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Ohl and South Cow Creeka, Shmmt C e u t y  

De.at Mr. Hagood: 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMI~) received z copy of the Initial Information 
Package (UP) for the Kilmc-C, ow Creek Project (Project), FERC No. 606, filed by Synergic~ 
Energy Service, (SES) in July 2005. Relnesentatives of NMFS also attended the joint agency and 
public meetings hosted by SES in m i ~ b e t  2005. At this ~ ,  SES requested comments 
on the lip from all inte~sted pazties be submitted by November 14, 2005. NM]PS appreciates the 
oppo~unity to provide commeum on the infm'mmion in the lIP ~ ~ ~ l i c  ~ .  These 
con~nenm address many of the issues raised in otr  November 2002, letter to Pacific Gas and 
Electric (PG&E) (in response to their F'u, st Stage Consultation Docun~t).  The studies and 
information r~luestcd arc necessary to analyze project impacts on anadromous fish stud are 
consistent v~ith our x'~quesm of  other, similar t:~oje~s during ~.liceusing. 

Several specie* of anadromous ruth occur in the Project ares. NMFS is responsible for the 
conservation and management of these species under the Federal Endangered Specie* Act (ESA) 
of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 ~ seq.), tl~ l~[cral Pow~ Act (FPA), the Magnuson- 
Stevens F u d ~  Conm:rvafiou Act (16 U.S.C, §§ 1801 et  s~/.), and other luws. Under tim I~A, the 
following Evolulionadly Significant Untm (]~SUs) am either limced, or me candidates for l is6~: 
Central VMley Fall and lal~-fMl Chinook (cmxdldatm for threatened status); Central VMlzy 
steelhead ( ~ ;  ~ Valley SFring-nm Odnook uhnon ( t A ~ m ~  uudm" both me F_~A 
and the C.alifomia Bnd~g~ed Species Act). I~.hofthe~ckshasdecUnedinn:centyeml. In 

@ 
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years. Infact, the estimated Chinook salnmn popu]afion in Cow Creek alone was 7, 540 in 1968, 
but only 75 in 1990. t 

Comments on Project Decommimiou  

In the past 3~ years, staff representafive~ of PG&E, the City of Redding, and the California 
Energy Commission all recommended against relicensing the Project for economic and 
environngntal reasons. Each of these r~omngndations has been mack part of the Fedmd Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) record. In March 2005, after 1~£ years of cooperative effort, 
PG&E, NMI~, the California DepsrUnent of lrmh and Gan~ (CDFG), the State Water Resources 
Confrol Board (SWRCB), the U.S. Fmh and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Park Service 
(NPS), and Trout Unlimited and Friends of the River signed an agreement that stated PG&.E would 
not seek a new lice~u~.. 

Given the presence of several sensitive and special status species, at least 52 miles of potential 
anadromous habitat, and designated critical habitat within.the Project, and considering our work of 
the last 19£ years with PG&E and other interested partie~ our preference is implementation of the 
decommissioning alternative described in the 2005 Agreement. Our goals for the 
decommissioning alternative are included in the attachm~t to the agreement. Therefore, we refer 
SES to these docm'ncnts and emphasize our expectation that the agreement and the attachn~t 
constitute the benchmark for any future licensee that opts to abandon the Project. Oivm the 
economic decisions of both PG&.E and the City of Redding, we ~ i d e ~  it very possible that any 
new licensee will eventually determine the Project is not ~:onomically viable. At such time as this 
Project is once again abandoned, we would request the FERC order the new licensee to i m p ~ t  
a surrender license which meets or exceeds the desired conditions identified by the agnsement 
signatories in early 2005. 

It is also possible that FERC. in its analysis of a license application for this Project, will determine 
that the environmental benefits of removing this small facility outweigh its elemricity benefits (as 
did the California Energy Commission in its ~view). FERC has the authority (and statutory 
obligations under secti~m 10(aXl) ofthe PPA) to consider dam decommissionin& 2J In such a 
case, we would also request the FERC order the licensee to implement a surrender license which 
meets or exceeds the clcsin~d conditions identified by the agreement signatories in early 2005. 

qVli~ Tj .  md P. l~her. 1994. ¢3eat~ VtaeyAmtmmo~ mm Size. Hm~m, ad  ~ P_~m~ 1967 
through 1991. Ctlifm~fla Depmlmut of Irmh sad Gl~e, Inhmd Ftdtedm Tedmi~d Repe~ Thiid Draft, Anlmt 1 ~  
Revere. 

