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, | 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, | 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 I11. 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
111, 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 ¥2 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. Arealisachannel 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. Inthis 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
Atch1 : 1 page - South Cow creek Diversion Dam Area Schematic
Atch Il : 1 page - Comments on SCC Sediment Geomorphic Assessment

Atch 111 : 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



ATTACHMENT 1

SOUTH COW CREEK DIVERSION DAM AREA

ill Creek

(D 1

3 \
\d D ’\
)
(2
A Short length of Creek of about 50 - 60 yards requiring a valid channel geomorphic analysis & tdeeumgntat on

(U Man created thalweg into Main Canal 1907 time area
(2) Now existing ( & likely pre-dam) natural Channel of South Cow Creek above & below dam

@ Rough estimate of pre-dam natural bank slope {possible 20-30 feet removed from retaining wall
{33 Retaining wall intersection with dam abutment and face of dam

5} Rough estimate as pre-dam thalweg above & below dam
”5) FERC Access Road “A”

6 Approximate location along Road A of past staging areas @ top of canyon for work at Fish Screen area & main canal
(7Mill Creek Canal

8 Main Canal Spillway #1
{9 'Main Canal

@'Ihalweg about 60% of year {fish screen area back down fish ladder and then parallel to dam face 'f}tﬁen turn




ATTACHMENT 1

COMMENTS ON SOUTH COW CREEK DAM {SEDIMENT} GEOMORPHIC ASSESSMENT
BY NORTH STATE RESOURCES dated May 20,2008

1. Note that {Sediment} has been added to title as this study primary concerns only the sediment; and has
limited information with respect to a channel geomorphic assessment.
a. See Page 1: “Introduction ” & “Background” as to scope of work.
* That scope of work was primarily with respect to sediment; and was very limited w/r to channel issues.
b. A channel geomorphic study for dam removal involves such undertaki ngs such as investigating,
estimating, and documenting the channel pre-dam as well as the existing geomorphology, and that which
will occur under given dam removal alternatives and channel bank reconstruction options.

2. The study appears thorough and complete with respect to all the aspects of chemical composition
and transport of the sediment.
a. Possibly in the actual dam removal process one would confirm the chemical com position of the
sediment at a depth near the cutoff walls after the sediment is combed back.

3. In terms of stream channel geomorphic data, the key data plotted for cross sections X-1 thru X-4 in Figures
six thru nine is useful for qualitative insi ghts. However, it is totally useless for quantitative evaluations because
the vertical axis absolute elevation calibration is total nonsense. At a very minimum there should also have
been plotted at least one more cross section X-0 taken at the upstream face of the dam; to give some additional
insight as to the channel response on dam removal. It is assumed that the axis error is one that is easy to correct.

a. It is presumed {Report doesn’t state} that the post dam channel profiles {Figures 6-9}; and sediment
purge volume estimates are based on the assum ption that the cut-off walls were not left in place.

a-1: It doesn’t appear that the Geologist (Jim Fitzgerald) doing the work was informed of the proposal
to leave the cut-off walls in place.

b. Except for longitudinal profile in Figure 4; there is ZERO three dimensional data with respect to a
geomorphic profile for the area immediately downstream of the dam. There isn’t even a plane view
showing where the longitudinal profile was taken.

¢. A three dimensional profile for at least 25 yard down stream of the dam is essential to quantify
channel flow after dam removal. Possibly enough data points have already been taken to readily
develop such a contour map. 1t is also Important to map the large remnant geomorphic elements
in this area immediately downstream of the dam as they likely correspond to the pre-dam bank.

d. An absolute minimum documentation requirement is a simple plane view plot(s) that show the

estimated pre-dam course of the channel; and that after dam removal (given different channel bank
reconstruction options).

4. SUMMARY: Report has more than enough information on sediment composition & transport; but is
totally inadequate on channel geomorphic data because the Surveyor wasn’t requested to do such work.

Do not 100% concur with “Recommendations / F indings” on page 8 for “Stream Channel Condition” as now
worded because those specific findings are totally unsupported by the Report data.



ATTACHMENT 111

90 DAM REMOVAL RESEARCH

Box 6.1 Steps to Preparing Alternative Sediment Management
Plans

1. Examine the possible range of dam removal alternatives {contin-
ued operation, partial dam removal, and full dam removal}.

2. Determine the reservoir sediment characteristics, including vol-
ume, spatial distribution, particle size distribution, unit weight,
and chemical composition.

