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Davis Hydro, LLC.
27264 Meadowbrook Drive
Davis, California, 95618
530 753-8864 Fax 530 753-4707
Email: Dick@davishydro.com

June 23, 2010
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
State Capitol Building
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Meeting RPS goals, and opposition to renewable projects by State Agencies
Dear Sir:
We would like to bring to your attention that the main obstacle to meeting Renewable Portfolio
Standards (RPS) goals in California is the involvement of your agencies in opposing renewable
energy projects. Specifically, due to the concerns for the fish, your department of California
Department Fish and Game (CDFG) has taken a strong position against small hydro projects in the
state under the aegis that they are protecting the fish. In many cases, this position is justified and
attempts at new hydro projects are both rare and extremely difficult to do due to this opposition.
In some cases, however, the ability of CDFG to stop projects may neither be in the fishes’ nor in the
whole state’s environmental interest. It is a matter of purview. Specifically, a hydro project
invariably has a local effect – usually (but not necessarily always, especially with mitigation)
negative on the fish in its immediate vicinity. This gives the local office of CDFG the mandate to
oppose the project and through a long federal process to stop it or most commonly keeping it from
existing in the first place. The effect of this policy opposing small hydro projects due to local
impacts inhibits the creation of renewable – base-load generation statewide.
This policy leads to your RPS goal not being met and the continuation of current burning of coal
and natural gas. The direct effect of this is to continue the poisoning of our atmosphere and
through acid rains the streams of California and the US destroying the very fish we are trying to
protect.
We request that you – to the extent that your office can, direct all state offices to consider not the
local effects of their actions, but the long-term net statewide, if not national, effects of their
regulatory actions.
An example: Another one of your agencies that is stopping renewable energy projects is the
California Energy Commission (CEC). They have taken a position of supporting the removal of a

Energy Research, Engineering, and Renewable Power Production

20100623-5123 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 6/23/2010 4:52:09 PM

Davis Hydro, LLC.

Page 2

March 19, 2010

hydro project, the Kilarc project near Redding. Our request to consider a new Alternative to that
decision has been rejected. In making its decision, the Commission has no data, no biological
understanding of the possibilities, and no scientific support. Yet, because this project is reported
by CDFG to possibly have a hypothetical local negative impact on fish, the Commission has
repeatedly advocated removing this base-load renewable facility. A copy of our most recent letter
directed to the CEC, to which we have received no response, the most recent CEC rejection of a
pro-fish Aternative to project demolition, and two pages from the 2004 letter by Synergics Energy
1
Services, LLC that first raised pertinent issues are enclosed. With agency opposition like this, it is
no wonder that your statewide RPS goals are difficult to reach.
The September October 2009 issue of Outdoor California, published bi-monthly by CDFG,
highlights how the importance of statewide RPS goals are being ignored in favor of a backwardsthinking strategy where a story by Donna Matrazzo (page 11) talks about “Planning for the Effect
of Climate Change – Drought, Flood, Heat, Rising Sea Levels – the Department of Fish & Game
Develops Strategy to Protect the State’s At-Risk Wildlife and Plants” rather than focusing on
mitigating the root causes of climate change. The same publication (page 15, same author) further
states that CDFG’s Climate Change Advisor is “responsible for guiding DFG in reducing the
impacts climate change will have on California’s species and habitats.” (emphasis added)
We request your intervention and perhaps discussion with appropriate agencies, not only on our
exemplar Alternative to demolishing all of this renewable energy facility, but also a plenary review
of how California State agencies can be rewarded for helping you improve our energy mix and
environment for the state and the planet, rather than trying to assist individual species to survive
the degradation of our common world habitat.
Respectfully,

Richard D. Ely
Davis Hydro, LLC
Enclosures
cc:

FERC eLibrary and service list for P-606
CDFG – John McCamman, Director; Amber Pairis, Climate Change Advisor
CEC - R. B. Weisenmiller, Anthony Eggert & Jeffrey D. Byron, Commissioners

The enclosures are attached to the electronic version of this letter that also is accompanied by a full history
of prior referenced correspondence, augmented at this time with CDFG’s request for CEC input in 2004, and
the full letter from Synergics Energy Services, LLC.
1
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Subject: Kilarc-Cow Creek Small Hydropower Contribution to California Non-Fossil Fuel, Renewable
Energy
From: "Kelly W. Sackheim" <kelly@davishydro.com>
Date: Tue, 19 Jan 2010 08:35:01 -0800
To: tobrien@energy.state.ca.us
CC: Richard Ely <dick@davishydro.com>, Mike Berry <MBerry@dfg.ca.gov>, "Myers, Matt"
<MMYERS@dfg.ca.gov>, "Cobb, Donna" <DCobb@dfg.ca.gov>, Annie Manji <amanji@dfg.ca.gov>,
"Whitman, Lisa" <LxWt@pge.com>, san3@pge.com, RSL3@pge.com, sxef@pge.com, Steve Edmondson
<Steve.Edmondson@noaa.gov>, David K White <David.K.White@noaa.gov>, Richard Wantuck
<Richard.Wantuck@noaa.gov>
Mr. O'Brien,
Pleased find attached a letter to you from Dr. Ely, as directed in recent correspondence
from CEC Executive Director Melissa Jones. Also attached is a complete set of prior
referenced correspondence in the second file.
I would be most pleased to coordinate arrangements for a meeting with you, and perhaps
PG&E and the concerned resource agency representatives to whom I have taken the liberty of
copying this e-mail, either by e-mail or if you would telephone me at 916/962-2271.
Thank you for your consideration,
Kelly Sackheim
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Davis Hydro, LLC.
27264 Meadowbrook Drive
Davis, California, 95618
530 753-8864 Fax 530 753-4707
Email: dick@davishydro.com

