
 

 

                                                                               198 Sprucemont Place 
                                                                               San Jose, CA. 95139 
                                                                               19 April 2013 
 
Jeffry Parks 
State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 2000 
Sacramento, CA. 95812-2000 
 
                                                                         Re: Kilarc-Cow Creek {FERC 
P-606} CEQA  
 
Jeff, 
 
1. As stated in my letter of  6 April,  I will once again repeat my concern that the now defined LSA 
PME’s with respect to the South Cow Diversion Structure are incomplete as they were developed  on the 
basis of inadequate description - either text or analytical. They do not address key issues necessary to best 
establish a new post dam stable channel for fish passage.  In this Decommissioning Process”,  doing 
“first things first“ was not  done in this specific area with respect to the diversion infrastructure present 
there.  It is necessary to first accurately define the current physical condition and all relevant issues in 
close proximity to the dam {about  +/- 25 yards upstream and down stream}. Then one can develop a set 
of solid and valid  PM&E’s to address the issues.  As of now, I see only one option of accomplishing a 
valid set of objectives (PM&E’s) to the satisfaction of all impacted. That approach would have the CEQA 
require in the implementation of  PM&E GEOL-3: Professional Engineering Design Plans, and 
Specifications Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan”  that a Specification & Objectives” phase be first 
accomplished;  and then subject to Review.  This needs to be done  before wasting time, effort, and  
money developing inappropriate detailed design plans to vague set of objectives. Please refer to 
Attachment IV{ my 3 page letter of July 7, 2009 to FERC} that outlined one possible procedure for doing 
this.      
 
2. There are well established procedures in the Literature for the specific situation at hand. One such set is 
as shown in Attachment III.  Those steps are primarily derived from a 1997 ASCE Handbook. The FERC 
P-606 Decommissioning Process has been in an active phase for more than 5 years now. Per Attachment 
III,  Step one is partially done, but not all options have been explored or discussed because the Process 
has been open only to the Licensee & the Resource Agencies. Step 2 has been thoroughly done and 
documented.  Step 3 {Channel Geomorphology}  has been only partially done with respect to the 
existing channel. {Zero 3 dimensional data or information immediately downstream of dam}. 
Unfortunately; essentially Zero investigation has been accomplished with respect to other half of Step 3:  
{ Pre-dam geomorphology}.  Please see Attachment I that is a schematic sketch  for one possible output 
for a pre-dam / post dam geomorphology study.  Where does one find in the mounds of the Licensee 
documentation developed to-date over the last five years this information in any form? 
 
3. Issues with Sediment must be addressed in any dam removal.   However, it also needs to be realized  
that those amounts impounded are relatively small compared to what can be transported by these water 
courses. For example, in the 100 year flood events of 1969, at least three orders of magnitude more in 
sediment was deposited about a ½ mile upstream of the dam just before the entrance to Wagoner Canyon. 
In the case of the South Cow Creek Diversion having  a natural channel slope only slightly above one 
degree, it is especially important to accomplish a valid Channel Geomorphic Assessment. This is 
especially true since man more than a century ago destroyed at least some of the natural channel banks in 



 

 

the dam area. Those original banks would have been consistent with those observed upstream and  
downstream within Wagoner Canyon that define a rather narrow ( and typically very stable)  water 
course for South Cow Creek within the reaches of the canyon.  
      
 
4. One can examine this landowners concerns based on simple statements / questions based on 
Attachment 1: 
 
   a.  Area 1 is a channel  reshaped by man in 1907 to create an entrance to the main canal. It is now the 
       existing last leg of thalweg before the diversion works.  How is the stream channel going to 
       magically put itself on a natural course, and not try to do a 90 degree kink at the canal head works 
       unless some sort of bank restoration efforts in this region are undertaken?  Such efforts could be 
as  
       basic as appropriately displacing existing sediment {not removing said sediment} for the proposed 
       pilot thalweg; in combination with well known stabilization techniques such as rip-rap and other 
       bioengineering stabilization techniques 
          
 
  b. The precise location objective of a post dam channel  (Area 4) is not yet estimated.  However, it will 
       not be as approximately shown in Attachment I unless all those  involved grasp the very basic and 
      simple fact that the third step of the cut-off walls is below “grade level”. Some means {preferably 
      natural material} needs to be anchored against and along at least one of the walls in this area to 
bring 
      it up to least the level of the middle section of the cut-off walls. If this is not done, it is obvious  the 
      post dam channel course will bias itself towards and against the abutment on  the main canal side. 
      Similarly the span of the dam  between abutments is on the order of four times the typical channel 
      width within Wagoner Canyon. Hard  right and left stops {Preferably natural material} can be 
      anchored against the cut-off walls in the appropriate location to the define the post dam channel 
width 
      & location.  From these points; other barrier techniques in combination with rip rap and pushed  
      sediment could approximate the pre-dam canyon slope geometry.  
 