2 See I~RC Policy Sta~mmt on Decomm/~oninE, RM-93-7.3-000. Pmlh~, mmy ww licem~ coeuin brmd 
p r o v i ~  amhorl=~ F~,C o , n n ~  1o the poim of n~ving mnhor~ to nxiu~ dm ~ , ~ , - ; ~  m ~ 
cm~. See, e.g., 66 I~RC 1 61,316 (Ma~h 18, 1994) 0Jceme onkr for Remem Hydmlxn,~ Project). 

3 In ~ Bd~mds Dtm ~ FI~C fo~ l  ~ ~h  pme~ion devt~ .* ,~ pmj~  ~ eco~mic~ ~ 

~ . ~ p .  Acco~lml~,F~Co~k~dtl~pmj~d~ot~iudo~l-,.a tlw ~ n ~ o v ~ L  6S FBRCI~,0S3; 
Jee ~ Pow~ A ~  | 10(a), 16 U.S.C. 1 803(a) (1988). 
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NMFS Researce Goals and Objectives 

FERC's Licensing Regulations direct resousce agencies to list the r e s o u ~  management goals and 
objectives to serve as the basis for study recommendations and subsequent prescriptions, and 
recommendmiom for Project "preu~ons,  mitigation, and enhencement meamm~" ( P I ~ . ~  to be 
incoxpom~ into the new Lianme. 

Resource 

I. Protect, conserve, enhance, and recover native anadromons sal .mom.'ds and their habitats by 
providing access to historic habitats and by restoring fully funcuoning habitat conditions. 

2. Identify and implement measmes to ~ mitigate or minimize direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to, and enhance native anadromons salmonid resources, including related 
spawning, rearing, and migration habitats and adjoining riparian habitats. 

Reseuree ObJeeeves 

1. F/owa - Implement scheduled flows to the benefit of native anadromons saimonicls and their 
habitats. This includes providing a range or schedule of flows necessary to: a) optimize suitable 
habitat; b) stabilize flows during spawning and incubation of ingravel forms; c) faeih'tato the 
efficient migration of spawning adults, safe and timely emigration of smolts, and movement of 
rearing juveniles between feeding and sheltering me, as; d) ensure redd placement in viable 
areas; and e) develop channel fomfing processes, ripa~an habitat protection, and maintenance 
movement of forage communities. This also includes impacts of flood control, inigation , or 
other project structmes or operations that act to displace individuals or their forage or 
destabilize, scour, or degrade the physical, chemical, or biological quality of habitat. 

2. Water ~md/ty - Modify project sUucnnes or operations necessary to mitigate direct, i ~  
or cumulative water temperatme and wate~- quality impacts associated with project m u c m ~  
and operations, or enhance water tempm'atme and water quality conditions in sulmonid habitat. 

3. WaCerAmllabillty. Coordinate oper~ons with otherproje~s, pmgrams oriniti~ves, and/or 
use wate~ transfers, water exchanges, water purchases, or other forms of agreements to 
maximize potential benefits to anadmmons sulmonids from limited water supplies. 

4. ~ k  Pammt, e - Provide access to historic spawning, rearing, migration, end seasonal habitats 
necessary for salmonide. This includes modifications to project facilities and operations 
necessary to ensure: the safe, timely, and efficient passaSe of upstream migrating adults; the 
downsueam passage of emigrating juveulles; and passage necessary for rearing juveniles to 
d ~  and acceu habitat ~ fro- feeding and sheltering. 

5. C/mnnd Ma/ntemuw¢ - Implement flow regimes and non-flow related measures necessary to 
mitigate and minimize direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of project operatinm on 
sediment movement and deposition, river geometry, and channel charactefist/cs. This includ~ 
impects on stream geomorpbology, capacity, flood plain condu~vity, and bank stability. It 
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are also conclusions within the lIP that emmect~ly seSgest a comprehensive set of data has been 
submitted and analyzed. We emphasize that there are no anadromons fish or habitat study n~mlts 
in the public record, nor were the associated study protocols ever agreed upon by stakeholdm, s. In 
an effort to facilitate develoInnant of a more complete Second Stage Consultation documant, we 
will highlight several significant areas that requi~ additional information and are relevant to our 
resom~ goals and objectives. 