January 19, 2010
Mr. Terry O’Brien, Deputy Director
Siting, Transmission and Protection Division
California Energy Commission

via e-mail to tobrien@energy.state.ca.us

Re: Kilarc-Cow Creek Small Hydropower Contribution to California
Non-Fossil Fuel, Renewable Energy
Dear Mr. O’Brien:
This letter continues our appeal to the California Energy Commission (CEC) as
directed in the attached December 30, 2009 letter from Melissa Jones, Executive
Director. We respectfully request your consideration of the following, and a
meeting in late January or early February to further review what we believe to
be a misunderstanding of the project by the CEC.
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has indicated that it
anticipates releasing its draft Environmental Assessment (EA) by January 29,
2010 in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) with
regard to consideration of Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) P-606
license surrender application.
With regard to the December 2009 letter from your Executive Director, we note
the following factual errors:
1. The Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydro Project has a generating capacity of 5 MW, not
1.5 MW. It is comprised of two developments on two creeks that merge
downstream of the hydropower facilities. The 3 MW Kilarc facility on Old Cow
Creek is our only interest and could be operated entirely independently of the
development on South Cow Creek. Our request addresses only the disposition
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of the Kilarc facility. This site has no anadromous fish, and an extensive fish
restoration project as part of the Davis Hydro proposal.
2. It is economically feasible for Davis Hydro to license and operate the facilities
in a manner that would provide clear net environmental benefits when
compared with dismantling the facilities at great cost by PG&E.
3. The expected adverse environmental effects of removing the facility
overwhelm any environmental benefits. To date, there are no environmental
studies comparing removing the Kilarc generation and the environmental
benefits of the plan proposed by Davis Hydro.
4. Our alternative proposal has not yet been evaluated independently using the
normal study protocols of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), among others. The March
2005 agreement reached with PG&E has no site-specific scientific data to support
the assumption that removing the facilities would support the recovery of
anadromous fish in the project area, while the Davis Hydro proposal, which has
evolved after this agreement and the CEC review, has a scientific approach to
achieving that very specific goal.
5. While there are some brown and occasional rainbow trout in this Creek, there
is no anadromy and no salmon. Thus, the statement that the Old Cow Creek
reach is “historic salmonid habitat” is true, but somewhat misleading, and may
have confused an analyst.
6. The part of your original analysis that is supported by current reality is that
the project is small. Smallness formed a key component of your objection to the
projection. Since we can nonetheless maintain this project as a highly reliable
renewable power source capable of multiple reliability-enhancing ancillary
services1, we do not understand your objections to the project.
We understand that you have opposed this project because it is small. Please
explain the origin of this concern. This is important because a policy of
Davis Hydro proposes to automate the site, allowing us to provide ancillary services from regulation,
reserves, and black start capability when flow conditions and the Cal-ISO permits us to do that.

1
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encouraging smallness leads to economic market stability, lower losses, and
lowers the need for various reserves.
We understand you object to the project because of some perceived local
environmental impacts. We do not however understand or have access to
supporting environmental studies of either the demolition or the Davis Hydro
alternatives.2 If you have any such environmental studies supporting your
position, please bring them to our attention.3
The demolition of this existing renewable generation will have short-term
consequences in that the demolition impacts will extend from the local loss of
fire protection and increased stream pollution, to longer term local effects on
stream habitat from increased temperature and increased prevalence of fire.
External to the project, because of the binding acute shortage of renewable
energy sites, this power will be replaced with fossil energy from the delayed
retirement of fossil plants thereby increasing the acid rains on fish habitat across
the state and country. This also will increase global CO2 emissions with
widespread consequences.
In summary, we ask for you to review why you oppose retaining this project
and support demolition of this small already-constructed renewable generation
without any evaluation of the alternatives or of the environmental effects of its
removal. We point out, again, that the Davis Hydro alternative plan was not in
place at your first review, but we are asking for a review under the current set of
alternatives.
We are hopeful that the CEC will take a leadership role in working with us and
the other resource agencies to reach our mutual goal “to support enhancement
of the local environment, especially the restoration of historic salmonid habitat.”
2

All known studies are available at http://kilarc.info/Docs_Maps_Drawings/Documents/docs.htm
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We look forward to meeting with you and the other concerned parties, to review
the scientific evidence and develop a plan, that moves forward based on an
understanding of the actual and potential environmental conditions and fish
populations that may be achieved and maintained.
Respectfully,

Richard Ely
The Davis Collaborative
Davis Hydro
Cc: Kelly Sackheim, kelly@davishydro.com
Attachment
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Davis Hydro, LLC.
27264 Meadowbrook Drive
Davis, California, 95618
530 753-8864 Fax 530 753-4707
Email: dick@davishydro.com

November 4, 2009
Jeffrey D. Byron and Julia Levin, J.D., Commissioners
The California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
Dear Commissioners Byron and Levin:
On July 20th of this year we forwarded a letter to two members of your
staff who are most directly involved with renewable energy. We asked
for a review of the Commission’s apparent position against small
distributed generation when faced with environmental concerns. A
copy of that letter is attached. We have received neither
acknowledgement of the letter nor an answer by either of your staff.
The letter we sent addresses a position taken by the Commission
reviewing a small hydro project. It was reviewed negatively. This
Commission letter has been cited now by several agencies as a
contributory reason to deny a renewable energy project from going
forward if it is small and has environmental effects. If the Commission’s
stand on not supporting renewable projects in the face of a lack of
environmental analysis is to discount them because they are small, there
will be few distributed small generation projects in this state.
We have asked for a review of the position taken on the Kilarc CowCreek Project that was under discussion, and asked that the
Commission formulate a balanced approach to the evaluation of
projects, if it wishes to support small renewable projects.
This project and others like it are hanging in the balance. We request
that the Commission take a strong position requiring that projects be
evaluated for their global - not local - significance and specifically for
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their contribution to global warming. What this means is that when
addressing a local project all the direct and indirect effects of the project
and its alternatives should be considered – not just those at a project site,
but at a minimum for the whole state if not the planet.
Respectfully,

Richard Ely
The Davis Collaborative
Davis Hydro
Enclosure
cc: Mr. Terry O’Brien, Deputy Director, Siting Transmission and
Protection Division
Ms. Valery Hall, Deputy Director, Efficiency and Renewables
Division
Governor Schwarzenegger
The Honorable Alex Padilla, Chair, Senate Energy, Utilities &
Communications Committee
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Davis Hydro
27264 Meadowbrook Drive
Davis California, 95618
530 753-8864 Fax 530 753-4707
Email: Hydro@davishydro.com

