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Ms. Magalie Salas
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Friends of Butte Creek (FBC)Comments on ILP, Scoping Document 1, and Pacific Gas 
and Electric’s Pre-Application Document for the DeSabla-Centerville Hydroelectric 
Project (FERC No. 803) 

Dear Ms. Salas,

	The Friends of Butte Creek (FBC) greatly appreciates the opportunity to share with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) comments from our organization made up of 
anglers and local residents interested in protecting the valuable Public Trust Resources of the 
Butte Creek Watershed.  We look forward to working with FERC and the cooperating agencies 
to ensure the future protection of these resources is clearly identified in the license for the 
DeSabla-Centerville Project, FERC # 803, if in fact one is issued.

COMMENTS ON SCOPING DOCUMENT 1
	FBC agrees with Friends of the River (FOR) that additional information relevant to the 
analysis for the NEPA process will only be available after some of the studies are complete.  
Therefore FERC should be open to amending the alternatives after the studies are complete.
We also agree with the FOR that the process has been reasonably accessible and up front.
Participation of FERC staff
	FBC also is happy  that FERC staff has been so involved in the ILP thus far. FBC agrees 
with FOR that FERC staff have conducted themselves with a high degree of professionalism and 
we find their participation to be an asset.
Production of an EA vs. an EIS
	It would appear that the FOR comments Re: FERC Regulations; are accurate and FBC 
concurs.  FERC’s regulations provide that an EIS must be completed for major federal actions 
that significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 18 CFR 380.6(b) The DeSabla-Centerville project continues to impact those who live on and around Butte Creek. The project 
has temperature and water quality impacts that affect the creek’s aesthetics and may have 
contributed to large fish kills on Butte Creek. The fisheries of Butte Creek have been severely 
impacted in recent years. An EIS would provide a more in-depth analysis of the impacts of the 
project on the fisheries of Butte Creek and would allow stakeholders and FERC to make a well-informed decision about how the project should be managed to reduce its impacts on the Butte 
Creek ecosystem.
	Butte Creek supports the largest runs of threatened spring run Chinook salmon in 
California. It also supports threatened steelhead. NEPA guidelines require an EIS for a project 
that may result in significant impacts to ESA listed species and their habitat.  FBC believes the 
project impacts are significant.
	Additionally, the project and the increased summertime flows attract recreationists, who 
create significant conflicts with private land owners, increase management problems (litter clean-up, trash disposal, human waste), and clearly stress threatened salmon that hold in deep pools in 
the creek during the peak summer recreation season. For these reasons, FBC feels that the 
DeSabla-Centerville project has significant effects on the human environment of Butte Creek and 
we ask FERC to consider performing an EIS.
	FBC concurs that in addition to impacts to the human environment, the Bureau of Land 
Management (Redding Field Office) has determined a 14.2 mile segment of Butte Creek affected 
by the DeSabla-Centerville project to be eligible for National Wild & Scenic River status, in 
recognition of its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, historical/cultural, and 
geological values.  Federal guidelines require federal agencies to protect and enhance the free 
flowing character and outstanding values of eligible streams until a final decision is made 
concerning the suitability of designation by Congress.  Thus, the alternatives evaluated in 
FERC’s NEPA document should consider ways to protect and enhance the outstandingly 
remarkable qualities of Butte Creek as part of the relicensing process.

COMMENTS ON THE PRE-APPLICATION DOCUMENT
	In general, FBC thinks that PG&E did a fairly good job of putting together a 
comprehensive PAD. We feel the extensive information and proposed studies provided in the 
PAD have contributed greatly to stakeholder knowledge and the efficiency of the DeSabla-Centerville ILP.  However FBC believes that significant historical information was not included.  
For instance, historical photos in the Centerville Museum and in “Tailings of Butte Creek” show 
the Centerville Diversion dam to be a relative small structure with an obvious streambed 
immediately downstream.  At some point in time the current structure was built and it would 
appear that the design has allowed the creek to scour away any semblance of a stream bed 
increasing the difficulty for fish to migrate up to the barrier and potentially pass it.  The dates and 
descriptions of these project changes should be identified.  In addition, on the field trip it was 
noted by FBC that it appeared there was an old fish ladder on the opposite side of the Hendricks 
diversion dam.  PGE staff was unaware of what the structure was even though the dam structure 
was significantly rebuilt after the ‘97 flood.  If fish passage was possible before, it is no longer 
available and reasons for excluding fish passage should be identified.  There was significant lack 
of reference to complete California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) comments (such as the 
need to complete further studies on fish passage, (Wantabe-see 5.3.1.1 below).  This information 
should have been included for the public to make a fair judgement on the need for further studies.

