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Chapter 10 

Public Hearing Comments 

This section contains a copy of the transcript for the public hearing held in 

Manton, California, on August 27, 2003.  This section also contains individual 

letters that were submitted during the public hearing; Table 10-1 lists those 

letters.  Responses to the 71 comments presented at the public hearing follow the 

hearing transcript and individual letters.  Responses to comments are individually 

numbered in sequence, corresponding to the numbering assigned to comments in 

the transcript.  The responses are prepared in answer to the full text of the 

original comment. 

Table 10-1.  Public Hearing Comments Received on the Draft EIS/EIR

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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Comment Letter PH—Public Hearing, Manton 
Grange, Manton, CA, Dave Gore, Hearing Officer 
(August 27, 2003) 

Response to Comment PH-1 

Because the commentor did not specify what new information should be included 

in this Final EIS/EIR, it was assumed that the comment is referring to 

information presented in the September 2003 CBDA Technical Review Panel 

Report and the October 2003 Technical Workshop.  The responses to Comment 

NGO11-2 and Comment NGO11-3 explain how information presented in the 

Technical Review Panel Report has been incorporated in this Final EIS/EIR.  

Additionally, the response to Comment NGO8-13 explains how information 

presented at the October 2003 Technical Workshop will be addressed by the 

Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment PH-2 

Reclamation and the State Water Board are aware of the concern that once the 

Restoration Project is implemented and anadromous fish populations are restored 

in Battle Creek, 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.  Infected MLTF trout could then be distributed to 

other water bodies in the state of California that may not carry such fish diseases 

and infect those water bodies, and could potentially infect fish populations in 

these waters as well. 

This Final EIS/EIR has been revised to address the potential increased risk of a 

serious or catastrophic fish disease spreading from Battle Creek to other fish 

communities and has identified this potential impact as significant.  Impact 4.1-8 

in Section 4.1 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 in Chapter 2 in this volume 

provides additional information relating to how this impact has been analyzed 

and addressed. 

Response to Comment PH-3 

The process of signing the original Battle Creek MOU was limited to the public 

resources agencies (i.e., Reclamation, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and DFG) and 
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PG&E because the purpose of the MOU was ultimately to assign responsibilities 

for developing and implementing the Restoration Project.  This process was 

appropriate for the resource agencies because they are charged with the 

responsibility of funding and implementing many of these actions as public 

government organizations. 

Response to Comment PH-4 

In the Draft EIS/EIR the alternative requiring a full decommissioning of the 

Hydroelectric Project was dismissed because it did not meet the Restoration 

Project purpose and need.  The Battle Creek EIS/EIR also follows guidance from 

CALFED, which requires willing sellers for CBDA-funded projects.  The owner, 

PG&E, has shown no interest in participating in a full decommissioning of the 

Hydroelectric Project.  Master Response B in Chapter 2 in this volume presents a 

discussion further explaining why a full decommissioning was eliminated from 

further consideration. 

Response to Comment PH-5 

The Battle Creek  AMTT seriously considered comments received from the 

CBDA ERP TRP related to the adaptive management components of the 

Restoration Project.  As a result of these comments, the AMTT performed 

substantial revisions to the Battle Creek Draft AMP and prepared a revised or 

“reconceived” AMP in an attempt to address scientific uncertainties, which 

included evaluating initial assumptions thoroughly and also validating the use of 

particular tools/approaches through careful, logical development.  A discussion 

of the revisions that were incorporated into the AMP is presented in Master 

Response C in Chapter 2 in this volume.  The reconceived draft AMP is 

presented in Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH-6 

As the lead agencies under CEQA and NEPA, the State Water Board and 

Reclamation believe all the necessary information has been included in the 

documentation required under these statutes and regulations.  Without more 

specific information regarding how the documentation is inadequate, it is not 

possible to further address this comment. 

Response to Comment PH-7 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period, but not to the full extent requested.  In response to this 

request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the comment period by 
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30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).  The public comment 

period ended on October 16, 2003. 

Response to Comment PH-8 

At the time this comment was presented to the lead agencies, the BCWC did not 

support the Restoration Project.  (In 2001, the BCWC passed a resolution stating 

that it did not support the Restoration Project in its current form.)  However, 

since that time, the BCWC has been working closely with the Four Agencies to 

resolve concerns it had in relation to the Restoration Project.  In a letter to the 

Four Agencies dated February 23, 2004 (Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 

2004), the BCWC stated that it would conditionally support the Restoration 

Project if the following four conditions were met: 

that USFWS convene and lead an emergency workshop to revisit the 

steelhead supplementation plan; 

that DFG reconsider the documented record and lead an effort to more 

clearly identify the goals, objectives, and priorities of the Restoration Project 

and make sure that those objectives are consistent with existing Restoration 

Project documentation, with the CALFED Programmatic ROD, and that they 

are consistent throughout all elements of the final funding request to CBDA; 

that the winter-run recovery team complete the winter-run recovery plan or at 

least develop a stream-specific strategy for reestablishing a winter-run 

Chinook salmon population in Battle Creek and that reintroduction strategies 

are developed for other Endangered Species Act–listed species (e.g., spring-

run Chinook salmon and steelhead) in Battle Creek that can be implemented 

in anticipation of the Restoration Project Record of Decision; and 

that Reclamation facilitate the development and implementation of an 

adaptive management plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery facilities and 

operations.