— 1 3. Investigate the existing and pre-dam geomorphology of the river

channel upstream and downstream of the dam.

4. Inventory the existing infrastructure around the reservoir, along
the downstream river channel, and along the upstream portion
of the river channel influenced by the reservoir.

5. Determine the feasible range of sediment management alterna-
tives and formulate specific alternatives.

6. Coordinate the details of each sediment management alterna-
tive with the other aspects of the dam removal alternative.

7. Conduct an initial assessment of the risks, costs, and environmen-
tal impacts of each sediment management alternative.

8. Determine what mitigation measures may be necessary to
make each alternative feasible and include these measures in
the alternative.

9. Finalize the assessment of the costs, environmental impacts, and
risks for each modified sediment management alternative.

10. Document the risks, costs, and environmental impacts of each
alternative for consideration with the engineering and environ-
mental components of the study. Provide technical support to
the decision-making process.

Source: Adapted from ASCE (1997).




David W. Albrecht
ATTACHMENT 1V 198 Sprucemont Place

San Jose, CA. 95139
July 7, 2009

The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary -
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 - 1" Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426-0001

Ref: P-606-027-CA, Kilarc-Cow Creck Hydroelectric Project
Application for Surrender of License by
Licensee Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Re: COMMENTS / PROTEST / RECOMMENDATIONS
for South Cow Creek Diversion Dismantling Plans

Dear Ms. Bose:

Detailed engineering proposals are, and should be developed, based on quantitative specifications and
objectives; together with other physical attributes and constraints of specific infrastructure and the
germane characteristics of the area involved. This Engineer’s personal perspective is that in practice
within the FERC processes, those PM&E measures encompassing such environmenta] disciplines such
as Geology (GEOL), Geomorphology (GEOM), Aquatic (AQUA), Wildlife, Botanical, etc. become the
actual specified objectives and constraining environmental specifications that the detailed engineering
plan must satisfy and conform to,



parties involved. It is suggested that possibly the best way to address the issues at hand, is that there
first be a shorter general overview meeting, coupled with a much more detailed and technical follow-up
Workshop, and then a Wrap-up meeting. Ina Workshop environment, it is easier to have a free

Sincerely,

David W. Albrecht,
Landowner, Stakeholder

Encl: Atch I, 11 & II

cc: Resource agencies per Atch I
P.G&E



Attachment I

COMMENTS:

1. Key Resource Agencies provided with copy of material.

Calif. Dept. of Fish & Game  National Marine Fisheries Service U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Northern Region Attn: S. Edmondson / D. White Attn: William Foster
Attn: Matt Myers 777 Sonoma Ave., Suite 325 2800 Cottage Way, Rm W-2605
601 Locust Street Santa Rosa, CA. 95403-6528 Sacramento, CA. 95821-6340

Redding CA. 96001

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers PG&E
152 Hartnell Ave., Attn. Charles White
Redding, CA. 96002-1842 MC: 11C

P.O. Box 770000

San Francisco, CA 64177

utcomes are well defined and established with said objectives supported by sound data analysis. It
should not be intended to define and finalize a set of precise engineering means to effect that result.

4. This stakeholder continues to remain sincerely committed to those objectives as set forth on page 1
of Attachment IIT. However, it is essential that ALL the correct technica] objectives be clearly defined
with some degree of technical rigor.

5. If questions, please feel free to contact me; e-mail address: dtalbrecht@sbcglobal.net
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SECRE TARY
HMENT V 198 Sprucement Place ARY oF
ATTAC San Jose, CA 95139 COHH}SSIO.‘ITHE

19 August 2010 200 sep 11 p Iy
The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary FEDER
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission » REG ULATGI{‘ }é ggﬁf}@g .
888 - 1% Street, NE, MGl CARZPIAAY dwa afiils ON
Washington, DC 20426

Ref: FERC Project P-606-027 {Draft Environment Impact
Statement (DEIS) dated June 22, 2010

Dear Ms. Bose:

The comments below are in response to the P-606 DEIS referenced above, and as a result of other
FERC Public meetings held in Shasta County on 7/14 and 8/17/2010 on the same subject. The EIS
process has been initiated by FERC in response to concerns with the 3/12/2009 LSA that Licensee has
submitted that proposes decommissioning of the Kilarc and Cow Creek Hydro facilities. Comment due
date for the DEIS was originally established to 8/9/2010 but was extended 8/25/2010.