The Existing Water Use (section 4.2.2) provides a brief narrative including a few summary 
statistics (e.8., monthly average .nmx. imums and average minimums), and refers to Figure 4.2-3 as 
depicting the 20* and 80 a percentiles (page 20). However, we cannot find FiS'u~ 4.2-3 in the liP, 
and the few isolated quantities do not provide a meaningful basis for interpretation. Similarly, the 
Existing Water Quality (Section 4.2-~) references a table of multiple parmneten (page 23) but this 
table/s not with/n the HI'. The Temperature section on page 24 presents over a dozen water 
temperature values in a narrative format from locations throughout the watershed without a 
table/graph to facilitate interpretation. As best we can determine, the narrative does not provide 
insight into the relationship of water temperature to project operations (e.g., flow). These data 

involve important "existing' water quality conditions. The conclusion on page 25: "the 
relatively short diversions m~ not believed to have negative impacts on water quality in the Project 
Area" is not supported by information within the lIP and appears to be conjecture. The lIP should 
highlight the areas lacking documentation, propose methods to cullec~ information, and refrain 
from making unsupported statements about project impacts. 

Slxing run are known occur below Whitmore Falls. NMFS comide~ the fish distribution 
information provided to date by PG&E and SES as incomplete, and requests specific additional 
fish distribution studies as described herein (Fmh Barrier Analysis section). Without the specified 
information, we presume that available habitat would have been populated by these fish before 
flow and temperature changes associated with development occurred. 

The first paragraph of the Fish Abimdanee and DJs~/bution in the Project Area (Section 4.4.2. I) 
reads, in part; "there are many passage barriers in tbe Cow ~ drainage camel  by falls or stecp 
su~ambed conditions which limit the extent of anadromons fish" (page 35). However there is no 
accompanying dcscr/pdon of the location or dimensions of these barriers and steep conditions. In 
evalusfing potential passage bmlum, we recommend that the Powers and Orsbom (Powers, P.D., 

~ ,  1985) methodology be followed, to supplement the elements in SHS's #10 proposed study. 
Additionally, in consultation with USFWS and CDI~,  a s t a t i ~ l y  significant number of spring 
run C~nook salmon and steelbcad trout should be collected from the pool below Whiunom Falls, 
and ftmn South Cow Creek and radio tagpd. Tagging should be commanced early enough in the 
seasun that tagged fish have tbe opportun/ty to ascond falls or pineal barr/ers doting a ~ 
These fish should be tracked to determine the upper extent of their pusage. Autoranted recordas 
should be placed at the first potential barrier above WhiUnc~ Falls and approximately 2 miles 
~ from the month of South Cow Creek. A pmonflal location for this recorder could be at 
the outfall oftbe Fowerhonse on South Cow Crick, where the mxly could simultanectm]y address 
concerns with false amactiou. 

With these additions, we anticipete that SES's #10 proposed study, Passage Barrier Survey will 
pmvido the data necessary to put this statement into context and allow assessment of project 
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impacts. Until the relevant information is collected and presented, a statement that barriers exist 
within the watershed is too vague to be helpful in identifying project impacts or designing 
appropriate mitigation measmes. We would add that the statement "fish distribution and 
abundance are also affected by the low s ~  flow and high water tempemmn:s typical of the 
Cow Creek drainage" (page 35) is most applicable to elevations below 1,000 feet. As the Project 
area occurs from 820 to 3,940 feet, we consider the majority of the aquatic habitat within the 
Project to be suitable for trout and salmon unless SES provides sitc specific information to the 
contrary. 

"I'ne fish xcsources section provides some estimates offish densities in Old Cow Creek downstream 
of the bypass reach, but does not include information on the fish resomces within the bypass reach. 
Beyond fish density, we recommend condition factor and variation in length be examined in both 
full flow and bypassed readtes to quantify impacts on fish remurces. 

Determining appropriate instream flows will be an important element of future consultation with 
the resource agencies. In the Project Impacts section, the IIP notes past studies in the watershed 
such as the "Waters Method" in South Cow from 1978, and an " ~  flow assessment" from a 
portion of Old Cow upstream of the Project 1985. Actual methods are not presented, nor ally 
results such as Weighted Useable Area curves, just broad statements such as the general frequency 
of spill events under current operations. Identification of the impacts of the Project on the aquatic 
resources of both Old Cow and South Cow creeks wil l  require an up-to-date and rigorous analysis 
of the relationship of flow to habitat. The analysis should be based on site specific field data 
obtained at flows representative of the unimpaired hydrograph. The minimum requirements of an 
acceptable i ~  flow study for this Project are outlined in the additional study portion of 
letter. 