As a result of the progress that has been made on the issues listed above and the 

ongoing progress concerning other key issues, the BCWC Board now 

recommends support of the Restoration Project in its current form (BCWC Board 

pers. comm.; see Attachment D in this volume).  This information has been 

added to Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

An additional concern expressed by the BCWC in this comment is that 

implementing the Restoration Project could potentially affect the economic 

success of MLTF by increasing the risk of being infected with serious and 

catastrophic fish diseases.  Since submittal of the Draft EIS/EIR, the lead 

agencies have more clearly defined specific mitigation measures to minimize 

these effects.  See Master Response E in Chapter 2 in this volume for more 

information regarding potential effects related to the increased risk of serious or 

catastrophic fish diseases in Battle Creek and applicable mitigation. 
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 Response to Comment PH-9  

The commentor is concerned that Coleman National Fish Hatchery operation 

could compromise the success of the Restoration Project and states that this issue 

was not adequately addressed in the draft EIS/EIR.  

In response to this concern, the CBDA Science Program convened an 

independent technical panel of scientists (i.e., the Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery Science Panel [Coleman Science Panel]) and held a public workshop 

October 7–8, 2003, to discuss how the Coleman National Fish Hatchery could 

adversely affect the Restoration Project.  The Coleman Science Panel findings 

are compiled in a report entitled Compatibility of Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery Operations and Restoration of Anadromous Salmonids in Battle Creek 

(January 24, 2004).  Among the findings, the Coleman Science Panel stated that 

an adaptive management plan is essential and that the adaptive process should be 

capable of changing management priorities including those at Coleman National 

Fish Hatchery.

In February 2004, CBDA held another public workshop, and 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 Coleman National Fish Hatchery. 

In April 2004, the PMT drafted the Proposal to Facilitate and Develop an 

Adaptive Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for 

consideration by Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group draft, April 7, 

2004. 

Refer to Master Response D in Chapter 2 in this volume for additional 

information related to potential effects of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery on 

the success of the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment PH-10  

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period, but not to the full extent 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. 

Response to Comment PH-11 

See the response to Comment PH-2. 
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Response to Comment PH-12 

See the response to Comment PH-2.  Information presented in Dr. Cox’s letter is 

referenced in Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1 (Volume I) of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment PH-13 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period.  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. 

Response to Comment PH-14 

Costs associated with the mitigation proposed at MLTF’s Jeffcoat and Willow 

Springs aquaculture facilities are included in the overall proposal requesting 

additional funds for the Restoration Project.  The proposal was submitted to the 

CALFED ERP in March 2005 by Reclamation on behalf of the PMT.

Response to Comment PH-15 

See the response to Comment PH-2 and Comment PH-14. 

Response to Comment PH-16 

See the response to Comment PH-2 and Comment PH-14. 

Response to Comment PH-17 

This comment is not related to the scope of the Restoration Project EIS/EIR; 

however, the following information is offered with respect to the ERP’s proposal 

solicitation process.  It is the current policy of the ERP to make all information 

regarding review of proposal solicitation packages available to the public.  This 

information is presented on the CBDA website at: 

http://calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemRestorationGrants.shtml.   

Because this information is available on CBDA’s website, it is generally not the 

policy of the ERP to respond to specific requests for additional information.  

According to the ERP, the 1999 proposal review relied on a written set of 

objective criteria tailored to each topic area and an extensive technical review of 
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each proposal as outlined in the PSP.  The proposal in question was not funded 

because it did not meet the goals of the 1999 proposal solicitation for the topic, 

Fish Management/Hatchery (Fris pers comm.). 

Response to Comment PH-18 

Those who developed the 1999 MOU were aware that it would be improper for 

the MOU to bind the NEPA/CEQA process.  Rather, the MOU was intended to 

identify the measures that would be appropriate for inclusion in the Restoration 

Project.  The MOU is presented in Appendix A in Volume II of this Final 

EIS/EIR.  Section 3.1 of the MOU states that the purpose of the MOU is to 

identify the series of measures comprised by the proposed Restoration Project to 

be addressed by NEPA, CEQA, the Endangered Species Act, and other 

applicable environmental compliance and permitting processes.  Section 5.3 goes 

on to say that the parties understand and agree that the implementation of any and 

all activities by DFG, NOAA Fisheries, Reclamation, and USFWS, pursuant to 

this MOU, with the exception of initial consultations and planning activities, is 

contingent upon compliance with NEPA and CEQA.  The parties anticipate that 

activities described in this MOU will be identified in any 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.  With respect to public participation in this process, Section 8.5 states 

that all Project Management Team and Technical Team meetings will be open to 

any interested persons.  Additional opportunities for public participation will be 

afforded in the NEPA/CEQA and FERC license amendment processes. 

Response to Comment PH-19 

This response assumes that the commentor is referring to the Six Dam Removal 

Alternative, which includes the removal of Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam in 

addition to the five dams proposed under the Restoration Project’s proposed 

action (i.e., the Five Dam Removal Alternative).  While there is a certain amount 

of biological uncertainty associated with leaving any of the dams in place, it is 

expected that the fish facilities constructed at these dams would provide safe fish 

passage comparable to the conditions that would occur if the dams were 

removed.  Much research has gone into designing state-of-the-art fish passage 

facilities at each dam that would be left in place, including Eagle Canyon 

Diversion Dam.  All fish ladder and fish screen designs were approved by the 

fishery agencies (i.e., DFG and NOAA Fisheries).  It should also be noted that it 

is possible that bedrock material or other natural obstructions could exist under 

some of the dams that would act as a natural barrier even if the dams were 

removed or could result in conditions that would be less passable than a fish 

ladder.  Furthermore, leaving Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam in place allows for 

greater adaptive management capabilities under the Five Dam Removal 

Alternative.  By leaving the diversion dam in place, it would be possible to 
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adaptively manage flows for the benefit of spawning salmon and steelhead below 

the dam.  For more information relating to the removal of dams in addition to 

those proposed under the Five Dam Removal Alternative, please see Master 

Response B in Chapter 2 in this volume.

