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Project No. 12496-002 – California
Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project
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Subject: Scoping Document 2 for Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (P-12496)
To the Party Addressed:
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) is reviewing the
license application filed on April 21, 2014, by Rugraw, LLC (Rugraw) for licensing of
the proposed the Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 12496). The proposed
project would be located on the South Fork Battle Creek, near the Town of Mineral,
Tehama County, California. No federal lands or Indian reservations are located within
the proposed project boundary.
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended,
Commission staff intends to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which
will be used by the Commission to determine whether, and under what conditions, to
issue an original license for the project. To support and assist our environmental review,
we are beginning the public scoping process to ensure that all pertinent issues are
identified and analyzed, and that the EIS is thorough and balanced.
In our October 3, 2014, Scoping Document 1 (SD1), we disclosed our preliminary
view of the scope of environmental issues associated with the Lassen Lodge Project.
Based on written comments we received throughout the scoping process and verbal
comments we received at the two scoping meeting held on November 5, we prepared the
enclosed Scoping Document 2 (SD2). We prepared SD2 to provide information on the
proposed action and alternatives, the environmental analysis process we will follow to
prepare the EIS, and a revised list of issues to be addressed in the EIS.
We appreciate the participation of governmental agencies, non-governmental
organizations, Indian tribes, and the public in the scoping process. Key changes from
SD1 to SD2 are identified in bold, italicized type. SD2 is being distributed to all entities
on the Commission’s mailing list for this project. If you wish to be added to or removed
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from the Commission’s official mailing list, please send your request by email to
efiling@ferc.gov or by mail to: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A, Washington, DC 20426. All written or
emailed requests must specify your wish to be removed from or added to the mailing list
and must clearly include the following on the first page: Lassen Lodge Project No.
12496-002.

The enclosed SD2 supersedes the October 3, 2014, SD1. SD2 is issued for
informational use by all interested entities; no response is required. If you have any
questions about the scoping process or the development of the EIS for this project, please
contact Adam Beeco at (202) 502-8655 or via email at: adam.beeco@ferc.gov.
Additional information about the Commission’s licensing process and the Lassen Lodge
Project may be obtained from the Commission’s website, www.ferc.gov.
Enclosure: Scoping Document 2
cc:

Mailing List
Public Files
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SCOPING DOCUMENT 2
Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project, No. 12496
1.0

INTRODUCTION

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC), under the
authority of the Federal Power Act (FPA), 1 may issue licenses for terms up to 50 years
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of original non-federal hydroelectric
projects. On April 21, 2014, Rugraw, LLC (Rugraw) filed an application for an original
license for the 5.0 megawatt (MW) Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project
No. 12496-002).
The proposed project is located on the South Fork Battle Creek, near the town of
Mineral, Tehama County, California (Figure 1). No federal lands or Indian reservations
are located within the proposed project boundary. The Lassen Lodge Project would be
operated as a run-of-river project. There would be no proposed storage capacity and the
reservoir surface would be approximately 0.5 acre. The estimated annual generation is
25,000 megawatt-hours. A detailed description of the project is provided in section 3.0.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 2 the Commission’s
regulations, and other applicable laws require that we independently evaluate the
environmental effects of licensing the Lassen Lodge Project as proposed, and also
consider reasonable alternatives to the licensees’ proposed action. Based upon the
comments we received during scoping, including specific requests by National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Tehama County, we intend to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) that describes and evaluates the probable
effects, including an assessment of the site-specific and cumulative effects, if any, of
the proposed action and alternatives.

1

16 U.S.C. § 791(a)-825(r).

2

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370(f) (2006).
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Figure 1. Project features and location map (Source: Application).
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2.0

SCOPING

This Scoping Document 2 (SD2) is intended to advise all participants as to the
proposed scope of the EIS and to seek additional information pertinent to this analysis.
This document contains: (1) a description of the scoping process and schedule for the
development of the EIS; (2) a description of the proposed action and alternatives; (3) a
preliminary identification of environmental issues; (4) a request for comments and
information; (5) a proposed EIS outline; and (6) a preliminary list of comprehensive
plans which are applicable to the project.
2.1

PURPOSES OF SCOPING

Scoping is the process used to identify issues, concerns, and opportunities for
enhancement or mitigation associated with a proposed action. According to NEPA, the
process should be conducted early in the planning stage of the project. The purposes of
the scoping process are as follows:
•

invite participation of federal, state and local resource agencies,
Indian tribes, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and the public to
identify significant environmental and socioeconomic issues related to the
proposed project;

•

determine the resource issues, depth of analysis, and significance of
issues to be addressed in the EIS;

•

identify how the project would or would not contribute to cumulative
effects in the project area;

•

identify reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that should be
evaluated in the EIS;

•

solicit, from participants, available information on the resources at
issue; and

•

determine the resource areas and potential issues that do not require
detailed analysis during review of the project.