4.1	PGE speculates that the aquatic community, in particular Spring Run salmon benefits 
from the additional flows but does not provide documentation from independent scientist that the 
benefits outweigh the detriments and at the same time provides no guarantee that the water will 
be available in perpetuity.

4.2.1	PGE states that water is diverted out of Little Butte Creek which was known to support spring run salmon and currently supports steelhead trout.  No mention of how the project 
diversion may be affecting flows and habitat conditions on Little Butte Creek is offered.

4.2.2 	PGE describes the Butte Head Dam as simply a diversion dam, yet USGS maps show a 
lake.  This lake has been completely filled in with sediment and poses a serious danger to the 
aquatic habitat if it were to fail. The flow release is not released at the dam but downstream 
several hundred feet leaving several pools dewatered through the summer.
	The Lower Centerville Diversion dam was originally built in a stream bed and was much 
smaller than the current structure.  The current design has allowed the spill of the dam to 
completely wash away any semblance of a stream bed and is now perched on bedrock, 
exacerbating the fish passage situation.  The flow release is not released at the dam but 
downstream several hundred feet leaving several pools dewatered through the summer.
	PGE describes the smaller Unit 2 at Centerville as being able to run at very low flows 
(5cfs) yet in 2004 they claimed that releasing extra flows for spawning salmon was not possible 
because this unit had to have around 25 cfs.
	There are many references to modifications of operations for spring run salmon yet the 
Licensee completely ignores the needs of steelhead and resident trout.

4.4.1	Article 15   This article requires the Licensee to make reasonable modifications of the 
project structures and operation as ordered by FERC for the conservation and development of 
fish and wildlife resources. 
	DFG requires that all dams shall provide for fish passage and fish to be keep in good 
condition below dams.  Re: DFG Code 5937.   Fish are seriously stressed below project dams 
because there are no ladders and flows are diverted out of the stream and back in considerable 
distance downstream of the dam leaving several pools below Hendricks, Butte and Lower 
Centerville dams with no flow.

 4.4.2	PGE states that FERC conducts other inspections in extreme circumstances such as flume 
failures but this information has not been documented or made available.

	PGE is conducting non-formal consultations with NOAA Fisheries.  FBC and several 
other groups have been calling for FERC to order formal consultation.  We believe that FERC 
should order formal consultations for both spring run and steelhead.

4.4.4	Non-power diversions.  Although Allen Harthorn has a water right to the LCDD, no 
water has been diverted for several years and no plans are being made for any delivery other that 
fire protection for local fire department use.

4.5	PGE proposes no changes at this time but apparently is reserving the right to make 
changes at a later date.  
	It would be impossible to adequately discuss the project and recommend study plans 
without more details of changes that may be proposed. 

5.1.3 	Erosion downstream of project dams is extreme and must be more closely monitored and 
streambanks restored to eliminate this sediment sources that can end up in Butte Creek.
5.2.9	PGE describes the Lower Centerville canal as being less shaded than other canals yet they 
have stated several times that the shading helps to keep the water cooler.  No shading analysis 
has been completed to document this. 

5.3.1.1	The reports prepared by Holtgrieve, Johnson and Kier, and Wantabe(DFG) all stated that 
fish passage was possible, habitat was available, and Wantabe went on to recommend flow 
investigations at different levels to determine passage difficulty.  The DFG recommendations 
follow but were left out of the PAD.