The Project Impacts on Stream Temperature section is nearly identical to the HP's Existing 
Conditions Inesentation. Limited data from isolated times and places is summarized without 
graphs, tables or clear correlation with project operations. The I ~  notes that water tempetam~ 
data collected during "lower flow releases" in the South Cow reach are *'too high to provide 
suitable rearing habitat for steelhead or resident trout" (page 47). Such statemems require much 
greater detail and context to enable tlesource agencies to develop a l ~ a t e  mitigation meamm~. 

The Project Impacts on P n s ~ t r a i n m e n t  section references an evaluation from 1984 that 
showed that the South Cow facilities provided adequate pessage and protection for anadromens 
fish. Actual methods and data from the stndy performed ove~ 20 ysms algO me not provided in 
~ z ' t  of this stmentent. Similar to tha field of immeam fiow essessment, salmonid fishway 
criteria have changed dramatically in the past two decades and this imn~ shottld be revialted using 
modem   mologies. 

Beyond the PG&E smdi~ refemncod in the EIP, we recommend SES conduct additional field work 
and analyses in the areas of:. 1) hydrology and aquatic habitat, 2) water quality, and 3) fish passage. 
In the following paragraphs, we provide the relevant authority and rationale for these 
recommendations. We also descn'be appropriate methodologies for addressin8 each rem3m~ enm. 
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Hvdrolo~w - Aouafic Habitat 

The scientific rationale for water bypass flow requi~ments is not provided in the liP. Given our 
cmre~t understanding of the ecological processes tied to hydrology, we cannot concur that flows of 
2 to 4 cubic feet per second (cfs) are protective of aquatic nutources. Flows influence a wide nmge 
of fish habitat conditions including thermal refugia in critically hot months, the availability of edge 
habitat for newly emerged fry, and the timing of spawning activities. Hydrology also influences 
the composition of riparian vegetation and streambed substrate. NMFS maintains that given the 
relative magnitude of the Project's diversions, such bypass flows have had, end will continue to 
have, significant impacts on the aquatic resources of Old and South Cow crceh. NMFS requests 
that SES establish the relationship between project operations that influence stream hydrology and 
downstream aquatic and riparian habitat conditions (e.g., water quality, fish distribution and 
abundance, fluvial geomorphology, and vegetation distribution and abtmdance) utilizing comet  
ecological principles and theory. An tmdemanding of the relationships between flow and the 
natural resources will be an essential component of any new license applicatiou, which must 
include a bypass flow regime adequate to maintain the aquatic and riparian resources of Old and 
Sonth Cow creeks. 

The first step in determining an adequate bypass flow regime is synthesizing an unimpaired 
hydmgraph to provide the ecological foundation for management decisions. NMFS supports 
implementing a flow regime with seasonal variations pattemad after the unimpaired hydrograph to 
help restore normative habitat conditions in a regulated system (see Stanford, et al., 1996). 
Determining the unimpaired hydrograph is a challenging task on th~ system, given the lack of 
gauges in bypassed channels and the added complexity of an adjudicated system. Actual flow 
measurements should be taken. Such field data will be euential to calibrate estimates of flow from 
existing reentxls. Year-mond flow ~ t s  a,e particulerly relevant in the bypassed reachas 
since, from a hydrologic perspective, these are both the most heavily impacted portions of the 
Project and currently the least quantified. 

We recommend installation of a US. Geological Survey gauge in the byl~s.u~ reach of Sooth 
Cow Creek as soon as feasible. However, it is our undentandin8 that the gradient and sediment 
load of Old Cow Creek preclude installation of a permanent gauge in that reach. Thug, we would 
aocept weeHy uso of hand beld flow mete~ for m much of the 2005-06 walm" year as cm be 
monitored. Flow should also be measured at stations that bracket all significant divezsio~ (such 
as the two projoct cansls) and inlmts (anch as North Canyon and Mill cricks mxl ~ 
di~harges). Beyond the two locations pmpoend in FG&E's May 2003 Study Plan document (the 
Kilan: powerhon~ on Old Cow Cheek and above the diveraion dam on South Cow Creek), we 
recommend that flow monitoring stations aim be placed above the Kilm-c diversion dam. below the 
confluence with North Canyon Creek on Old Cow Cleek, below Mill Creek, and upstream of the 
confluence with Hooten Gulch in South Cow Creek. Information from these added statiom will 
facilitate extrapolation from the synthesized hydrology as well as providing a means of verifying 
astimated flows. 