July 20, 2009
Mr. Terry O’Brien, Deputy Director
Siting Transmission and Protection Division
The California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
Ms. Valery Hall, Deputy Director
Efficiency and Renewables Division
The California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
Dear Mr. O’Brien and Ms. Hall:
Davis Hydro is a small hydropower developer working to build new small hydropower facilities by
modifying previously existing structures. These modifications allow small facilities to reliably produce fully
distributed green energy. This letter addresses one of those facilities that is already in existence and in
danger of being demolished – in a small part as the result of a CEC action.1 We would like you to reconsider
that action.
Hydropower, like all forms of renewable energy, has environmental impacts and benefits. These can often
be reduced to fish vs. hydro. By contrast, we are a company that builds small hydro facilities in a way that
will benefit, or at least not harm, fish. In this case, we believe we have put forth an alternative that can be
evaluated positively in favor of the fish as well as the environment. Our proposal is radically different from
what was initially seen by the agencies and carries a fair chance at producing more fish locally that any
alternative. More important our proposal has regional and global implications that should be considered in
its evaluation.
To evaluate a project, its impact and benefit on the whole ecosystem must be considered. The benefits of
local green power production include reduction of diffuse impacts of fossil generation, e.g. greenhouse
gasses and global emissions. Fossil electrical generation produces acid rains impacting fish across the state,
nation, and planet. These pervasive effects are small, but just as with all greenhouse gasses, they extend
incrementally over a large area and can persist in our streams and atmosphere for a long time. If considering
only fish, the discussion can be seen as a balance between effects on local fish populations in the area and in
the downwind areas that often have the same fish that are being considered locally.
1

See attached letter refiled with the FERC on January 6, 2005 under Docket No. P-606 as Accession Number 20050107-0037
with regard to FERC Order EL 01-4700, Summary of Proposed Project Modifications Evaluated by California Resource and
Water Quality Agencies in Summer 2001.
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The widespread nature of the impacts and the persistence of the effects complicates evaluation of projects.
Projects that might be seen as deleterious to the local fish are likely reducing state and national CO2 levels.
The corresponding reduction in emissions thereby benefits the same fish species when measures across the
whole population of those fish are taken into account. It is due to these larger reasons that the Commission
has taken a broader view of environmental and siting issues, especially of green energy facilities, and it is
about this issue that I am writing.
In September of 2004, the California Energy Commission was asked to evaluate a small hydro project
operated by PG&E for removal – the Kilarc Project near Whitmore California (FERC Project 606). The
State and Federal Agencies took a position of support of its removal primarily to benefit the local steelhead
trout. (There were other reasons, but for this discussion, this is the only one that is critical.) Removing a
hydropower project is not done lightly, so the California Department of Fish and Game asked the
Commission for an opinion on the planned removal. The CEC’s conclusion was based on the following
(internally inconsistent) statement
“In conclusion, we recognize the importance of even small facilities such as the
Kilarc-Cow Creek hydroelectric project, with its 1.5 MW of dependable summer
capacity, in helping to meet California electricity demand. We note however that the
project contributes no peaking power capacity during the high periods in summer and
that PG&E believes it economically infeasible to relicense the facilities” (emphasis
added)
The conclusion of the CEC in the letter was that “the environmental benefits of removing this small facility
outweigh its electricity generation benefits”. Regrettably given the time and budget constraints on the CEC
and CDFG, no environmental study was done on either the local or global effects of this decision.
Time passed. Approximately 2 years after the CEC letter, but well prior to the future facilities removal
under a complex FERC License surrender process, Davis Hydro found out about the project. With the
encouragement of local townsfolk, we offered to come up with a solution that would benefit the steelhead
and provide significant other benefits including the green power and its benefits throughout the atmosphere.
After extensive consultation and analysis of the site, we have done so. Our solution (the Alternative)
involves splitting the project in half (easily done as there are two distinct parts to the project) and addressing
only the northern half; the Kilarc Canal and powerhouse on the Old Cow. We are not addressing directly the
second part of the License on the South Cow. The South Cow area has Salmon; the Kilarc project being
addressed in the Davis Hydro Alternative, on a different creek, does not, due primarily to altitude. Since the
Old Cow has insignificant public access, the CDFG and NMFS major objective is increasing steelhead trout
breeding area by removing the hydropower operations.
The Kilarc/Old Cow part of the project can be made into a fertile fish breeding facility that will produce
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more target fish (the steelhead trout) than the originally planned demolition. We are submitting our Greenpower aggressive pro-fish Alternative to the FERC for evaluation against the demolition alternative
proposed by PG&E. We point out that the wide spread benefit of green power and the wide spread impact of
CO2 emissions and resultant acid rains incrementally impacts fish across a national swath. We further point
out that our alternative plan which will positively impact fish locally and nationally was not known when the
CEC staff letter was written. For these reasons, we ask you to reconsider in the light of these changing
conditions, your support for the demolition of the Kilarc facility. We ask the Commission to review whether
it opposes small distributed Green facilities, especially renewable ones, which are reliable and predictable without a reasonably complete analysis of downwind effects as they affect all the target species and the
planet. To do otherwise would mean that we are acting locally, ignoring global effects.
In a recent public meeting on this project, this same CEC staff letter supporting demolition was cited by a
Federal Agency representative as representing the opinion of the state of California on this project. In
contrast to the usual NIMBY–Agency conflict, it was unique to see a representative of a federal agency
charged with National Atmospheric and Oceanographic responsibilities deferring to the CEC’s outdated
project evaluation letter to kill a small green project with global implications.
In fairness however to all concerned, the Davis Hydro Alternative was not on the table during the formation
of the earlier decision to remove the facilities; the Davis Hydro Alternative was not available when the CEC
letter was written; and it has not been on the table during the earlier discussions with the agencies involved.
The plan evolves and we are asking for help from all parties to show how to form flexible coalitions between
responsible hydro development and environmental agencies willing to work together.
Since there is now a positive Alternative to demolition of this green generation, and since this Alternative
has a very good chance of being environmentally preferable for not only the local Steelhead but also for the
State, nation, and the planet, we ask the CEC to review it’s earlier conclusion in support of the demolition in
light of the new approach suggested.
Respectfully,

Richard Ely,
Davis Hydro
Attachment
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Re: California Department of Fish and Game Request to the California
Energy Commission to Review the Energy Issues Associated with the
Proposal to Decommission the Kilar¢ - Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 606)
Dear Mr. Koch:
This letter responds to your September 9, 2004 request to the California Energy
Commission (Energy Commission) to assess the energy issues associated with
the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) proposal to decommission the
Kilarc - Cow Creek hydroelectric project in Shasta County. Per your request, we
will also address some of the issues raised in the August 11, 2004 letter from
Synergics Energy Services LLC to PG&E. Our Executive Director, Robert
Therkelsen, has asked my office to prepare this response on behalf of Energy
Commission staff.