Recommendations for Further Study, Watanabe, March 24, 2000

In order to provide the desired preliminary design and the associated cost estimate, the 
following information should be obtained first:

1.  Determine what a reasonable fish passage design flow range should be (especially 
considering drought years and  past experience with river flow variations)

2.  Accurately locate each barrier and identify the nature of the passage problem.

3.  Observe and record data at the full range of flows likely to occur during the migration period 
in order to verify barrier status.   

Once barriers and flows have been established, the following design information will be 
required.

1.  Survey each barrier to obtain the topography at the barrier to include upstream, downstream 
and potential alternate route features.  (May require a survey of the whole reach since there are 
so many barriers.)

2.  Have a geologists, a geotechnical engineer and an explosives expert assess each barrier to 
determine various design parameters such as bedrock foundation conditions, stability of banks 
and impacts to be expected from extensive blasting.

3.  Have a geomorphologist examine the bedload transport that exists and try to assess what 
impacts barrier modification would have on sediment transport and spawning gravel locations. 

4.  Follow the procedures to obtain hydraulic stage relationships recommended by Clay (Design 
of Fishways and Other Fish Facilities, Chapter 2, pages 39-40).

5.  Determine who will be responsible for the structures.

6.  Determine who owns the property and what type of easements would be required.

7.  Determine what type of access is possible and methods and limitations of transporting 
equipment and materials to each barrier.
	FBC believes steelhead likely get above several of the barriers and occasionally above the 
LCDD in adequate flows.  Every effort should be made to enhance steelhead and other fish 
passage.

5.3.1.1 continued
	PGE uses data from DFG indicating that outmigrant trapping is an indicator of spawning 
gravel saturation in the salmon spawning areas.  No such study has been completed and is purely 
speculative.  The relative number of juveniles captured at the Parrott/Phelan structure is not 
related to the overall production as DFG only traps in good flow conditions and completely 
misses all juveniles passing the structure in high water.  This type of speculation should be 
deleted or a study component added to truly measure spawning production.  Using this 
information in “Fact Sheets” presented at the meetings is inappropriate and would appear that 
PGE is not really interested in the “facts” unless they make PGE look good in the public eye.
	PGE further states that in 2002 and 2003 there was an overabundance of salmon utilizing 
an area with limited capacity.  The capacity is in part limited by PGE operations and no study 
identifying the actual capacity of the creek under normal conditions is cited.  Once again 
speculation should be deleted.

5.3.2.1	Pacific lamprey have been noted by local residents considerable distances above the PP 
dam.  This is in the project area and should be carefully studied as Pacific Lamprey is being 
proposed for listing under the Federal ESA.	
	PGE states that in most years spring run cannot migrate above the Quartz Bowl pool.  Yet 
in recent years with populations doing well and adequate flow, fish have been observed several 
times above the waterfall.  Also PGE fails to mention the information provided by Flint and 
Meyer that during the construction of the LCDD, PGE employees observed salmon jumping at 
the new dam.  Blasting at or near the Quartz Bowl may have blocked fish passage and the 
configuration of the LCDD likely has modified geomorphic conditions such that fish are no 
longer able to ascend to the dam.
	PGE states that fall run only rarely migrate above the Parrott/Phelan dam.  This is in fact 
completely untrue.  Fall run regularly ascend well above the Centerville Powerhouse, and up 
Little Butte Creek even though DFG attempts to block their passage at the PP dam, apparently 
violating their own code against blocking fish passage.  This effort may in fact be blocking 
threatened steelhead as well.
	PGE fails to mention that 200,000 spring run juveniles from the 1983 Feather River 
broodstock were planted in Butte Creek with the outmigrants of the 1983 Butte Creek adults, 
numbering only 50 fish.  The return in 1986 was over 1300 fish, an almost impossible return 
from the native adults.  Genetic research has failed to determine what affect this mixing of 
genetics may have had on the characteristics of Butte Creek fish in recent years when genetic 
work has been conducted. 
	PGE states that in 2003 preliminary study indicates that the spawning area above the 
Centerville Powerhouse was fully saturated yet local observers reported extensive 
underutilization of the spawning habitat.  Video footage is available that shows the limited use of 
the spawning areas above the Centerville PH in 2003. No study of the actual spawning utilization 
was conducted.