Response to Comment PH-20 

As the federal and state lead agencies, Reclamation and the State Water Board, 

respectively, determined the purpose and need of the Restoration Project to be 

twofold.  The purpose and need of the Restoration Project as stated in Chapter 2, 

“Purpose and Need, Project Description, and Project Background,” in Volume I 

of this Final EIS/EIR 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.  The 

lead agencies have determined these objectives to be equally important and 

therefore, collectively the overriding objective of the Restoration Project.  In face 

of California’s continuing energy crisis, continued supply of a reliable source of 

clean and renewable energy continues to be an important consideration.  

Furthermore, as explained in the response to Comment NGO18-3 in this volume 

and under Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in Chapter 3 in 

Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further 

consideration because it did not meet the Restoration Project’s objective to 

minimize the loss of clean and renewable hydroelectric power.  Additionally, 

Alternative 6 was determined not to be feasible because the cost of implementing 

Alternative 6 would be too great.  Therefore, this alternative was not evaluated in 

the EIS/EIR and was not considered as an action alternative by the lead agencies. 

Response to Comment PH-21 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period.  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. 

Response to Comment PH-22

In Chapter 3, “Project Alternatives,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, Table 

3-7 contains some, but not all, of the requested information concerning water 

releases.  A complete list of water rights that will be transferred to DFG and 

dedicated to the environment is included below (Table 10-2) and has been added 

to Chapter 3 (Volume I) as Table 3-2. 
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Table 10-2.  Water Rights Transferred from PG&E to DFG
1

Identification 

Number (No.) 

Priority 

or First 

Use

Diversion

Amount

(cfs)

Description (Name of 

Works)

Point of 

Diversion Place of Use 

Type of 

Use

Water 

Class 

Rights

SWDU No. 837 1910 100 South Battle Creek 

Canal

South Fork Battle 

Creek

South, Inskip, and 

Coleman

Powerhouses

Power Pre-1914 

SWDU No. 838 1910 35 Soap Creek Feeder to 

South Battle Creek 

Canal

Soap Creek South, Inskip, and 

Coleman

Powerhouses

Power Pre-1914 

SWDU No. 848 1907 5 Lower Ripley Creek 

Feeder to Inskip Canal 

Ripley Creek Inskip 

Powerhouse

Power Pre-1914 

SWDU No. 841 1910 280 Coleman Canal South Fork Battle 

Creek

Coleman

Powerhouse

Power Pre-1914 

Application No. 2754 

License No. 549 

1922 18 Wildcat Canal North Fork Battle 

Creek

Coleman

Powerhouse

Power License 

Notes:  SWDU = Statement of water diversion and use. 

According to Sections 1240–1244 of the California State Water Code, water that 

has not been put to beneficial use for 5 years may be regarded as unappropriated 

and may be made available for others to appropriate by way of a water rights 

permit from the State Water Board.  If a new water right were approved, it would 

be subject to prior rights and conditions to protect instream beneficial uses.  The 

Restoration Project will go through a further statutory process to prevent 

abandonment of the water rights at decommissioned dams.  Specifically, as 

described in Section 6.1(E) of the Restoration Project MOU (see Appendix A in 

Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR), water rights will be transferred from PG&E to 

DFG, then both parties will jointly file to dedicate the water at decommissioned 

dams to the environment under a Water Code 1707 change petition.  This 

dedication of water will formally establish an instream beneficial use and prevent 

abandonment under Section 1240 et seq.  This will ensure that the flow regimes 

analyzed as part of this effort will be properly dedicated to the Restoration 

Project, and public funds used to finance this project will not be wasted. 

The existing water rights to be transferred from PG&E are listed in Exhibit E of 

the FERC license.  The transfer of these rights to DFG is subject to the condition 

that the dedications not impair operation of PG&E’s remaining diversions.  The 

amount of water to be transferred to DFG and dedicated to the environment will 

vary seasonally.  Water rights transferred for dedication include water from Soap 

Creek, Lower Ripley Creek, North Fork Battle Creek (at Wildcat and Coleman 

Diversion Dams), and South Fork Battle Creek (at South Diversion Dam).  The 

                                                     
1 As noted in Section 6.1 E of the Restoration Project MOU (see Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR), 

PG&E will transfer water rights to DFG then jointly file for permanent dedication to the environment with the State 

Water Board under Water Code 1707. 
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petition to change the purpose of use will be open to the public for comment and 

discussion pursuant to the State Water Board’s water right process.  The purpose 

of this dedication is to conserve public funds by ensuring that water that was 

previously diverted by the dams is reserved for instream beneficial use.  

Dedication of the water rights to the environment by way of a water code 1707 

change petition ensures that this benefit is not transitory.  The water below the 

dams is regulated by FERC.  No water right transfers or dedications are proposed 

at dams that remain; however, through the adaptive management process, the 

availability of flows in the stream reach below these dams could change.   

Response to Comment PH-23 

This comment requests that the final EIS/EIR identify how much PG&E will be 

paid for its water rights.  This information is not included in this Final EIS/EIR 

because PG&E does not receive payments for deeding its water rights to DFG. 

Response to Comment PH-24 

As stated in this comment, dam removals could cause water losses that would 

affect electrical power generation.  An independent consultant model determined 

that the Five Dam Removal Alternative would result in an approximately 30% 

reduction in energy production for the Hydroelectric Project (Navigant 

Consulting, Inc. 2004).  For more information about the economic analysis 

related to the loss of hydroelectric power, please see the section titled Power 

Generation and Economics in Section 4.16 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH-25 

The commentor states the current language (i.e., USFWS will “integrate” their 

Coleman National Fish Hatchery operation with the Restoration Project) is 

inadequate to ensure there will be no adverse effects on the success of the 

Restoration Project.  The commentor suggests the following specific language be 

included in an MOU between resources agencies and Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery operators (USFWS). 