DecommissioningProposal
Based on the correspondence and communication with your staff, we understand
that PG&E has initiated discussions with the Department of Fish and Game
(Department) and other state and federal agencies involved with Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) hydro licensing to develop a proposal to
decommission the Kilarc - Cow Creek hydro project. PG&E is proposing to
abandon the license and decommission the project rather than relicense it when
the current license expires in 2007. PG&E's letter of September 21,2004 to
Synergics confirms that PG&E has stopped all work on relicensing the facility.
We further understand that PG&E's decision is based on a variety of factors,
including that: 1) the project is small at 4.6 MW; 2) endangered salmon and
steelhead trout are present in the project area; and 3) the costs to meet current
instream flow, water quality and fish passage measures as potentially required by
FERC as a condition of relicense would render the project non-economic.

J n o f20100623-5123
f l c l a l F E R C - G e nFERC
e r a t e PDF
d
P D(Unofficial)
F o f 2 0 0 5 0 1 0 7 -6/23/2010
0 0 3 7 R e c e i4:52:09
v e d b y FPM
ERC OSEC

01/06/2005 in D o c k e t # :

Mr. Robert Koch
December 21,2004
Page 2
Synergics, which owns the Olsen hydro project downstream of the PG&E project,
believes the Kilarc - Cow Creek facilities should remain operational. Synergics
may seek to intervene in order to ultimately purchase the project and the dghts to
continue operating it under FERC's jurisdiction.
Kilarc - Cow

Creek Hydro Project

The Project totals 4.6 MW and is located in Shasta County on several upper
branches of Cow Creek that are tributary to the Sacramento River. The Kilarc
powerhouse on Old Cow Creek measures 3.2 MW nameplate capacity and was
built in 1904. The Cow Creek powerhouse on South Cow Creek measures 1.4
MW nameplate capacity and was built in 1907. Both powerhouses operate in
run-of-river mode, meaning that power is generated during periods of sufficiently
high seasonal flow, typically in winter and spring periods. No storage reservoirs
are associated with the project, so water cannot be stored for dispatch during
summer peak demand months. However, a review of production data for the
years 1991 to 1997 indicates that summer dependable capacity averages about
1.5 MW. Average annual electricity production for the combined project is 31.1
gigawatt-hours (GWh) or 31,100 megawatt-hours (MWh)J
Salmonid Fishery Resources in Project Area

Fall run Chinook salmon and steelhead trout, both of which are federally listed
species, occur throughout the Cow Creek watershed. The upper Sacramento
River and its tributaries provide the largest remaining anadromous salmonid
habitat areas in California. The Department is planning, salmonid habitat
restoration work throughout the Cow Creek watershed." These salmonids occur
above and below the Cow Creek powerhouse on the South Fork. The fish
passage facilities at the South Creek diversion are old and only partially effective.
Salmonids are also found in Old Cow Creek; Chinook salmon in the lower stream
reaches, and steelhead trout in the upper reaches closer to the Kilarc
powerhouse. Steelhead trout have not been documented in the immediate

vicinity of the Kilarc powerhouse, although it is suitable habitat. Staff from the
Department and NOAA Fisheries believe that steelhead can pass the Whitmore
Falls during high flow events and reach the habitat area above and below the
Kilarc powerhouse. Representatives from Synegics believe it to be unlikely that
steelhead can surmount the 10-foot high Whitmore Falls. 3

Energy Commission Staff Assessments of Salmon Restoration Projects
Energy Commission staff has reviewed several hydropower projects in California
where re-operation, or full or partial decommissioning has been proposed in
' Kilarc - Cow Creek Project, FERC No. 606, First Stage Consultation Package, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, June 2002.
2 Personal Communication, Annie Manji, Staff Ecologist, Department of Fish and Game Region 1,
September 28, 2004.
3 Personal Communication, Art Hagood, Synergics Energy Services LLC, September 29, 2004.
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order to facilitate restoration of salmonid habitats. These are the Battle Creek
Restoration Project, Trinity River Division Mainstem Fishery Restoration Project
for the Central Valley Project, and relicensing of the Klamath River Hydroelectric
Project. In each case, stakeholders have raised concerns about the effect of
hydropower energy production losses. The projects are summarized in the
following table.

Summary of Energy Commission Staff Assessments for Three Salmonld
Restoration Pro
Nameplate
Energy
Energy
Expected Benefits
Pro~ect
Capaclb/ Production Losses / yr
MW

GWh

MW

GWh

Battle Creek

36.3

245

7.2

93.8 42 miles of cold-water habitat for
3hinook and steelhead

Trinity River
Division of CVP

497

NA

7

Klamath

163

656

163

]'otals
Total California Hydro
3apacity & Generation
Yoof State TotaJs

287 =~estoreTrinity River flows to 48% ol
listoric average, benefiting Chinook.
;oho and steelhead
656 300 additional miles of mainstem
md tributary habitat for Chinook

172.2 1037
14,116

37,345"
1.2% 2.7%

• Fifteen year annual average based on data from 1983 to 2001. Source: Appendix D of 2003
Environmental Performance Report.

In reviewing these cases, Energy Commission staff has used a variety of criteria
related to state and regional level electric resource adequacy and reliability,
potential effects on utility customers, and availability and cost of replacement
power. Staff also uses information from the 2001 and 2003 Environmental
Performance Reports of California's Electrical Generation System to compare
impacts from hydropower with those of other generation resources. Staff
recognizes that salmonid habitat is a vital resource for California's imperiled
salmon and steelhead trout fisheries, and that restoration of such habitats is an
important environmental policy objective for the state.

In each of these cases, Energy Commission staff has found that the loss of
hydroelectricity would not have a significant effect on electric resource adequacy
at the state and regional level. 4 In the simplest terms, it is an issue of scale: the
hydropower production losses are extremely small in the context of the electricity
resources available to California utilities within and from outside the state.