FBC COMMENTS ON ISSUES AND SPECIFIC STUDIES PROPOSED BY PG&E
Numbered by Study Plan reference

6.3.1 Geology and Soils	
	Fish passage is controlled in many areas by the geology of the creek.  However, with the 
extensive mining that has taken place on Butte Creek, fish passage may be affected by bedload 
that is unnaturally deposited in the creek.  Some attempt to identify solutions to fish passage 
would help identify areas that may be limiting fish passage such as the boulder stuck in the 
Quartz Bowl waterfall.  Modification and greatly enhanced fish passage may be as simple as 
removing this boulder.
	Flume failures have been a way of life for residents of the canyon.  The unstable nature of 
the Lower Centerville canal puts spring run salmon and steelhead in constant jeopardy, not just in 
the winter as evidenced by the May 11, 2003 failure which inundated the creek for an entire day 
with chocolate milk sediment (the local description).  PGE should identify all historical failures 
and develop a better management plan to protect aquatic species.
	Pool depth is not included in the study plans anywhere and should be a critical component 
of the habitat analysis of the affected project reaches.  Many local residents have watched as 
pools are filled in by natural and unnatural processes.  This process needs to be understood more 
clearly and how the projects flow modifications, erosion from project related facilities and flume 
failures are affecting pool depth.  Without the pools there are no salmon or steelhead to worry 
about. 
	Fluvial geomorphology above Centerville Powerhouse needs to be completed, in part to 
identify details of the fish habitat such as the pool depths mentioned above but also areas where 
fish may be stranded with flow fluctuations, and areas where bedload had filled or blocked pools 
that could be valuable contributions to the overall habitat for salmon and steelhead. In addition 
the study should look at bedload movement, spawning gravel size and availability over a two 
year timeframe with the idea in mind that supplementing gravel would be an appropriate 
mitigation for loss of habitat.
	
6.3.2 Water Resources - Water quality
	In the balance of energy production and other beneficial uses such as fish habitat, it 
should be noted that the production of the Centerville Powerhouse during the critical summer 
months for spring run salmon and steelhead, it produces a tiny fraction of the 26,000 homes 
worth of power they claim.  It’s overall production is only 1/6 of the total for the project and for 
the June-September period only about 1/18 of the total production of the project.
	The water temperature modeling should include as many temperature monitors as 
possible, especially in critical salmon and steelhead holding areas where large die-offs and 
absence of holding has been observed.  Included in these areas are the Pool 4 to Centerville PH 
reach and the below Centerville PH to Covered Bridge reach. These are the areas where alternate 
operating procedures will make the most difference.  Monitoring should include scenarios such 
as 1. Loss of West Branch water due to system failures. 2. Complete shutdown of Centerville 
powerhouse to better mimic natural hydrograph, flow and temperature dimensions. 3. Loss of 
conveyance ability in the Upper Butte Creek canal due to system failure.  These are all very real 
scenarios and perhaps outside the ability of the model to predict.  For the sake of the salmon and 
steelhead it is imperative to look at “What impact would the complete failure, or the complete shutdown due to economic pressures, have on their survival, especially with the 
degraded/reduced flows for so much of the habitat.”  Monitoring should also include 
stratification analysis at various flow to determine the effect of higher flows on stratification and 
holdover of cooler water in deep pools.
	FOR has made us aware that in addition to IFIM and PHABSIM, fly-overs of the Pit 
River were done and photos were taken showing the river at different flows. These photos on 
Butte Creek would provide a valuable “reality check” on the models and the data provided could 
be used to evaluate habitat for different aquatic and amphibian species.  Use of infrared and 
normal images would also yield valuable information regarding temperature changes from season 
to season.  This approach has been used on the several rivers and tributaries to North Coast 
Rivers working on TMDL regulations. 
	FBC concurs with others that the monitoring and modeling should include several sites 
on the WBFR and more upstream of Butte Head Dam where significant salmon and steelhead 
habitat may be found and utilized by allowing fish passage.