a. Staff has done a reasonably good effort of separating and isolating those issues associated with the
Kilarc Development from those associated with the (South) Cow Creek Development; and then
doing independent Analysis for each. Working from the structure of the LSA; and sometimes the
mmmsgivenverbauyorinwriﬁngbyindividuals, doesnotalwaysmakethisaneasytask. If
one terms one P-606 Development “A”, and the other “B”; please continue to separate
informational input and data submitted into either “A” or “B” buckets; although in some situations
it can be appropriate to do an “A + B” bucket, Alltoooﬁenstatements,data,orahypothesisis
presented with respect to one of the Developments; and the concluson is made with respect to both

{“This simationonAisttue,thereforeitisimpliedthnt it is true for both A+B*; or “this is true on
B, therefore it is true on both A+B."}

2, However,italsoappemsmbefairwsaythatgenmlcomensusofthoseinShasmComisthatthe
DEIS, inits present form is seriously “deficient™; to use a polite phrase. {Public meeting had words like:
“disappointed”,“anglyaboutit”,“Fgrade“,“ifweputmgetheradocumentlikethiswe’dgctlaughed
outofthecou:tsystem”,etc.}. Itmaynothavebeenintended; bmtheDEIS,initschoiceofmxt,and
ﬁndingsdonotconveyverywellthatithasbemdevelopedinanimparﬁalway. Some new examples:



now existing LSA does not seem to address; either “by reasonable impartial scientific analysis , or
other means; or by competent & complete reports; or by putting forth a document that has basic
and sincere veracity in attempting to describe the now existing physical environment for the
Project. Now the DEIS seems to be following in the same path.

* It seems to be acceptable that the guidelines for “veracity “ can be interpreted for any
documents developed for FERC Processes to fall under the same loose guidelines used for

before embarking on the more costly effort of developing detailed design plans and specifications,
{Engineers are not clairvoyant}. Please see Attachment I, Page 4, as one of many possible
Ways to revise the text.



Efforts to rectify some of the deficient Surveys in the beginning of 2009, by meeting with the Contractor
that did them, stonewalled by Licensee staff in San Francisco because they told the Contractor that
it “was against FERC Protocol”. Basically all text in the DEJS is nothing more than 100% reguritation
of Ganda text from their report and SHPO documents, The meaning of FERC Protocol is certainly now

they please have the courtesy to correct the text in Section 3.3.11.1, page 221; on Site 482-12-02H.
5. Additional miscellaneous comments are to be found in Attachment IV, Pages9 & 10

6. Much of what seems to be at the center of concern for many, includingmyselfseemstooenteramlmd
the need for improved “Veracity” from all involved, | would also suggest that some problems
definitely stem from FERC itself in not having the Pproper standards for a LSA and decommissioning of
infrastructure. The Process fora “License Surrender” now being defined as only a “License
Applications in Reverse” with Bo special standards for such thing as “infrastructure removal“ or
Historical Surveys of 100% of the APE, or possibly a different time table; is a very poor and inadequate
Process guideline, Decommissioning Projects is at least 15 years old now, and the fact that the above
hasn’t been recognized and responded 1o, is troubling,

7. 1 will apologize in advance for some of the less than polite text of this letter,

Thank you for at least allowing “Comments angd Critique™

Eveid . Abhoodst—

David W. Albrecht, Landowner with Project Infrastucture Page 3
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Attachment I

Section 3.3.8.2 (Page 179 -starting as shown below)  * New or revised text is underlined. Paragraph
beginning at the bottom of Ppage has been split and reworded as below,

One individual expressed concern, in comments dated October 14, 2009, about the necessity of
g a_vali pte sable “Ge ic Apalysis” in very sensitive areas guch as the

commented that reasonable preventative or relatively simple proactive measures need to be invoked on

his property at the South Cow reekdamwhenitismmovedtoestablisha i h that is
stab to inhibit and X ing unstres :

le s d

In the very sensitive areas such as above, the existing Geomorphic Analysis needs some lim jted
additional work to be complete and usuable; and then PGE needs to consult jointly with each private
landowner and the Resource Agengcies to confirm there is a reasonable consensus on all aspects of the

structure removal before i detailed design drawings, plans and specifications for
that acti

On.

In genersl at all infrastructure locations, PGE Proposes to consult with each private landowner where
strucutrures would be removed o as to determine the extent of their removal (at or below grade level),
and to prepare detailed design plans and specifications for soil erosion and sedimentation control.