4 For the Energy Commission Staff's review of Klamath energy issues, staff emphasized that the
assessment was preliminary, and that further study was recommended, especially to assess the
potential for any energy effects at the local level.
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The Energy Commission has raised concerns about potential near-term peaking
capacity shortages in California, especially in Southern California. s However, for
the three decommissioning and re-operations proposals reviewed by Energy
Commission staff, the long planning horizons for decommissioning means that
the energy production reductions would occur after anticipated new electricity
generation resources are brought on-line in response to near-term supply needs.
Electricity supplies are expected to stabilize in 2010.
California's power generation system is large and extremely diverse, in-state
and dedicated out-of-state capacity measures about 60,000 MW, and electricity
use averages about 270,000 gigawatt-hours (GWh) per year. s On average, 20
percent of California's electricity is imported. California's generation system is
flexible because it must accommodate wide fluctuations in seasonal and daily
energy demand. Energy demand peaks dudng summer weekday afternoons,
and hydropower is one of the key energy r e s o u r c e s called upon to meet that
peak demand. Wide variation in hydropower production, caused by the annual
variance in snow and rainfall, is one of the variables the generation system must
accommodate. When hydropower production is lower due to dry water years,
replacement electricity is provided primarily by in-state natural gas-fired power
plants and from increased electricity imports.
The diversity, flexibility and increasing size of California's electricity supply
system enable it to readily accommodate the relatively minor electricity
production losses associated with the Battle Creek, Trinity River and Klamath
projects.
Energy Commission Staff's View on Loss of the Kllarc - Cow Creek
Hydropower

At 4.6 MW nameplate capacity, 1.5 MW dependable capacity and 31.1 GWh of
production, Kilarc - Cow Creek is the smallest hydropower project reviewed to
date by Energy Commission staff. In addition to its small size and energy
production levels, the project is run-of-river, meaning that its energy potential
above 1.5 MW cannot be stored or counted upon for use during peak summer
demand periods. Therefore, its energy resource values are low. Loss of the
project's power would have limited effect on electricity resource adequacy.
The Department of Fish and Game and other state and federal resource and
water quality agencies view PG&E's decommissioning proposal as an important
restoration opportunity for salmonid habitat in the Cow Creek watershed and
northern Sacramento River valley. Energy Commission staff concur with this
assessment.
Committee Final Report, 2004 Update to the Integrated Energy Policy Report, California Energy
Commission, October 2004, Report No. 100-04-006CTF.
e 2003 Integrated Energy Policy Report, Electricity and Natural Gas Assessment Report,
California Energy Commission, October 2003, Report No. 100-03-014F.
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Energy Commission Staff's Views on Synerglcs' August 11, 2004 Letter
Synergics Energy Services Company LLC owns and operates the 4.4 MW Olsen
Hydroelectric Project (FERC 8361 ) on Old Cow Creek about one mile below the
Kilarc powerhouse on Old Cow Creek. It is our understanding that Synergics
seeks to purchase the Kilarc - Cow Creek hydro project, should it be made
available by PG&E. The Synergics letter raised numerous concerns about
energy supplies and electricity resource adequacy issues in California. Energy
Commission staff offer the following perspectives on these issues.
High Demands for Electricity" As indicated in the Synergics letter,
California recorded numerous peak demand clays during the summer of
2004. According to the California Independent System Operator (CAISO),
peak load records were set on five successive days during two separate
heat waves in July and August. The record peak of 44,872 MW for the
CAISO control area occurred on August 11. While that peak demand was
5.2 percent greater than in 2003, total demand in August 2004 was only
1.7 percent higher than in August 2003.7
Peak demand occurs from 50 to 100 hours per year. While dispatchable
hydropower plays a critical role in meeting summer peak demands, small
run-of-river hydro projects such as Kilarc - Cow Creek cannot be called
upon to increase production to help meet such peak demands.
Supply Demand Balances and System Reliability: The Energy
Commission's recent 2004 Update to the Integrated Energy Policy Report
(2004 Energy Report) states that California could be at risk of reserve
margins falling below 7 percent between 2005 and 2008 if several trends
continue: increasing demand, retirement of aging power plants, and
transmission congestion. The risk is highest for Southern California, due
to increasing population and load growth.
Notwithstanding the importance of all generating facilities in helping to
meet California's electricity demand, including facilities like Kilarc - Cow
Creek, it is important to recognize the need to examine the contribution of
a facility's generating capacity within the broader context of balancing its
benefits with its environmental impacts. In the view of Energy Commission
staff, the predominant issue of concern for system and regional reliability
is a shortage of capacity at peak demand, not a general shortage of
baseload capacity or general electricity production, such as produced by
small run-of-river hydroelectric projects. Dispatchability of generation
resources is also a critical feature in evaluating contributions to meeting
peak demand periods.

7 California Independent System Operator Market Analysis Report for July and August 2004.
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•

Hydropower Environmental Comparisons with Other Resources:
One perceived benefit of hydropower is that it does not generate air
pollutant emissions. This does not mean that hydropower is without
environmental impacts. As stated in the 2003 Environmental Performance
Report, hydropower in California contributes to significant, ongoing
environmental impacts to rivers and streams,s While air pollutant
emissions from thermal generation are an issue of concern, their relative
contribution to degraded air quality in key airsheds is small. For example,
in the South Coast Air Quality Management District, NOx emissions from
the power generation sector comprised just two percent of total NOx
emissions in 2002. ~
The Synergics letter states that "Removing existing hydropower capacity
from service will ... increase the reliance on thermal, almost exclusively
gas-fired, resources. From an environmental perspective the increased
building of thermal units and reactivation of retired thermal units will
increase overall air pollution, air emissions and greenhouse gases leading
to global warming and climate change."
In the view of Energy Commission staff, decommissioning small energy
facilities like Kilarc - Cow Creek would create no measurable difference in
air emissions in Califomia, but can significantly contribute to increases in
wild salmonid habitats. The claims in the Synergics letter about increases
in air pollution and climate change gases from the loss of small increments
of hydropower are exaggerated and unsubstantiated.
Improvements in California's air quality are based on a robust regulatory
strategy. New power plants are required to offset potential increases in
the emissions of critical air pollutants, and existing power plants are
required to install air pollutant reduction equipment based on best
available retrofit control standards. Total emissions and the average
emission rates (e.g., Ibs/MWh) of air pollutants from California's
generation sector have steadily decreased while energy capacity and
energy production have increased. The shiff of capacity and energy
production from the decommissioning of Kilarc - Cow Creek hydro project
would be spread incrementally across new and existing power plants in
California and western North America. Any incremental increase in air
emissions at an existing fuel-fired unit would only be from historical levels
and not beyond permitted emissions levels.