6.3.3 Fish and Aquatic Resources
	Spring run salmon tagged in Butte Creek have shown up in three other river systems in 
recent years, Feather River, Battle Creek and Clear Creek. The significance of an individual 
tagged fish being identified indicates that many more Butte Creek fish may be seeding other 
systems and are likely becoming the most important source population for spring run in the 
Central Valley.  The fish in the Butte Creek system are far too valuable to the recovery of the 
species state-wide to do less than everything possible to understand how best to protect this 
population and for the project to interact.  A general comment is that a complete limiting factors 
analysis is required for this project as there are many factors crossing several study themes.  
Without a comprehensive limiting factors analysis, the studies do not have the necessary 
interaction to adequately determine the best approach to managing the project if the project 
continues.
Salmon spawning
	There has been much speculation about who spawns where in what capacity spawning 
areas but the only study, Gard, USFWS, 2003, only looked at selected spawning areas, and 
extrapolated the area utilized over the whole creek using spawning values from 1999 which was 
a relatively low population year.  Actual survey of available spawning areas and how they change 
from year to year should be included in the fish habitat analysis.  Otherwise speculation about 
where it’s best for fish to hold is very unscientific and potentially lethal to rearing steelhead.
Instream Flow Study
	FBC agrees with FOR that it would like PG&E to consider incorporating some different 
methodology into its instream flow study. to consider using the habitat mapping method used on 
the Pit 3,4,5 relicensing or other appropriate mapping method.
Benthic Macroinvertebrates Survey
	FBC agrees with FOR that the BMI study should collect data for at least two field seasons 
to establish baseline data. Macroinvertebrate populations are highly variable from year to year 
and we assert that one year of data is simply not enough to develop an adequate understanding of 
baseline conditions.
	Further, FBC agrees with FOR would like to request that PG&E distribute to stakeholders 
results from the fall 2005 sampling (when available) to allow stakeholders and PG&E to evaluate if changes need to be made to sampling method or location.
Entrainment in diversions
	Rainbow trout/Steelhead genetics work on several streams in California show a direct 
genetic connection between fish below impassable dams and those above, even after decades of 
isolation.  Juvenile rainbow trout are regularly entrained in PGE project diversions reducing the 
opportunity for fish to migrate to the ocean.  With little or no data on Butte Creek steelhead 
genetics, the prudent response would be to protect and facilitate passage for all rainbow trout.  
Steelhead usage, steelhead/rainbow trout  genetics 
	There is little or no data on Butte Creek steelhead and every effort should be made to 
develop a robust body of knowledge regarding these threatened fish.  Here again Butte Creek has 
the potential to be the most important source population for wild steelhead in the Central Valley 
and the project can have a dramatic effect on their survivability.  Angler surveys with trained 
biologist can yield extensive information about the life history and genetics of steelhead.  This is 
being done by the Wild Salmon Center in the Kamchatka Peninsula Rivers and could be easily 
replicated on Butte Creek using local anglers and others who would pay significant fees for the 
opportunity to participate.  This should be included in the Fish Population Characterization Study
Fish habitat in flumes ie: gunnite
	In the 1980 relicensing PGE was given mitigation credit for loss of stream habitat 
claiming that flumes provided habitat.  This was reluctantly agreed to by DFG with the caveat 
that no gunnite would be used in the flumes.  Since that time much of the flume system has been 
gunnited and would therefore no longer be considered fish habitat.  The value of fish habitat in 
flume should be carefully evaluated and fish excluded completely if the habitat values are not 
equivalent or better that the lost stream habitat.
Survey spring run salmon movement
	PGE and DFG have an incredible opportunity to study the details of salmon and steelhead 
life history in Butte Creek and how project operations are affecting them.  With the addition of a 
simple capture facility at the Parrott/Phelan Dam ladder, owned by DFG, up migrating fish could 
be sampled and tagged to determine exactly when and where the fish move to, where they hold 
and spawn.  Radio tagging is very common on salmon and steelhead investigations and should be 
included in the fish characterization study.  This is the only way to successfully identify the exact 
movements, preferences and population numbers for the threatened species of Butte Creek.  PGE 
should fully fund DFG or an independent team of biologists to complete this work using standard 
fish capture and tagging protocols.  
Fish passage
	FBC concurs with the recommendations of Cindy Watanabe, DFG listed below.  PGE 
should immediately undertake every effort to determine the feasibility of improving fish passage 
in all areas of Butte Creek up to and including the Butte Head Dam.  PGE should also consider 
other alternatives to fish passage such as is being recommended on the Feather River where fish 
are trucked above the dams and juveniles are collected on their down migration.

