed these numbers 

3 3-7 Para. 2, last 

sentence

Eight Dam 

Removal 

Alternative 

Angela—suggest inserting the following at 

the end of the last sentence “due to 

the higher power production losses 

and the insignificant increase in 

habitat benefits” 

3 3-11 Para. 1, line 11 Cost Review of 

Alternatives 

Insert the word “updated” in front of 

implementation costs. 

4.2 and ES 4-30 Para. 3, 

numbered items 

Also see Table 

ES-5, 3 of 10  

Mitigation 

Measures for 

Impact 4.2-6 

In addition to the measures listed, the 

following also deserve 

consideration:

Installation of an exclusion barrier 

(4ft tall silt fencing or similar) 

surrounding work sites near potential 

aquatic habitat to deter CRLF from 

entering into physical work area.  

The devise needs to be all 

NGO24-2

NGO24-1

NGO24-4

NGO24-5

NGO24-6

NGO24-7

NGO24-3



Chapter 
or Section 

Page
Number

Paragraph & 
Line(s) within 

Paragrapha Item/Topic Comment 

encompassing and maintained 

throughout construction (surround 

entire active work area and closed 

nightly). 

Restrict construction to daylight 

hours 

Work sites within 500 ft of breeding 

/aquatic habitat should have 150 ft 

buffer area inspected daily by 

monitor/biologist. 

Existing measure #5 should include 

any and all vehicles/equipment.  

Also, check beneath 

vehicles/equipment left on-site 

overnight for frogs 

On-site biologist/monitor during 

construction at sites with high 

potential for CRLF occurrence. 

Application of appropriate erosion, 

sediment, hazardous materials 

management, and material 

stockpiling best management 

practices (BMPs) at all sites near 

aquatic habitat where there is 

potential to impact water quality. 

7 7-18 

through 

7-20 

Section Environmentally 

Preferred 

Alternative 

PG&E disagrees that the environmentally 

preferred alternative is the Six-Dam 

Alternative.  This section should be revised 

based on the revised section 4.16. 

7  Table 7.1. page 

2 of 10 

Six Dam 

Removal 

Alternative-

Recommended

Mitigation 

Measure

Delete “Jeffcoat from the mitigation 

measure.  Mitigation at the Jeffcoat 

mitigation site is not required due to the 

decommissioning of Eagle Canyon Canal.  

7  Table 7.1. page 

2 of 10 

Three Dam 

Removal 

Alternative-

Recommended

Mitigation 

Measure

Delete “Jeffcoat from the mitigation 

measure.  Mitigation at the Jeffcoat 

mitigation site is not required due to the 

decommissioning of Eagle Canyon Canal.  NGO24-10

NGO24-8

NGO24-7

cont

NGO24-9
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Comment Letter NGO24—Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, Angela Risdon, License Coordinator 
(April 29, 2005) 

Response to Comment NGO24-1 

The mitigation measure as described in Table ES-5 has been updated so as not to 

include a reference to the mitigation proposed at MLTF’s Jeffcoat site. 

Response to Comment NGO24-2 

The mitigation measure for Impact 4.1-65, “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 has been updated.  Because Eagle 

Canyon Diversion Dam would be removed under the Three Dam Removal 

Alternative, there would be no need to implement mitigation at the Jeffcoat site.

Response to Comment NGO24-3 

The facility modifications at Asbury Diversion Dam are not part of the 

Restoration Project, but rather are part of the mitigation measure to address the 

impact on fisheries that could occur as a result of increased risk of a serious or 

catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle Creek to fish communities 

throughout the state through stocking with Darrah Springs State Fish Hatchery 

fish.  For this reason, the facility modifications are presented as part of the 

mitigation measure to address this impact.  This information is presented in 

Section 4.1 under Impact 4.1-8. 

Response to Comment NGO24-4 

The text in Chapter 3 under the Eight Dam Removal Alternative (Alternative B) 

has been updated to clarify that a model developed by an independent consultant 

was used to calculate the percentage of energy loss under the Five Dam and Eight 

Dam Removal Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment NGO24-5 

The text has been added to the Eight Dam Removal Alternative discussion under 

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of 

this Final EIS/EIR under the section Eight Dam Removal Alternative 

(Alternative B) as requested. 

Response to Comment NGO24-6 

The text has been added to the Eight Dam Removal Alternative discussion under 

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of 

this Final EIS/EIR under the section Eight Dam Removal Alternative 

(Alternative B) as requested. 

Response to Comment NGO24-7 

The additional mitigation measures listed in Comment NGO24-7 have been 

added to the Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-6, “Potential disturbance to 

California red-legged frogs and their habitat.” 

Response to Comment NGO24-8 

The comment is noted.  Because CEQA does not consider impacts on the non-

physical environment, the loss of hydropower was not considered when 

determining the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  Under NEPA, the 

federal lead agency is not obligated to select the environmentally preferred 

alternative as the Proposed Action but must identify it in the ROD and should, if 

possible, identify it in the final EIS.  Similarly, CEQA does not require the state 

lead agency to select the environmentally superior alternative as the Proposed 

Action in its EIR, as long as the significant impacts of the Proposed Action are 

otherwise avoided or mitigated without implementation of the environmentally 

superior alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO24-9 

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 7-1 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.
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Response to Comment NGO24-10 

The mitigation measure for Impact 4.1-65, “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 7-1 has been updated.  Because Eagle 

Canyon Diversion Dam would be removed under the Three Dam Removal 

Alternative, there would be no need to implement mitigation at the Jeffcoat site. 
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Comment Letter NGO25—Outfitters Properties, 
Kerry L. Burke (May 18, 2005) 

Although the public comment period ended on April 29, 2005, Reclamation and 

the State Water Board agreed to address the comments provided by Ms. Burke 

with Outfitter Properties because these comments are directly related to the 

comments provided by Outfitter Properties on April 28, 2005 (see NGO21 

above) on the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO25-1 

Please see the response to Comment NGO21-8. 