a California Hydropower System: Energy and Environment, Appendix D to the 2003
Environmental Performance Report, Cafffomia Energy Commission staff report No. 100-03-018,
October 2003.
9 2003 Environmental Performance Report, Figure 3-1, California Energy Commission Staff
Report No. 100-03-010, August 2003.
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As stated earlier, state policy to meet increasing electricity demands
emphasizes energy efficiency, demand side management and
development of renewable resources. Should these measures not be
sufficient to meet increasing demands, it is most likely that the incremental
unit used to replace the lost capacity and energy will be a modern natural
gas-fired power plant, which means that global climate change gas
emissions will be minimized. Most new power plants are more efficient
than the system average, and natural gas-fired power plants emit about 55
to 72 percent of the carbon dioxide per unit of energy input compared to
coal or oil-fired power plants, respectively, further ameliorating the
potential increases of global climate change gases.
•

FERC's 2001 Order to Increase Hydropower Production by Relaxing
Environmental Standards: The Synergics letter refers to the 2001

FERC Order EL-01-4700 as an example of federal policy guidance to
increase hydropower electricity production. State of Califomia agencies
worked with FERC and hydropower producers in 2001 to review
opportunities to increase hydropower production by temporadly relaxing
environmental standards. FERC's theory was that hydropower production
could be increased to help alleviate electricity shortages during the
California power cdsis.
Although California state agencies disagreed with the premise of the
FERC order, m six proposals were reviewed that would have increased
California hydropower production by about 550 MWh per day, and 38
GWh total for the 2001 water year. As shown in the table in Appendix A,
daily California demand in summer 2001 was about 700,000 MWh (700
GWh). The increase in electricity production would have constituted about
eight hundredths of one percent (0.08 percent), a non-significant and nonmeasurable change. Ultimately, the Department of Fish and Game
recommended approval of two projects under the FERC order, resulting in
a daily energy production increase of 90 MWh per day.
In conclusion, we recognize the importance of even small facilities such as the
Kilarc - Cow Creek hydroelectdc project, with its 1.5 MW of summer dependable
capacity, in helping to meet California's electricity demand. We note, however,
that the project contributes no peaking power capacity during the high demand
periods in summer and that PG&E believes it is economically infeasible to relicense the facilities given the modifications needed to eliminate their significant
environmental impacts. While the powerhouses provided important contributions
to electricity supplies when built nearly 100 years ago, as did many other
hydropower projects of the era, in the current era, the environmental benefits of
removing this small facility outweigh its electricity generation benefits.
lo California Resources Agency's Motion To Intervene and Comments on the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission's March 14, 2001 Order Removing Obstacles to Increased Electric
Generation and Natural Gas Supply in the Western United States, March 19, 2001.
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We hope this letter responds to the issues raised in your letter of September 9.
Staff at the Energy Commission are pleased to share our expertise on electricity
issues, and to provide support to staff from the Department of Fish and Game.
If we can provide further assistance, please contact me directly, or contact Jim
McKinney of my staff at 916-654-3999, or by e-mail at
imckin ne @enerqy.state.ca.us.

Sincerely

TERRENCE O'BRIEN, Deputy Director,
Systems Assessment and Facilities Siting

CC: Distribution List
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APPENDIX A
FERC ORDER EL 01-4700
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATIONS EVALUATED BY
CALIFORNIA RESOURCE AND WATER QUALITY AGENCIES IN SUMMER
2001
FERC
NO.

OWNER

PROPOSED
POWER INCREASE

RIVER

DAILY

TOTAL

97
80
80
283
NA
10.6
550.6
90.6

22.4
3.7
4
7.7
NA
0.g5
38.7
4.6

(MWh)
PG&E
PG&E
PG&E
Tri-Dam
Hydropower
Malacha Hydro
Total - Proposed
Total - Approved

2106
96
2105
2975
6896
8296

McCIoud
San Joaquin
NF Feather
Stanislaus
Butte Creek
Pit

(GV4h)

INSTREAM FLOW
CHANGES
MIF I
DECREASE

(c~)

% OF
MIF

30
NA
80
60
22
25

19%
NA
43%
55%
53%
50%

1 Minimum Instream Flow
CONTRIBUTION OF PROPOSED POWER FROM FERC HYDRO ORDER
(550.6 MWh/day)
AS % OF CALIFORNIA AVERAGE DALLY DEMAND 1999-2000
MONTH
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

MWh
679,085
700,069
721,990
678,836
635,364
612,671
624,120

% OF DEMAND
0.081
0.078
0.076
0.081
0.086
0.089
0.088

Source: Independent System Operator (ISO) for ISO control area, 1999 and
2000 hourly data

RESULT

Deny
Approve
In Review
Deny
Deny
Approve
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To:
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,

,

i

Mr. Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive Director ' ~;'.:'i,'~.' II ,'-"oaf:
"~. September 9, 2004
California Energy Commission
1516 9th Street
~....

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

From:

DONALD B. KOCH, Regional Manager
Northern Califomla-Nort~ Coast R
Department of Fish and Game E

601 LocustStreet

~
/~//

ORIGIN/\!

Redding, CA 96001

Request for California Energy Commission Perspective on Possible Decommissioning
of Kltarc-Cow Hydroelectric Project (Project), Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) No. 606, Shasta County
For the past six months, representatives of the Califomli Department of Fish and
Game (DFG) have been meeting with representatwes of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) and other interested parties to discuss the environmental and socioeconomic consequences of decommissioning PG&E's Kilarc-Cow Hydroelectric Project in
Shasta County. The DFG considers these meetings to have been productive and we look
forward to a continued dialogue with PG&E and other stakeholders on the future of this

Project.