Page 4
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Attachment I Page 5
25 ACTION ALTERNATIVE 2 (AA2)

Under Action Alternative 2 (AA2), it is assumed that the necessary proces: s ¢ y1legal agreements
as discussed and set forth below would be put in place (1 )(2) )b} (¢} such that 1t > Seyth Cow Creek
main diversion dam, main caval, and penstock would be retained and maintaine in nder to enable a
water delivery system to Hooten Gulch as one possible method to address the is jue - the adjudicated
water rights of the ADU. PG& E would decommission the Kilare Development as ¢l icribed in the
Proposed Action, and PG&E would implement all of the mitigation and enhanct nert measures

proposed for that development. No power generation would oocur at either proj: ct d; relopment.

In the Cow Creek Development, the Mill Creek diversion dam and canal as d thy Cow Creek
powerhouse and switchyard would be decommissioned as desoribed under PG& 3’5 oposed Action.
The existing fish ladder and fish screen at the South Cow Cresk diversion ladder wo |1 be removed, and
a new fish passage facility that meets current standards would be designed and ir ital's] in place to

anadromous fish from South Cow creek into the caval. The Cow Creek forebay wov: ( be filled and
graded through the former forebay area to the penstock intake. The penstock anc tail+ ce would be
maintained for discharge to Hooten Gulch,

The South Cow Creck diversion dam and canal intake would be modified as 1 3ce. 5 ity to provide the
main canal with a water flow per that water right ) consistent with the various ar Jlic.:tle statutes and
well defined requirements of the California Sate Water Code; and any mininum YPp:#5 requirements of
the Resource Agencies such as the CDFG. For the purpose of analysis of AA2, il is arrumed that a
diversion up to 20 ofs could be allowed @). All flows in excess of these requiren ent “vould be released
to the South Cow Creek bypass reach bejow the diversion dam.

The above described water delivery infrastructure to the South Cow Creek Po ver “1yuse rests on
some PG&E lands, but principally on lands of other private landowners; none of v hoy.1 belong to the
ADU group of water users. ). Under the conditions of the LSA; and well know; Cai: ormia rea]
property law (<2); in order to keep and maintain this water delivery system, most 5] ecii cally as one for a
Agniculture and Domestic Use; any new interested entity would be required to de’ elon md obtain new
fundamental easernents from each of the appropriate private land owners; first ena Jlini: jasic right of use
or presence of the defined infrastructure to exist or cross their lands. Such easeme its *..1uld need to

This alternative assumes that an interested entity with adequatc financial resour es- 4q be identified
to execute the preceding defined processes necessary to take over operation and mi inte-1 mee of the
remaining Cow Creek facilities, implementing improvements for fish passage. and :op Inict any
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monitoring required by resource agencies. Under AA2, PGE would be responsible for decommissioning

any fundamental California water code issues, Mr. J, Parks, who ig always most helpful, Seems to be the appropriate first

(b) Atmepresentﬁmeﬂ:eonlywaterﬁghtadjudicmdandallowedatDivmion64(c1){SouthCowCreekP-606mnin
diversion} isanonconsmnpﬂveﬁglubelongmgtoﬂmSouﬂtCodeoﬁtmeupmwassigned solely to the PGE
corporation. This right now js a “Power Use” one; limited to the hydro-dynamic applications required for the development of
electrical energy. Atthedivmionﬁduocation,thoAdjudicaﬁonreﬂoctsnoomerwatmrighlsbelongingmmherstbrany
oﬂmrAdiudicMmesuchasAgl‘imlumLDomesﬁc,orlndusuialnowdeﬁnedandamhoﬁzedbymeCaﬁfonﬁaSWRCB
and California Courts. HwADU(Diversion73)wmrights (1%,2% 3™ 4%} pelong; to the Lower Cow Creek priarity
group vary in flow volume and the Season; fe, (irrigaﬁonseason/nonirﬁgationwmon).

Page 6
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Attachment Il {Cultursal Comments} Page 7

1. DEIS Tables 1 (EIS 1.4.2) & Tables 2 (1.4.3), and other “tables” should have the integrity to reflect
in third column, were appropriate “Comments/Prot&st/Recommendations” and not just
“Comments/Protest” because many of the Commenting Entities made “simple Recommendations” as to
how to resolve the “jssye”. Excepting “Resource Agencies, there does not appear to be a single example
of FERC adopting or pursuing the “Recommendation”, or acknowledging that it was even done, no
matter how simple and basic that Recommendation might have been,

* Above statement is also true for issues and subjects other than “Cultura}”.