Coleman National Fish Hatchery shall manage its operational procedures and 

physical infrastructure in a manner compatible with the Restoration Project, with 

natural production of listed or endangered species in Battle Creek having 

priority over artificial production.  Should hatchery procedures or facilities be 

found to have a significant negative impact on natural production in Battle 

Creek, the parties to this MOU agree to cooperate to resolve the problem in a 

timely manner.   

Although the resource agencies began development of an agreement, such as that 

requested, the agencies determined that completion of the agreement was 
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unnecessary because of existing commitments and responsibilities of the 

USFWS.  Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, federal activities must 

be evaluated to eliminate or reduce impacts on listed species.  The USFWS, who 

manages the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, is required to consult with NOAA 

Fisheries to determine impacts of hatchery operations on listed anadromous 

salmonids and their designated critical habitats and to ensure that they do not 

jeopardize the continued existence of listed species.   

The development of a Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management 

plan will provide for coordination of hatchery and restoration activities.  

Information developed through the Coleman adaptive management plan will feed 

into existing responsibilities and commitments of the USFWS, and assist in 

guiding decisions about future hatchery operations.  For more information on 

how potential effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations are 

addressed, see Master Response D found in Chapter 2 in this document and in 

Chapter 6, Related Projects, found in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH-26 

See the response to Comment PH-25. 

Response to Comment PH-27 

See the response to comment PH-2. 

Response to Comment PH-28 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period, but not to the full extent 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. 

Response to Comment PH-29 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

NorCal Fishing Guides and Sportsman’s Association for their support of the Five 

Dam Removal Alternative. 



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

 Public Hearing Comments

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

10-13 

July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Response to Comment PH-30 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

NorCal Fishing Guides and Sportsman’s Association for their support of the Five 

Dam Removal Alternative and their comment that the preferred alternative is the 

most economical and efficient alternative. 

Response to Comment PH-31 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  The NorCal Fishing 

Guides and Sportsman’s Association supports the Five Dam Removal Alternative 

because of its proposed construction schedule, adaptive management plan, 

facility monitoring plan, water rights provision, water acquisition fund, and 

active management fund. 

Response to Comment PH-32 

This comment has been noted.  The significance of Battle Creek is well described 

in the Project Background section of Chapter 2, “Purpose and Need, Project 

Description, and Project Background,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Reclamation acknowledges that the physical characteristics of Battle Creek offer 

a unique Chinook salmon habitat restoration opportunity. 

Response to Comment PH-33 

The Battle Creek Restoration Project is part of the much bigger CBDA ERP.

The goals of the ERP are to improve and increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats 

and to improve the Bay-Delta system, which includes the Sacramento River 

Basin, to support sustainable populations of diverse and valuable plant and 

animal species.  Additional details of this program are included in the 

Relationship of the Restoration Project to the CALFED Bay-Delta Program 

section of Chapter 1, “Introduction, Organization, and Process,” in Volume I of 

this Final EIS/EIR.  Reclamation understands that the Restoration Project cannot 

restore the endangered fish populations if other factors affecting their decline are 

not addressed.  However, the purpose and objectives of the Restoration Project 

did not intend for the Final EIS/EIR to address any issues outside the Battle 

Creek watershed.  Other ERP actions will work in concert with the Restoration 

Project to facilitate the restoration of the endangered fish species by addressing 

factors outside the Battle Creek watershed. 
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Response to Comment PH-34 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

reviewer for support of the EIS/EIR for the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment PH-35 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

reviewer on behalf of the USFWS for support of the fish ladder designs and 

operations at the Coleman National Fish Hatchery. 

Response to Comment PH-36 

To address the public’s concerns that Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations 

may pose significant risk to the recovery of anadromous salmonids in Battle 

Creek and therefore interfere with the success of the Restoration Project, the 

CBDA established an independent science panel, the 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.  The Coleman 

Science Panel has also concluded that an adaptive management plan for Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery operations is essential 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.  Additionally, USFWS is committed to suspending supplementation of 

steelhead above the Coleman National Fish Hatchery barrier weir.  For more 

information on how potential effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery 

operations are being addressed see Master Response D found in Chapter 2 in this 

volume. 

Response to Comment PH-37 

The proposed hatchery options referred to in this comment are part of the 

ongoing Coleman National Fish Hatchery reevaluation process (see the 

Reevaluation Process and Hatchery Management Alternatives Analysis in 

Chapter 6 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR for more information).  The primary 

goal of the reevaluation process for Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations 

is to objectively review all aspects of the hatchery facilities and operations to 

ensure their integration with Anadromous Fish Restoration Program– (AFRP–) 

guided and CALFED Program ecosystem restoration efforts in Battle Creek.  An 

important aspect of this process is to provide full consideration of stakeholder 

proposals.  As such, the hatchery must objectively evaluate the referenced 

proposals as part of the reevaluation process.  Thus far, the reevaluation process 

has determined that the fall-run Chinook salmon program will remain on Battle 

Creek, as documented in the Coleman and Livingston Stone National Fish 
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Hatchery Management Alternatives document signed by USFWS, NOAA 

Fisheries, Reclamation, and DFG (2002), and distributed to interested parties.  

Decisions on proposals for other salmonids are yet to be made, but must be based 

on their merits.  All efforts will be made to ensure that actions selected for 

implementation will be sound and practical. 

Response to Comment PH-38 

As stated in the comment addressed earlier (Response to Comment PH-37), the 

proposal referred to in this comment is an option under evaluation in the 

Coleman National Fish Hatchery reevaluation process and must receive the same 

consideration as described in the Response to Comment PH-37.  All efforts will 

be made to ensure that actions selected for implementation will be sound and 

practical.

Response to Comment PH-39 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the agencies 

involved with the project. 