August 11,2004, Synergics Energy Services, LLC (Synergics) sent comment letter
to the DFG which presents an alternative pempective on the Kiierc-Cow decommissioning
discussions. A copy of this letter is enclosed for your reference. A large portion of the
Synergics letter focuses on the energy Implica6ons of decommissioning the 4.6 megawatt
Kilarc-Cow Project. The DFG respectfully requests the California Energy Commission
(CEC) consider providing comments on this litter, given your relevant expertise. We
believe CEC comments would be valuable not only to the DFG but to all of the parties
involved in the on-going decommissioning discussions.
Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions regarding this request,
please contact Environmental Scientist Annie Manjl of my staff at (530) 225-3846.
Enclosure
cc:

See page two
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Ms. Magelle Salas, Secretary (eight copies)
Fedem! Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Steve Nevares, Project Manager
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Mail Code N11D
P.O. Box 770000
San Francisco, CA 94177

Messrs. David White
and Steve Edmondson
National Marine Fisheries Service
777 Sonorna Avenue, Suite 325
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-6528

Messrs. Wayne L. Rogers and Art Hagood
Synergics Energy Services, LLC
191 Main Skeet
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Debbie Giglio
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way,Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95821-6340

Ms. Kelly Catlett
Friends of the River
915 20th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Harry Wllliamson
National Park Service
600 Harrison Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94107

Mr. Chuck Bonham
Trout Unlimited
828 San Pablo Avenue, Suite 208
Albany, CA 94706

Mr. James McKinney
Califomia Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Mr. Stephen Puccini
Legal Office
Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street, 12th Root
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. James Canaday
Division of Water Rights
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
Ms. Beth Doolittle
Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board
415 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 100
Redding, CA 96002

Messrs. Mark Stopher, Randal C. Benthin,
Steve Turek, Mike Be,m/,
and Steve Baumgartnar
Ms. Annie Manjl
Northern California-NorthCoast
Region
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001
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Mr. Steve Nevares
Senior Project Manager
Hydro Division
Pacific Gas & Electric
Mail Code N11D
PO Box 7 7 0 0 0 0
San Francisco, CA 94177

ORIGINAL

RE: Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project
FERC Project No. 606
Comments on Proposed Decommissioning
Dear Mr. Nevares:
SES is submitting comments on PGE's proposal to decommission FERC Project 606
and its Draft Decommissioning Agreement on behalf of Olsen Power Partners, the
owners of the Olsen Hydropewer Project I mile downstream from Kilarc.
Decommissioning of a hydropower project that has served the ratepayers of
California for over 2 generations is a major action. As such, we believe that it should
be viewed in a balanced approach, giving equitable consideration to looking for ways
to keep the Project serving the generations of Californians to come, as well as serving
the desires of those that would remove these assets from the people of California.
Background
A suggested starting point for a review of a decommissioning decision should be the
power situation in California. To that end the following points are salient:
* California has recently lived through a power crisis that has cost residents billions
of dollars, made businesses and homeowners suffer blackouts and high, natural-gas
related power cost spikes.
* In May, 2004 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Chairman Pat Wood called
himself "concerned" with the power market in California and warned that current
infrastructure conditions look eerily familiar to the days preceding the 2000-01
energy crisis.
* On July 20, 2004 the California Independent System Operator control area hit an
all-time peak power demand high of 44,330 MW. The cause of the high demand
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went beyond typical hot weather since temperatures have not been as high as they
have been historically. The ISO Chief Operating Officer Jim Dettmers issued a
statement saying "We have been seeing high demand for energy all summer. What
that tells me is that the demand for electricity has and is growing with the return of
the economy. We can easily increase 5 to 10 degrees from todays temperatures and
when that happens electricity use is going to demand even more..."
* The ISO issued a statement saying that the State will see tight supply situations
and conservation is critical. Load growth estimates have risen from 3.5% earlier this
year to 4%, an additional 1500 to 2000 MW. 2043 MW of new generation has come
on line but 1578 MW of plants have been retired. In expectation of shortages the
ISO worked a deal in June to bring back on line the 40 year old Etiwanda thermal
power plants.
* Gary Ackerman, Executive Director of the Western Power Trading Forum, said the
state's current supply situation should impress upon state regulators and legislators
that there needed to be a push to encourage utilities to sign Iongterm power deals,
describing the demand records as a =sobering wake-up call."
* A Calpine (thermal power plant operator) spokesman said "California needs more
power plants...we want to bulld...[the demand] is a warning that steps need to be
taken [to encourage power plant development]"
* Removing ~
hydropower capacity from service will exacerbate the demand
problem, increase the reliance on thermal, almost exclusively gas-fired, resources.
From an environmental perspective the increased building of thermal units and
reactivation of retired thermal units will increase overall air pollution, air emissions
and greenhouse gases leading to global warming and global climate change. This
has a more serious deleterious effect on the environment and particularly forest and
fishery habitat. In addition, price security is lost.
* Olsen Power Partners, is a renewable energy supplier directly downstream from
Kilarc, a ratepayer of PGE and a taxpayer in Califomia. There is a direct interest in
this proceeding. Further, Oisen has repeatedly expressed its interest in taking over
the Project and, if desired, the relicensing of the Project.
* The California Energy Commission report on the California Hydropower System
(August, 2003) stated that projected energy changes from FERC relicensing in
California totaled an average 5.26% decrease in energy production (much more
severe than the national average of 1.6%, and counter to the FERC order to look how
to increase power at existing facilities to alleviate energy shortages) but still not
threatening to the existence of the assets. The report further showed (Table D-5) that
the Kilarc-Cow Creek Project had operations and maintenance costs of $13.01/MWH
and revenues of $30.39/MWH. This should create, at a minimum, a rebuttable
presumption that relicensing is warranted.
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Process
As stated before, we believe that equitable consideration in relicensing should be
given to power and non-power values. This is not happening under the current
process. Olsen has repeatedly requested to be partyto the relicensing process. It is
important that all views be aired to make a reasoned decision.
Despite our participation the March 15 and April 1 meetings, on June 23 '~ a meeting
was held to discuss "paths for not filing application for a new license",
"decommissioning agreement subjects and desired conditions", and draft Kilarc Cow
Creek Project Agreement [decommissioning]. It should be noted that other
stakeholders, such as Trout Unlimited, were provided the opportunity to join the
meeting by phone, however, Olsen was not provided any notice of the meeting or
opportunity to participate. No stakeholder representing renewable energy
participated, as it appears from the meeting minutes that it was limited to exclusively
resource agencies and allied NGO's.
This process will not lead to a balanced and fair review and decision making. Much
as the specific resource stakeholders desire an open and transparent process, those
advocating energy independence and clean energy for California should be given
equitable treatment.
The upcoming meeting August 17 is scheduled during the annual HydroVislon
conference. To that extent we will need to participate by phone and an email with
instructions to ahagood@synergics.com would be appreciated.
Decom missioning Agreement
We have reviewed the draft Decommissioning Agreement and have the following
comments and questions:
A. "Parties" are not listed.
* Who are anticipated to be the parties to this Agreement?
B. Paragraph D. "The Company's evaluation of the cost if the Project were
decommissioned based on the "Subject to be Addressed" and "Desired Conditions"
versus Project operations under a new license with the anticipated conditions, show
that the Project would be a high cost source of energy and would not be competitive
with other generation sources."
* Please forward the study showingthe various costs and calculations in
reaching this conclusion.
* What options, such as transferring operations to another party or
transferringthe project to a third party were considered?