2. Several individuals submitted “Comments”, some Supported by extensive detailed data, to address the
issue of the veracity and accuracy of specific “Historical & Archaeological Surveys , Reports, &
SHPO documents that hgve been completed for P-606, and made part of the LSA.

3. It would be appreciated if FERC staff would revisit the “Comments/ Protest/Recommendations™ and
Scoping letters (with 9 pages of supporting data), on this specific subject that are dated 71712009 &
10/14/2009 respectively.

possibly Licensee Staff ,or their some of theijr contractors in San Francisco Bay area fed Ganda incorrect
data and information, However it is painfully obvious that this “approach” to the issue has made no
impression on anyone at FERC, those associated with the developing an EIS, or the Licensee staff
directly associated with the LSA. Therefore the next comments are not necessarily so polite.

{Ref. LSA Vol. 4« GANDA Cultural Resources Inventory, Revised by Entrix, Inc; dated 3/12/2009}

a. Section 6.0 / Page 36: * Cultural resource specialists conducted an intensive Dedestrian cultural
resources survey within the proposed APE...”

*This statement has the distinct appearance of having been written with the intent to mislead

knowing that it was very unlikely that any future readers would have first hand knowledge of the
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itemize case by case. Some examples are;

+ Where did FERC staff get the number “nine” from? LSA Vol 3/ Appendix “A” certainly
Seems to be a reasonably Competent assessment on the subject of “barriers” in the

regions. For South Cow, Nine total barriers (SC-1 thry Sc-9) are identified; 7 natyra] + 2
man-made, wherein SC-9 is the Project main diversion {PGE Div. 64} & SC-1 ig Div.72
(Wagoner/Tetrick) water ri . FYI, and additiona] information, there is one more natural barrier
on South Cow within Wagoner Canyon that has very similar characteristics to that one shown as
SC-7. It is upstream of the Project diversion (SC-9) about 100 yards from the entrance to
Wagoner Canyon. F can be located as SC-Site5 in Fig. 2 LSA Vol.3. The other 7 natural barriers
are concentrated in about % of the length ofWagonerCanyonattheupperendofthe lower % of
the Canyon in a direction centered NW of the Forebay.{ LSA Vol 3/Figures Section / Figure 12}

b. In much of the EIS, LSA, and other documents; the term “Hooten Gulch” has become synonymous
with .5 mile terminug of thig seasonal water system that s between the Powerhouse and
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Hooten’s watershed reasonably well approximated by much of FERC road “A” leading to the
Forebay. {Reference any USGS map for this area or Figure 2 in LSA Vol. 3, or other maps in LSA}.

C2. The DEIS, oftien simply repeats from the LSA; vague and often questionable text that should
attempt to truly and accurately describe the now existing real physical state for g variety of areas. This is
not necessarily a technique appreciated by many - this individual included. Text written to be
intentionally “loosey goosey™ simply for the purpose of providing future “backside” cover for any
possible future detailed action plans put forward, or negative outcome no longer is appropriate. This

for valid analysis. DEIS now takes a total “Don’t care” approach on these situations; and dismisses them
as unimportant and an attitude of 'l think about that tomorrow™ (GWTW 1939).

b. FERC processes seem to have no simple “ admendment” or update process to correct inadvertent
documentation oversights, typo’s or mistakes,
¥ §--- happens! / Mistakes happen! - this is the real world. There should be a process to rectify
this type of thing in a timely manner, w/o upsetting the the supposed “ FERC Process”. Extremely
lengthy, questionably organized Draft documents { DLSA / DEIS / etc.} make valid comprehensive
critique, and useful valid commenting, almost an impossibility.

¢. Accurate problem ( issue) definition; and the establishment of clear “Objectives” to best solve the
problem are essential for an optimum and successful outcome| It is the core principle that the most
successful private companies practice religiously. It can be phrased in a variety of ways & rules. Some

are:
* Quality in > Quality Out  or the inverse * Garbage in > Garbage Out
* Never Lie no matter what the subject ( Accounting, Technical Problem, etc.) - especially to
yourself because it is likely that you will eventually only confuse yourself and cause your own self
harm or fajlure.
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