  c.  Where the retaining wall now intersects the dam face & right abutment {Area 3a} is far removed 
       from the pre-dam channel bank. It should  properly be described as protecting a vertical bank 
created 
       by man and erosion - not simply the stream channel bank.  How is this area to be addressed on 
dam  
       removal?  Hopefully not just per that outlined in the LSA.  This retaining wall  can appropriately 
       treated in combination  with  rip rap, sediment barriers and other bioengineering stabilization 
       techniques at the  cut-off walls to readily recreate some resemblance of the pre-dam canyon bank 
in 
       this region.  Such action is also required to negate a potential safety/liability issue for the 
landowner 
       as an exposed cut-off wall represents a jump point into creek waters below.   
 
7.  In the absence of analytical data, a text geomorphic description of the dam site as below might have 
given some insight as to the issues involved. 
 
 “ The South  Cow Creek diversion structure is a concrete capped rubble filled metal crib structure about 



 

 

86 feet wide - a span about four time the typical channel width in Wagoner canyon. As is typical in most 
dam structures,  natural canyon banks were modified by man to anchor abutments  far removed from the 
natural channel banks. The present dam rests on a pair of cut-off walls attached to bedrock that are in 
three stair step elevations between the abutments. The center section is approximately at the pre-dam  
stream bed elevation ( which is not bed rock elevation). However that section nearest the main canal is 
below the pre-dam stream bed elevation. For a short distance upstream of the main canal head works man 
removed the bank material in this region to direct the thalweg towards the canal intake. The canyon slope  
for the opposite dam abutment was also carved out. In the course of time waters further destroyed  the 
downstream bank on this side of the dam and a retaining wall was created in the 1980’s to protect the  
eroded hillside from impacting the Mill Creek canal. Where this retaining wall intersects the dam face and 
abutment is likely about  20 to 25 feet removed from the original channel bank.  The typical geomorphic 
elements that define banks in Wagoner Canyon are readily observable short distances up and down steam 
of the dam. It does need to recognized that  the right canyon walls near the dam are somewhat different 
for the those typical in the canyon because of the confluence of Mill Creek just down stream of the dam. 
Just down stream of the dam on the left side it appears some geomorphic  remnants the original bank are 
still present. There may also be some upstream under the sediment for the right bank; but that won’t be 
known until the sediment is combed back on dam removal.  As a result of hydrodynamic spill forces, the 
bedrock below the dam face has likely been scoured deeper than that for the pre-dam state.”         
  
6. Attachment 5 is a copy of my 10 page letter of August 19, 2010 for the FERC DEIS. 
 
   a.  In this Attachment, Page 2 (paragraph 2b); and Page 4 are related to the channel geomorphic issues 
       discussed above.    
 
   b.  With respect to Cultural comments on pages 7 & 8, this individual has resigned himself to the fact 
       that no  one cares if the historical survey was factual & accurate unless the feature involved is  
       eligible to be registered as a “historical landmark” or has been determined to be  of “historical 
       Significance.  The inaccurate SHPO documents now on file at the Chico CHRIS center are only 
       paper - they can be fixed in the future by those that care about recording history with some degree 
of 
       accuracy. This type of future fix is not so easily possible if physical features of this project are  
       casually  removed without proper analysis;  and thus permanent undesirable physical damage 
results 
       to the stream system. 
 
                                                                Respectfully, 
 
 
 
                                                                David W. Albrecht 
                                                                (408) 225-7600 
                                                                dtalbrecht@sbcglobal.net 
5 Attachments 
Atch I   : 1 page - South Cow creek Diversion Dam Area Schematic 
Atch II  : 1 page - Comments on SCC Sediment Geomorphic Assessment 
Atch III : 1 page - ASCE 10 Step Dam Removal Checklist  
Atch IV:  3 page - FERC Comment letter of July 7, 2009 w/o its attachments 
                              See FERC Library P-606 database for attachments. 
Atch V:  10Page - FERC DEIS Comment letter of August 19, 2010                  
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