Recommendations for Further Study, Watanabe, DFG, March 24, 2000

In order to provide the desired preliminary design and the associated cost estimate, the 
following information should be obtained first:

1.  Determine what a reasonable fish passage design flow range should be (especially 
considering drought years and  past experience with river flow variations)

2.  Accurately locate each barrier and identify the nature of the passage problem.

3.  Observe and record data at the full range of flows likely to occur during the migration period 
in order to verify barrier status.   

Once barriers and flows have been established, the following design information will be 
required.

1.  Survey each barrier to obtain the topography at the barrier to include upstream, downstream 
and potential alternate route features.  (May require a survey of the whole reach since there are 
so many barriers.)

2.  Have a geologists, a geotechnical engineer and an explosives expert assess each barrier to 
determine various design parameters such as bedrock foundation conditions, stability of banks 
and impacts to be expected from extensive blasting.

3.  Have a geomorphologist examine the bedload transport that exists and try to assess what 
impacts barrier modification would have on sediment transport and spawning gravel locations. 

4.  Follow the procedures to obtain hydraulic stage relationships recommended by Clay (Design 
of Fishways and Other Fish Facilities, Chapter 2, pages 39-40).

5.  Determine who will be responsible for the structures.

6.  Determine who owns the property and what type of easements would be required.

7.  Determine what type of access is possible and methods and limitations of transporting 
equipment and materials to each barrier.
	
6.3.6 Recreation and Land Use
	Salmon energetics/recreation disturbance information should be developed as part of the 
recreation study or fish population characterization.
	Fishing opportunities with extended seasons will be a future condition on Butte Creek 
and PGE needs to address the future recreational value of this resource.
	Access to the Centerville Powerhouse is now controlled by a manual gate that creates 
many conflicts with the neighbors.  Guests are denied access without a key and the residents have 
been in a constant squabble with PGE over the use of the area.  FBC believes that PGE should 
install a state of the art electric gate so the residents are better served in terms of usability, 
convenience, and access for guests.  This would also make the use by PGE employees much 
more convenient and time-saving. 

6.3.7 Aesthetics
	Centerville Powerhouse has gunnite banks upstream and this is a serious eyesore.  The 
reestablishment of a natural streambank would greatly enhance the aesthetics and habitat value of 
the area. 

6.3.9 Socio-Economic Resources	
	Recreational Fishing- extended seasons - Butte Creek has seen a new group of 
fisherpeople visiting Butte Creek since the catch and release steelhead season began.  This influx 
has added significant value to the recreational fishing business in the area and as the knowledge 
and success of the fishery increases, so will the value.  The steelhead season is unreasonably 
short, there is no trout fishing season in the lower canyon and as yet, there is no salmon season.  
All of these closures and restriction are likely to change in the near future as anglers are allowed 
to share in the benefits of the millions of dollars of taxpayer funds for restoration, which are 
having the intended effect.  This socio-economic effect must be calculated.

	Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Document 1 and the 
Pre-Application Document. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (530) 
893-0360.

Sincerely,




Allen Harthorn, Director
Friends of Butte Creek