Response to Comment PH-40 

The Battle Creek Team appreciates the suggestion to provide information about 

the project to every sport salmon fisherman in the state of California.  In addition, 

the Battle Creek Team values the input of those interested and affected by the 

project.  However, for logistical and practical reasons, it is not feasible to 

advertise the Restoration Project to groups not directly affected by the Proposed 

Action, or those that are outside of the project area.  However, the input of the 

general public is welcomed and appreciated.   

Response to Comment PH-41 

The Battle Creek PMT acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery operations could potentially have a negative effect on the 

success of the Restoration Project.  To address the public’s concerns, the 

California Bay-Delta Science Program formed an independent science panel 

(Coleman Science Panel) to review some key issues involving the restoration of 

salmonid habitat in Battle Creek.  The panel presented a public technical 

workshop on October 7 and 8, 2003, to review the role and impacts of facilities 

and operations of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery and the effects on Battle 

Creek restoration efforts.  The results of this meeting are summarized in a report 

titled Compatibility of Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations and 
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Restoration of Anadromous Salmonids in Battle Creek, January 24, 2004.

Although the information presented at this workshop could provide supplemental 

information regarding Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations, these issues 

are being addressed in other forums concurrent with Restoration Project 

planning, but not as part of the project itself.  Master Response D in Chapter 2 of 

this volume describes additional actions that have taken place and are planned for 

the future to ensure the coordination of Coleman National Fish Hatchery 

operations with restoration efforts in Battle Creek 

Response to Comment PH-42 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledge the landowners’ concerns.  

For more information regarding landowner concerns, please see Master 

Response F. 

Response to Comment PH-43 

Reclamation acknowledged the request to extend the public comment period.  In 

response to this request, Reclamation extended the comment period by 30 days 

from the original end date (September 16, 2003).  The public comment period 

ended on October 16, 2003. 

Response to Comment PH-44 

As stated under 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.  The improvements to Hydroelectric Project facilities 

include the installation of fish screens and fish ladders at three diversion dams to 

improve fish passage around these facilities.  PG&E’s ability to generate power 

will not increase as a result of these improvements.  Although PG&E’s facilities 

would be replaced with newer, more reliable diversion and conveyance facilities, 

the Hydroelectric Project will experience substantially reduced power and energy 

production capability. An independent consultant model determined that the 

Hydroelectric Project would experience an approximately 30% reduction in 

energy production once the Five Dam Removal Alternative has been 

implemented (Navigant Consulting, Inc. 2004).   See Master Response B in 

Chapter 2 in this volume for more information on lost power generation.  

Benefits for salmon and steelhead habitat are presented in Section 4.1, Fish, of 

Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Response to Comment PH-45 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

Metropolitan Water District for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative 

and the agencies involved with the project. 

Response to Comment PH-46 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 

reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative and the agencies 

involved with the project. 

Response to Comment PH-47 

Reclamation and the State Water Board agree with the statement that the 

preferred alternative for the Restoration Project should meet the project’s goals 

and objectives.  The preferred alternative for the Restoration Project (the Five 

Dam Removal Alternative) was selected based on the project’s goals and 

objectives and the purpose of and need for the project.  The Restoration Project’s 

purpose is to restore approximately 42 miles of habitat for Chinook salmon and 

steelhead 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.  Decommissioning the entire Hydroelectric Project was 

not selected as an alternative to the Restoration Project because it would not meet 

the project’s purpose to minimize the loss of clean and renewable energy 

produced by the Hydroelectric Project.  A detailed description of the project’s 

objectives and purpose and need are included under Purpose and Need and 

Project Objectives in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Chapter 7 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR includes a summary comparison of 

the action alternatives considered for the Restoration Project.  Alternatives that 

were eliminated in the screening process and not analyzed in the EIS/EIR include 

Alternative 6 and the Eight Dam Removal Alternative.  Reasons for eliminating 

these alternatives are discussed under Alternatives Eliminated from Further 

Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  A comparison of 

these alternatives to the proposed action and reasons for their elimination are also 

presented in Master Response C in Chapter 2 in this volume.  
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Response to Comment PH-48 

New figures identifying the construction footprints for each project site are 

provided in Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  For additional 

information regarding landowner concerns, please see Master Response F.

Response to Comment PH-49 

Reclamation plans to meet with landowners to discuss their concerns associated 

with project-related impacts on their property and possible mitigation measures.  

For more information regarding landowner concerns, please see Master 

Response F. 

Response to Comment PH-50 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period.  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. 

Response to Comment PH-51 

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period.  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. 

Response to Comment PH-52 

See the response to Comment PH-2 and Comment PH-14. 

Response to Comment PH-53 

See the response to Comment PH-2 and Comment PH-14. 

Response to Comment PH-54 

See the response to Comment PH-2 and Comment PH-14. 
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Response to Comment PH-55 

The comment states that the Restoration Project needs to address Battle Creek as 

a whole in project planning and implementation and, therefore, consider 

operation of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery. 

The interrelationship of the Restoration Project and Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery and the potential adverse effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery 

operation on the Restoration Project have been acknowledged in the report 

entitled Compatibility of Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations and 

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

Among the findings, the Coleman Science Panel stated that an adaptive 

management plan is essential and that the adaptive process should be capable of 

changing management priorities, including those at Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery.  In April 2004, the PMT drafted the Proposal to Facilitate and 

Develop an Adaptive Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for 

consideration by Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group (Bureau of 

Reclamation 2004).   

For additional information on potential effects of the Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery on the Restoration Project refer to Master Response D in Chapter 2 in 

this volume. 