Response to Comment NGO25-2 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-4. 

Response to Comment NGO25-3 

As indicated in the response to Comment NGO21-186, while the trout-stocking 

program conducted by the Oasis Springs Lodge clearly provides a recreational 

resource, the annual stocking of 400 sterile, trophy-sized trout does not produce a 

viable natural population and is not considered a biological resource.  The 

recreation-related effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives are described in 

Section 4.14 of this Final EIS/EIR.  The socioeconomic effects of the Proposed 

Action are described in Section 4.16. 

Impact 4.14-5 has been added to Section 4.14, Recreation, Volume I of this Final 

EIS/EIR to address the potential long-term loss of recreational fishery at Oasis 

Springs Lodge.  Impact 4.14-5 states that all agreements that currently allow the 

artificial stocking of trout in South Fork Battle Creek will be terminated 

regardless of whether the Proposed Action (or a project alternative) is 

implemented.  Because the existing FERC license requires PG&E to operate and 

maintain existing ladders, this reach of South Fork Battle Creek will be classified 

as an “anadromous” stream regardless of which alternative is selected (including 

the No Action Alternative).  DFG policies do not allow artificial trout stocking 

programs in such streams to reduce competition and predation of the stocked 

trout with native and locally produced anadromous fish.  Therefore, any potential 

losses of fishing opportunities associated with the elimination of stocking 

programs are not related to the Proposed Action or project alternatives and would 

occur under the No Action Alternative. 
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As also noted in Impact 4.14-5, while certain highly localized fishing 

opportunities may be decreased, these opportunities make up only a small part of 

the overall recreation opportunities, including fishing, available in Battle Creek 

and the surrounding area.  Other recreation opportunities will remain and will 

likely be enhanced through the Restoration Project.  Also, natural anadromous 

fish and trout populations are expected to increase as a result of the Proposed 

Action, thereby increasing fishing opportunities in South Fork Battle Creek and 

the general vicinity.  This improvement in fish populations will likely at least 

partially, if not wholly, offset the loss of a very localized and artificially 

supported fishing opportunity.  In addition, the recovery time of the stream is 

expected to be almost immediate.  As noted in the responses to Comment Letter 

NGO9, additional angling opportunities are expected to be provided and wading 

is not expected to be adversely affected.  For more information, see the response 

to Comment NGO9-15. 

For the reasons described above and in Impact 4.14-5, the lead agencies believe 

the loss of a localized and artificially supported fishing opportunity is a less-than-

significant impact on recreation. 

For more information related to the socioeconomic effects of the Restoration 

Project on the Oasis Springs Lodge, see the response to Comment NGO21-10. 

Response to Comment NGO25-4 

As indicated previously, fishing regulations will not change as a result of the 

Restoration Project.  Furthermore, as analyzed in Impact 4.14-5 and mentioned in 

several responses to comments, the potential loss of a recreational fishery at the 

Oasis Springs Lodge is considered a less-than-significant impact because fishing 

opportunities will continue to exist after implementation of the Restoration 

Project and the number of days available for recreational activities are not 

expected to be different from existing conditions.  Because the long-term impact 

on recreation is less than significant, the replacement of recreational experiences 

would not be required as a result of this impact.  Because no feasible mitigation 

exists to address the construction-related impacts on recreation at the Oasis 

Springs Lodge, this impact has been identified as significant and unavoidable as 

described under Impact 4.14-1.   

Response to Comment NGO25-5 

The commentor suggests that there is a “mitigation plan that would maximize 

recreational use of this stretch of stream and reduce project impacts while 

balancing elements of the Preferred Project Alternatives…” but provides no 

detail as to what that mitigation might be.  As noted above, the artificial trout 

stocking agreement will be terminated regardless of whether the Proposed Action 

(or the project alternatives) is implemented.  Therefore, this effect is not 

associated with the Proposed Action or the project alternatives.  No significant 
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effects would result from the Proposed Action or alternatives, and no mitigation 

is necessary or appropriate. 

Response to Comment NGO25-6 

See Impact 4.14-5 in Section 4.14, Recreation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, 

and responses to Comments NGO25-1 through NGO25-5 above.  As noted in 

Impact 4.14-5, temperature effects on native fish are anticipated to be negligible 

as these fisheries successfully subsisted in this environment prior to the 

construction of the hydroelectric facilities.  Potential effects associated with 

sedimentation of the stream as a result of project construction are described in 

Impact 4.4-1 in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

These effects are described as significant, and mitigation measures are identified 

that would reduce the effects to a less-than-significant level.  There is no 

evidence to suggest that water quality effects are underestimated or that the 

mitigation measures would not successfully reduce impacts to less-than-

significant levels.  The impact discussions and mitigation measures identified 

throughout the Final EIS/EIR are appropriate and fully comply with the 

requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  For more information regarding the scope of 

the analysis of the socioeconomic effects on the Oasis Springs Lodge, see the 

response to Comment NGO21-10. 