P-606-000
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C. Paragraph E. "...the Company is willing to stop work on relicensing the Project and
not file a new license application. The Company is also willing to support
decommissioning the Project based on its determination that decommissioning is a
viable and cost-effective alternative to relicensing."
* Please forward the studies that support the conclusion that
decommissioning is a viable alternative to relicensing.
* What other actions has the company taken, to explore third party
relicensing, leasing or transferringthe project to a third party? (Particularly in light of
18 CFR 16.25 under which FERC will publish a notice soliciting applications from
potential applicants.)
* Paragraph 1.2 states that "the Company will provide such entities [seeking
license] with Project information as required, including the results of relicensing
studies performed to date....the Company will not hinder the efforts of such entities
to obtain a license for the Project." Please forward the relicensingstudies
performed to date and their results.
D. Paragraph 3.2 "If the Company is authodzed...to decommission the ProJect, the
Company intends that its appropriative water rights held for operation of the Project
will be protected and used to preserve or enhance aquatic resources."
* On what legal basis can the Company change the beneficial use of the
water rights and retain its rights for other uses?
* What compensation is planned for the utility ratepayer for the transfer of
water rights for other uses?
E. Paragraph 3.3 "Subjects to be Addressed and Desired Conditions". These are
made part of the agreement and are discussed below.
F. Paragraph 3.7 =the Parties will support the Company in the necessary regulatory
processes to...recover its decommissioning costs through electric rates."
* Please provide the basis for passing costs to the electric ratepayer, when
other parties are willing take over the Project and this liability, including relicensing?.
G. Attachment A "Subjects and Desired Conditions"
1. Costs are known/economics favorable for decommissioning. Funds are
identified.
* Please forward a listing of the known costs and the economic study showing that
the decommissioning is the favored option.
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* Since the Agreement is non-binding and, under the Agreement, conditions can be
changed at any time by any agency or party, how are the costs known?
* What funds have been identified for implementation, monitoring and
contingency? Are these intended to be stockholder funds or costs to be recovered
from ratepayers?
2. Disposition of Diversion Structures
* What environmental impact statements need to be prepared in order to
remove/deconstruct diversion structures. Would an EIS be required?
* Please provide plans for what a "geomorphically stable stream channel" above
and below the diversions will look like and the cost associated with implementing the
stream alterations. How far will this extend? Is an EIS required for this work?
* How much "spawning gravel" is intended to be retained in the active channel? For
how far?. How will this be accomplished? What is the anticipated cost for the gravel
retention?
* What specific wildlife safety issues are anticipated? How will they be addressed
and what will be the cost?
3. Disposition of Canals and Spillways (includes waterways, tunnels and
flumes)
* What is the specific plan for removal of the aforementioned, addressing the
conditions of safe, timely fish passage, good water quality and no sediment
contribution to drainage and streams? If cuts and fills are anticipated, what permits
and EIS requirements are anticipated? Please provide the cost estimate for this
work.
4. Disposition of Forebay
* Please provide the plan for the disposition of the Forebay resulting in a
"geomorphically stable sediment condition". Is the plan to make waterway changes
and improvements to the 100 year flood level? If not, what is the design criteria and
cost estimate for this work? What permits and EIS preparation will be required for
this work?
5. Disposition of Penstocks
* Please provide the plan for disposition of penstocks, including their ultimate
disposal, the cost and the land alteration plan and restoration cost.
6. Disposition of Powerhouse
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* How is it planned to "preserve" its historical value (presumably historical as a
powerhouse) while preserving options for use as anything other than a powerhouse?
What preservation or conversion costs are estimated (initially and annually
thereafter)?
* How will the ratepayers be compensated for uses other than a powerhouse? Will
the ratepayer be asked to fund the ongoing preservation costs?
7. Disposition of Water Rights
* What is the legal basis for the Company to change the beneficial use of the water
rights and still retain its appropriative right and precedence?
* What is the compensation plan for the ratepayer for the use of its water rights for
maintaining aquatic habitat downstream of Hooten Gulch or the reimbursement of
costs of maintaining water rights and responsibilities on a project It has
decommissioned?
8. PGE Lands
* How will ratepayer be compensated for lands managed by the Land Trust (once
project is decommissioned) and reimbursed for the costs of promoting land use for
ecological functions of streams alone?
9. Public Recreation Opportunities
* Who will pay the cost of "balancing lost recreation opportunities" with other fishing
of picnicking opportunities (lea cost Is incurred by the requirement of removing the
forebay as outlined above, and simultaneously an additional cost is requested to be
incurred to make up for the loss of the forebay)? What is the anticipated annual
cost and what will be the source of funds?
* Who will bear the cost and liability issues of enhancing recreational stream fishing
opportunities and maintaining and protecting public access? From what annual
budget will this be financed?
12. Post-decommissioning
* "Scope and cost of post decommissioning responsibilities are known" Please
forward a list of those, particularly in light of the questions above.
13. Permit Approval Process
* Will the decommissioning constitute a major federal action leadingto the
requirement for an EIS?
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* "Environmental benefr~s of decommissioning outweigh impacts to resources"
Please forward the study that justifies this conclusion. Does the study include
replacement power costs and environmental impacts?
14. Roads and Access Routes
"Best management practices for retiring roads where possible" Does the goal of
retiring roads conflict with the goal of increased fishing recreation, picnicking etc?
Who will bear the cost of road retirement or ongoing road maintenance?
*

15. Protection of Special Status Species
* What specific protections are anticipated here?

In summary, we do not yet have sufficient information or studies in our possession in
order to provide input that decommissioning is justified. We are further concerned
with such work as it will necessarily impact our intake only I mile downstream. As a
ratepayer and taxpayer we are concerned with the allocation of costs. As e citizen we
are very concerned when renewable resources are removed and replaced with nonrenewable and greenhouse gas producing ones.
We believe based upon what we know at this time that relicensing may be a viable
alternative. We simply do not have sufficient information to balance power and nonpower values.
We appreciate your reply to the aforementioned questions and look forward to
continuing to fully participate in this process.
Sincerely,

President
Cc: Art Hagood, SES
Service List
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