Response to Comment PH-56  

See the response to Comment PH-8. In particular, the lead agencies 

acknowledge the BCWC’s concerns regarding how Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery operations could potentially affect the success of the Restoration 

Project.  At the recommendation of the Coleman Science Panel, Reclamation will 

develop and implement an adaptive management plan for the Coleman National 

Fish Hatchery.  For more information about the Coleman National Fish Hatchery 

and its relationship to the Restoration Project, see Master Response D in 

Chapter 2 of this volume. 

Response to Comment PH-57 

This comment states that consideration of the local community and whether the 

Restoration Project can succeed are not sufficiently addressed in the Draft 

EIS/EIR.  However, the comment is not clear as to how the Restoration Project 

does not consider the local community.   

Public involvement is a vital and required component of the NEPA and CEQA 

processes.  Throughout the Restoration Project’s development, Reclamation has 

encouraged and solicited public involvement through a variety of methods 

(please see the discussion titled “Public Involvement” in Chapter 5 in Volume I 
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of this Final EIS/EIR).  The Final EIS/EIR also addresses Restoration Project 

impacts to lands adjacent to Battle Creek during project construction and 

operation of its facilities. 

To address the comment questioning the success of the Restoration Project, new 

measures defining the success of the Restoration Project have been incorporated 

into the revised AMP for the Restoration Project (Terraqua, Inc. 2004; see 

Appendix C in this Final EIS/EIR for a copy of the executive summary of the 

AMP).  Section I.E. Goals and Objectives Summary in the revised AMP 

describes these goals in detail.  Because these goals are primarily associated with 

fish populations, Section III.A.2.e., Viable Population Sizes and Interim 

Quantitative Population Goal, also provides useful information pertaining to 

population goals, fish production, and carrying capacities.

Response to Comment PH-58  

Public involvement is a vital and required component of the NEPA and CEQA 

processes.  Throughout the Restoration Project’s development, Reclamation has 

encouraged and solicited public involvement through a variety of methods 

(please see the Public Involvement discussion in Chapter 5 in Volume I of this 

Final EIS/EIR).  Reclamation also acknowledges the public’s concern about how 

Coleman National Fish Hatchery facilities and operations could potentially affect 

Battle Creek restoration efforts. For more information about the Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery and its relationship to the Restoration Project, please see 

Response to Comment PH-55 and Master Response D in Chapter 2 in this 

volume. 

Response to Comment PH-59  

The comment states that the success of the Restoration Project may depend on 

factors outside the official project area and outside the scope of the draft 

EIS/EIR.  The Coleman National Fish Hatchery is an example of an outside 

factor that could have an adverse effect on the project.  The commentor is 

concerned that construction decisions are proceeding, and the issue has not been 

resolved.

In response to this concern, the CBDA Science Program convened an 

independent technical panel of scientists (i.e., Coleman Science Panel) and held a 

public workshop October 7–8, 2003, to discuss how the Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery could adversely affect the Restoration Project.  The Coleman Science 

Panel findings are compiled in a report entitled Compatibility of Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery Operations and Restoration of Anadromous Salmonids 

in Battle Creek (January 24, 2004).  Among the findings, the Coleman Science 

Panel stated that an AMP is essential and that the adaptive process should be 

capable of changing management priorities, including those at Coleman National 

Fish Hatchery. 
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In February 2004, CBDA held another public workshop, and 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 Coleman National Fish Hatchery. 

In April 2004, the PMT drafted the Proposal to Facilitate and Develop an 

Adaptive Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for 

consideration by Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group, dated April 7, 

2004.   

Information regarding potential adverse effects of Coleman National Fish 

Hatchery operation on the Restoration Projects and the steps to mitigate these 

effects will be included in the final EIS/EIR. 

For more information on potential effects of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery 

on the success of the Restoration Project, see Master Response D in Chapter 2 in 

this volume. 

Response to Comment PH-60 

See the response to Comment PH-25. 

Response to Comment PH-61 

See the response to Comment PH-25. 

Response to Comment PH-62 

See the response to comment PH-2. 

Response to Comment PH-63  

Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the 

public comment period, but not to the full extent 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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Response to Comment PH-64 

The commentor is correct in stating that PG&E’s FERC license amendment only 

covers the Five Dam Removal Alternative (i.e., Proposed Action).  While there is 

no requirement that a joint NEPA/CEQA document be completed, joint 

documents are often used to streamline the environmental review process.  When 

a joint document is completed, generally the most conservative rules for each law 

are incorporated.

NEPA requires that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) include an 

analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives as well as a No Action Alternative 

used as a baseline for comparison.  An EIS must emphasize a comparison of, and 

highlight the differences between the environmental impacts of the Proposed 

Action and the remaining alternatives and state how each alternative will achieve 

NEPA’s goals.  The alternatives analyzed in an EIS must include all those 

considered by agency decision makers to be within a reasonable range.  A federal 

agency must not commit resources that will prejudice the selection of alternatives 

prior to making a final decision (40 CFR 1502.2(d), (e), (f)). 

CEQA requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) include an analysis 

of a reasonable range of alternatives as well as a No Project Alternative.  The 

EIR need only examine in detail the alternatives that the state lead agency 

determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, are 

ostensibly feasible, and would avoid or substantially lessen at least one of the 

significant environmental effects of the project.  The range of reasonable 

alternatives must be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful 

public participation and informed decision-making (State CEQA Guidelines sec. 

15126.6(f)).   

Although the other Restoration Project action alternatives were not identified as 

the preferred alternative (i.e., No Dam Removal, Six Dam Removal, and Three 

Dam Removal Alternatives), they all represent feasible alternatives under CEQA 

and NEPA because they would meet the objectives and purpose and need of the 

Restoration Project as defined in Chapter 2 in Volume I of the Final EIS/EIR.  