Once created, the onimpa]md hydrograph will provide a besis for detmmining tbe imtm~ of the 
Project on the hydrology of Old and South Cow creeks as well u informing additional studies such 
as ~ flow, aquatic habitat, and water quality. To facilitate the first objective of 
understanding hydrologic project impacts, the basic project hydrology should be presented as the 
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da/ly averase flow (both un/mpa.i~ and actual) and sesreSated into the thzee standard water yesr 
clmudficatiom of wet, normal, and d~y. Water years should be classified as follows (with nspect 
to mean anaual flow): an ~ flow of ~_125 pement e q u ~  "wet year"; am unimpain~ flow 
of  >75 percent and ~125 pe~ent equals "normal y~ ' ; ,  and ~m unimpaired flow of  ~ /$  p~cmt 

Oncc thc unimpaired h y d r o g ~  is synthesiz~ it should pt'ovide th~ ran~ of flows to be 
~l&cssed in the pmpmed "l~y~ica/Hab/m Simu/a~on" (PHABS~V0 of  the i m ~ a m  flow study. 
We aim recommcnd that thc PHABSIM study include collmtiou of at lcmt two ~ of  velocity 
dam. While a middle cah'vrm/on flow may be used to rel/nbly predict habi~a~ avaikble m I ~  
flows, bued on our experi~ce, we ques~on the rel/abil/~ of m/rig such flow dam W ~ 

' I ~  transect sclccfioa protocol for the imtremn flow study is hoe provided in thv ~ ~ R ~ 
be representative of  the variability both between and with/n ~ memhebitat types (,. 8., rim, 
riffle, pool)robe stafi~callyvalid. ThiswfllrequirehabimnmppingoftheProjectarm. Tim 
most u ~ u l  habitat information would by acquired during m o d m ~  unimp~vd flows. Bued on 
th~ pre "hmimu7 flow estimaU= provi&d at the back of PG&E's May 2003 document, tho a v c n ~  
u n c i v i l  low flow d u n g  tl~ l~St ~0 yc~rs m 8ep~mbcr md O c ~  rang~l b e t ~ m  ~ ~ 35 
cfs in Old Cow C n ~ ,  ~ !  be t~c~  55 ~ d  6~ c~  i~ So~th Cow C r c ~  Untlcr c~m~t o p c n ~  
tb~ barn flows ; -  the byp~m rcacl~  axe lx~v~m 2 m t  4 c~. Whilo flow~ of  1 ~  t h ~  $ ctl; 
f~litsto sutton acccu and obsa'v~oa of subeUs~ we do not cxpoct n ~ n g  conductod unda" 
inch cxtranc flow conditiom to provide rqnmcn~vc  habilat typm. Wc rmommaxl tlm aqu~ic 
habi~ m ~ i n g  be peffonn~ at flows of  at lcut 30 cfi, in the Old Cow b~pus roach, ami ~ ~ 
50 t~s in the South Cow Creek bypa~ reach (Le., at the lower end of the ~ hydmtFal~ ) 
in order to captu~ a mon~ ~ v e  asacam~t ofhabi~t typo dism'bufion. Any data ~ p s  
n:~ml~ fi'om comm~m~ c m ~ d  by m~derm~ ~ws,  such u hmxnJn~! w m r  clm, i~y ~ n~m"dzr 
safeW issues, could later be addressed with a supplememal mappin~ effo~ at the bue  flow. 

The insm~m flow study should model available habitat for the two resident W~ut spe~es and 
"anadmmom salmon/ds" on both Old Cow and Somh Cow creekL As pn=ented in~viou~y, umfl 
~ o p r ~ e  fish smp~ins dam ~ y  estab~h the absence of  steeDmd in the Pmje~ m e ,  the 
CDFG considers Old Cow M to be poCentkl steelhead hnbitat. Givm thmr qxx:ial m ~  (Le.., 
Fedm y requ/n  a wm be an/n em 
factor in f e t ~  flow manaSemem decimiom not only in the cenmtly o,x-upied project habtm (Le., 
South Cow C~ek) b ~  alto/n the po~m~ny restorable project hsb/mt (Le., Old Cow ~ ) .  
~ ,  we re/~me our n ~ o m m e n d a ~  for model/as weighted usable m a  for anadmmom 
ulmonids in ~I1 porfiom of  thv Project, not jmt Somh Cow Chink. 