Although the 1999 MOU (Appendix A in Volume II of the Final EIS/EIR) 

applies only to the proposed action, the other alternatives are nonetheless feasible 

because theoretically an MOU could be written for any of the other project 

alternatives if one had been selected. The same is true for the AMP, Adaptive 

Management Fund (AMF), and Water Acquisition Fund (WAF).  Furthermore, 

all the alternatives were analyzed in the EIS/EIR at an equal level of detail as 

required by NEPA and prejudice was not given to the Five Dam Removal 

because of the existence of the MOU, AMP, AMF, or WAF. 
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Response to Comment PH-65 

Three interim agreements have been in effect since 1996 between PG&E and 

Reclamation.  Eagle Canyon and Coleman Diversion Dams are the only dams 

involved in the Interim Flow Agreement between Reclamation and PG&E.  The 

terms of the FERC Project 1121 license require minimum flows of 3 cfs and 5 cfs 

at Eagle Canyon and Coleman Diversion Dams, respectively.  Under the Interim 

Agreement, these flows will be raised to 30 cfs at each dam.  PG&E is not 

compensated for the first 12 cfs released.  PG&E receives compensation for the 

additional 17 cfs released at a rate equivalent to the forgone energy value when 

the release is made.  The timeline for the three interim agreements is as follows:  

The first short-term interim agreement was effective from June 10, 1996, to 

February 28, 1998.  

No agreement was in effect from March 1, 1998, to November 16, 1998.  

However, PG&E continued to abide by the conditions of the first short-term 

agreement.  

The second short-term agreement with two extensions was effective from 

November 17, 1998, to February 28, 2001. 

No agreement was in effect from March 1, 2001, to September 29, 2003.  

However, PG&E continued to abide by the conditions of the second short-

term agreement or as modified by the resource agencies.  

The third short-term agreement is effective from September 30, 2003, to 

December 31, 2004. 

Response to Comment PH-66 

Virtually all of the spring flows available to the project are allowed to bypass 

hydroelectric facilities and flow into either the North Fork or South Fork Battle 

Creek.  The minimum flows listed in Table 3-7, under the Summary of Facility 

Modifications Proposed for the Water Management Alternatives discussion of 

Chapter 3, “Project Alternatives,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, are deemed 

optimal for overall habitat health.  In all water years, including drought years, 

diversions to PG&E canals occur only after the minimum flows to sustain the 

aquatic habitat are met. 

Response to Comment PH-67 

Table 3-7, in the Summary of Facility Modifications Proposed for the Water 

Management Alternatives discussion of Chapter 3, “Project Alternatives,” in 

Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, gives the prescribed flows to optimize habitat.  

In case of declining flows, in all water years, the minimum flows to habitat are 

met first, then diversions to PG&E canals may begin. 
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Response to Comment PH-68 

New measures defining the success of the Restoration Project have been 

incorporated into the revised AMP (Terraqua, Inc. 2004; see Appendix C of the 

Final EIS/EIR for the executive summary of the AMP).  Section I.E. Goals and 

Objectives Summary in the revised AMP describes these goals in detail.  Because 

these goals are primarily associated with fish populations, Section III.A.2.e., 

Viable Population Sizes and Interim Quantitative Population Goal, also provides 

useful information pertaining to population goals, fish production, and carrying 

capacities.

Response to Comment PH-69 

The commentor states that the Coleman National Fish Hatchery is an integral part 

of the project but it was excluded from this project.  For more information on the 

project’s relationship to the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, refer to Response 

to Comment PH-62 and to Master Response D in Chapter 2 in this volume. 

Response to Comment PH-70 

PG&E will transfer its water rights from Bluff Springs near the beginning of the 

Restoration Project, most likely before or during spring 2006, when construction 

for the project is scheduled to begin.  There will be no impacts on the water 

rights secured by the Hazen Ditch Association. 

Response to Comment PH-71 

The MOU for the Restoration Project states, on page 17 of Appendix A, 

“Memorandum of Understanding by and among Bureau of Reclamation, National 

Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish And Wildlife Service, California Department 

of Fish and Game, and Pacific Gas and Electric Company,” of the Draft EIS/EIR, 

that DFG will honor the present agreement between PG&E and the Bluff 

Springs-Hazen Ditch Association.  Therefore, DFG has acknowledged in writing 

that it will honor this agreement. 
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Personal Communications 

Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Board.  May 23, 2005—statement from the 

Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Board recommending support of the 

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project in its current form. 

Cox.  2004b.  July 9, 2004—conference call with representatives from the 

California Department of Fish and Game, State Water Resources Control 

Board, and Jones & Stokes regarding Battle Creek Restoration Project 

impacts on Mount Lassen Trout Farm’s Jeffcoat East, Jeffcoat West, and 

Willow Springs facilities.

Four Agencies.  September 20, 2001.  White, Wayne S., Field Supervisor, U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service; Lowell F. Ploss, Deputy Regional Director, U.S.  

Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation; Donald B.  Koch, Regional 

Manager, California Department of Fish and Game; and Michael Aceituno, 

Sacrament Area Office Supervisor, National Marine Fisheries Service.  

September 20, 2001—letter from the Four Agencies to Leland Davis, 

President of the Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy regarding a problem-

solving approach to address concerns voiced by the local community. 

Four Agencies.  October 31, 2002—agreement signed by White, Wayne S., Field 

Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Susan L. Ramos, Assistance 

Regional Director, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation; 

Donald B. Koch, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 

Game; and Michael E. Aceituno, Sacramento Area Office Supervisor, 

National Marine Fisheries Service; regarding a consensus decision that was 

reached on September 24, 2002, among the signatory agencies of this letter 

agreement to release adult hatchery-origin steelhead above the Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery on Battle Creek during the 2002—2003 migration 

and spawning season. 

Four Agencies and PG&E.  March 22, 2005—letter signed by Susan L. Ramos, 

Assistance Regional Director, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation; White, Wayne S., Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service; Donald Koch, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 

Game; Michael Aceituno, Sacramento Area Office Supervisor, National 

Marine Fisheries Service; and Randal S. Livingson, P.E., Senior Director—

Power Generation, Pacific Gas and Electric Company recommending that 

CALFED’s ERP staff approve additional funding for the Restoration Project. 

Fris, Rebecca.  Ecosystem Restoration Program, California Bay-Delta Authority.  

May 25, 2005—telephone conversation with Kim Marcotte, Jones & Stokes, 

regarding the response to a comment received on the 2003 Draft EIS/EIR 

from Mount Lassen Trout Farm. 
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Risdon, Pacific Gas and Electric Company; Mike Roberts, The Nature 

Conservancy; Scott Ferris, Nor-Cal Fishing Guides and Sportsmen’s 

Association; Dwight Russell, California Department of Water Resources; 

Melanie McFarland, U.S. Forest Service, Lassen National Forest; Jim Smith, 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Donald Koch, California Department of Fish 

and Game; Mary Marshall, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation; Stephen Arakawa, Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California; and Michael Tucker, National Marine Fisheries Service 

encouraging CALFED’s ERP staff to approve additional funding for the 

Restoration Project at the August 2005 CBDA meeting. 

Hamelberg, Scott.  Fishery Biologist.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Coleman 

National Fish Hatchery.  July 2, 2004—email to Steve Turek of the 

California Department of Fish and Game.  

Livingston, Randal.  Lead Director of Power Generation.  Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company.  April 6, 2004—letter to Ryan Broddrick of the California 

Department of Fish and Game, Michael Aceituno of the National Marine 

Fisheries Service, Kirk Rodgers of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 

and Wayne White of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Nolander, Laura.  Director, California Hydropower Reform Coalition.  

September 7, 2004—Letter to Mary Marshall of the Bureau of Reclamation 

regarding CHRC comments received on Chapter 3 of the Administrative 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR. 

Pert, Ed.  Fisheries Programs Branch Chief.  California Department of Fish and 

Game.  February 4, 2003—letter to Carl Werder of the U.S. Department of 

Interior, Bureau of Reclamation.  

Remy, Michael; Thomas, Tina; and Moose James.  Attorneys at Law.  October 

14, 2003—letter on behalf of Mount Lassen Trout Farms to Mary Marshall 

of the Bureau of Reclamation and Jim Canaday of the State Water Resources 

Control Board. 

Williams, Kelly.  Bureau of Land Management.  May 5, 2005—email to Mary 

Marshall, Project Manager, U.S. Department  of the Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation, regarding BLM land management in the Battle Creek 

watershed.

Wyman, Adam.  Forester 1.  California Department of Forestry and Fire 

Protection.  Red Bluff, CA.  February 2, 2004—telephone conversation with 

Joel Butterworth, Senior Soil Scientist, Jones & Stokes, regarding whether 

the area surrounding the North Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam is 

classified as timberland. 
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Letter from the U.S. Department of Interior, 
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CALFED Bay-Delta Program recommending that 
the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program 

approve additional funding for the Restoration 
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Letter from the Greater Battle Creek Watershed 

Working Group to the California Bay-Delta 
Authority encouraging them to approve 

additional funding for the Restoration Project 
(May 3, 2005) 

 



 

May 3, 2005 
 
 

Patrick Wright, Director 
California Bay-Delta Authority 
650 Capitol Mall, 5th Floor 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Subject:  Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project, March 2005 Battle Creek 
Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project Proposal 

The Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group (Working Group) is writing to urge the 
California Bay Delta Authority (CBDA) to act upon the request for additional funding for the 
Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project (Restoration Project) at the August 2005 
CBDA meeting.  The Working Group’s top concern, as recently identified during a three-month 
strategic planning exercise, is that a delayed funding decision could increase project costs and 
delay implementation of the Restoration Project.  Reaching a decision on the funding request at 
the August CBDA meeting would enable project implementation as early as 2006.  

The Working Group, 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 Restoration Project. Through continued support of this project from the CALFED 
Ecosystem Restoration Program (ERP), Working Group partners have, over the years, improved 
relationships and enhanced elements of the Restoration Project. Examples include participation 
in a number of CALFED sponsored independent technical reviews, completion of an inclusive 
and well thought out adaptive management plan, integration of management activities in the 
watershed as demonstrated by both inclusion of a Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive 
management plan in the Restoration Project proposal and the signing of a Greater Battle Creek 
Watershed Working Group MOU to ensure that management actions are considered within a 
watershed context. 

Our interest in the Restoration Project remains keen, and we recognize that a successful project 
will require appropriate funding and timely implementation. A Restoration Project proposal was 
submitted to the CALFED ERP in March 2005 by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), on behalf of the Restoration Project, Project Management Team.  Note that the 
Restoration Project was originally funded by CALFED in the amount of $28 million in 1999.  
Since that time, project costs have increased due to a variety of factors, resulting in the request 
for an additional $57.55 million to $64.05 million to complete the Restoration Project.  

Your assistance in helping the CBDA to make a prompt decision at the August CBDA meeting 
will be critical to the timely implementation of the Restoration Project and achieving the primary 
goal of the Working Group: successfully restoring populations of endangered salmonids in Battle 
Creek.   

Thank you for your consideration of this request.  Please feel free to contact us through any of 
the Working Group signatories listed below to request additional information. 



Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group 
May 3, 2005   
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Sincerely, 
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Letter from the Battle Creek Watershed 

Conservancy Board of Directors to the Tehama 
County Board of Supervisors (June 8, 2005) and 
the California Bay-Delta Authority (May 26, 2005, 

and February 8, 2005) indicating their support for 
the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead 
Restoration Project in its current form 
