Based ~ thc infmmafi~ p~n()wded in *I~ lIP, w~.kly weber ~ msx/n~-,~ wRb/n the 
projc=t'~oundsri~ ~ OM Cow C~'ed( cml ~a=d 20" CeIm~us (C), the uppa" lhn/t ~ mccq~mbk 
t e m p e m e ~  for rainbow trout and well above the lm~ened raase fur mteelhemd (Bjmm, T ~  ~ 
R e i ~ ,  D.W., 1991, and Raleigh, R.F., ~a / . ,  1984). Water tempenttu~ia South Cow Omek me 

m0 e with ava'sge w, ter tcmper,   the 
f~ ~ mxhnsxim~m= ~ the k'thal th~'eshold for mr.Jhcad (~%-"). ~ v m ~ o f  
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temperatures documented in both drainages over the past several yem,  determination of p~'y~t 
impacts on sununcrtimc water temperatu~ will be essential. 

To implement a water temperatm~ monitoring program, we recommend temperature recorders be 
spaced at least every mile along the bypass reaches to provide an estimated rate of change in 
temperature per mile. as well as absolute values. To be able to isolate project impacts, it will be 
necessary to monitor water ~ immediately above project diversions as well as below 
the mixing zones created by project discharges. 

Once SES establishes the existing rate of change in water temperature and isolates the impacts of 
the various diversions and tribotaries, we recommend combining the data with the hydraulic 
information to be collected to allow modeling of the daily water tempermm~ minima, maxima, and 
means undeT a range of flows. The range of flows modeled should include both those provided 
und~ currant operations as well as those that would exist without the Project in order to ~ ~ l e  ~ 
quantify project impacts on watcr tcmpetatum. 

Rsh Pasu  

As mentioned previously, PG&E's Passage Bah'let Study should provide an inventory and catalog 
of potential fish passage barriers within the bypass roaches to compliment the general ~ 
habitat study. The geographic scope of the proposed study is too narrow. This Project provides 
fish passage facilities at only one of the five diversions, namely the South Cow Creek d ive .on .  
The other four dive.ions represent potentially significant barriem and need to be evaluated for 
purposes of designing appropriate mitigation measu~.  The effectiveness of the South Cow ladder 
installed in 1984 has not been reevaluated s'mce the initial study. The current effectiveness of the 
passage facilities at the South Cow Creek diversion should be assessed for both anadromous and 
resident species under a range of flows, including when the diversion is just beginning to spill as 
well as during the ~ when elevated water temperamn= may combine with low flow to 
impede pessage. 

Sumamry 

.This completes our commmts on the HP prepared by SES. We appagiate the opportunity to 
comment on the studies necessary for rellcensing of the KilaroCow ~ Hydroelect~ Project. 
My staff is available to consult with SES mgardinjl design and review of specific studies. If you 
have any questions regarding the above comments and recomnz~dations, please contact David 
White of my staff at (707) 575-6810. 

Sincerely. 

Steven A. Edmondson 
Northern Califomil I hbitat  Supervisor 
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cc: j 

Ms. Magalie Salas. Secretm'y 
Federal Energy Regulatm'y Commission 
888 Ftrst Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

Ms. Emily Carter 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.K 
Washington. DC 20426 

Mr. Steve Edmondson and Mr. David White 
National ~ Fmheries Service 
777 Sonoma Avemz, S~te 325 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-6528 

Mr. William Foster 
U.S. Irmh and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
S~-ram~to, CA 95821-6340 

National Park Service 
600 Hm-fimn Ave, ave, Suite 600 
Sen Francisco, CA 94107 

Mr. James Canaday 
Division of Water Rights 
State Water Resources Control Bored 
P.O. Box 2000 
Sacrameato, CA 95812-2000 

Ms. B~h DooHnlz 
CmUal Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board 
415 Knolkm~ Drive, Suite 100 
Redding, CA 96002 

Mr. 1ames McK/nney 
California E n e ~  Conun iu~  
1516 9th Street 
Sacram¢~, CA 95g14-5512 
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