2.2
COMMENTS, SCOPING MEETINGS, AND ENVIRONMENTAL SITE
REVIEW
We issued SD1 on October 3, 2014, to enable resource agencies, Indian tribes,
NGOs, and the public to more effectively participate in and contribute to the scoping
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process. In SD1, we requested clarification of preliminary issues concerning the
proposed projects and identification of any new issues that need to be addressed in the
project EIS. On November 5, 2014, we held joint scoping meetings with the California
State Water Resources Control Board. These meetings are considered joint meetings for
the purposes of both NEPA and the California Environmental Quality Act. On
November 6, 2014, we participated in an environmental site review to the proposed
project site.
Based on verbal comments at the meeting, the environmental site review, and
written comments we received throughout the scoping process we have revised SD1.
SD2 presents our current view of issues to be considered in the EIS. Key changes from
SD1 to SD2 are identified in bold and italicized type.
The following entities filed written comments on SD1:
Commenting Entity
NOAA Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
Tehama County Planning Department

Filing Date
December 4, 2014
December 5, 2014
December 17, 2014

Note that the primary purpose of SD2 is to identify issues to be analyzed in the
EIS, not to identify all recommended and/or potential protection, mitigation, and
enhancement (PM&E) measures. All proposed and recommended PM&E measures
will be analyzed in the EIS.

2.2.1 Issues Raised During Scoping Commenting Period
Comment: Tehama County and NMFS state that the project has the potential to
have significant impacts to the human environment and therefore requires the
completion of an EIS rather than an environmental assessment (EA)
Response: We revised the scoping document to indicate that we intend to
complete an EIS rather than an EA.

Comment: Tehama County states that the project has the potential to have
significant impacts to fish populations, including effects of flow levels on spawning.
Response: We revised the scoping document to specify that effects of project
operation on stream flow and aquatic resources include effects on resident and
anadromous fish.
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Comment: PG&E states that Lassen Lodge proposed operations could
adversely affect PG&E’s ability to comply with instream flow and ramping
requirements at their downstream Coleman, Inskip and South Diversion dams.
Response: We have modified Section 4.2.2 Aquatic Resources to include
these possible impacts as a potential resource issue.
Comment: NMFS states that the Hydraulic Geometry methods that the
applicant used to determine habitat-flow relationships are flawed and inadequate,
and, consequently, Rugraw’s final license application was deficient.
Response: Consultation between NMFS and the applicant regarding
improving methods for quantifying flow-habitat relationships is ongoing. We will
evaluate flow-habitat relationships in the EIS.
Comment: NMFS states that the scoping document omits mention of
anadromous salmonids, anadromous salmonids are reasonably certain to reach the
project’s bypassed reach over the term of a new license, and critical habitat for
spring-run Chinook salmon and California Central Valley steelhead and essential
fish habitat for all Pacific Chinook salmon exists within the project bypassed reach.
Response: We revised the scoping document to include effects on critical
habitat, essential fish habitat, and all salmonid species known to occur in the Battle
Creek basin.
Comment: NMFS states that project operations would directly and
cumulatively affect resident and anadromous salmonids and related habitat.
Response: We revised the scoping document to include fisheries resources
and water quality as resources with the potential to be cumulatively affected by the
project and other activities in the Battle Creek basin. We included references to
both resident and anadromous salmonids, and changed reference of “migratory”
fish to “anadromous” fish.
Comment: NMFS states that the 13 cfs minimum instream flow proposed by
the applicant is too low and that the applicant’s proposed operations at flow levels
below 18 cfs and during the summer period need to be clarified.
Response: The applicant and interested agencies, including NMFS, are
conducting ongoing consultation regarding minimum flow scenarios to be evaluated
in aquatic habitat, temperature, and sediment transport models. As part of the
flow-habitat relationship analysis in the EIS, we will consider effects of multiple
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operational scenarios including minimum instream flows that differ from the
proposed 13 cfs.
Comment: NMFS states that results of the applicant’s water temperature
model and sediment transport model should be included in the EIS.
Response: We revised the scoping document to specify that effects of project
operation on water quality include effects on temperature and sediment transport in
South Fork Battle Creek.
Comment: NMFS states that during project operations, project monitoring
should include: (1) flow monitoring just above the diversion structure; (2) water
temperature monitoring between Angel Falls and the tailrace, in addition to existing
locations; and (3) continuous monitoring of the tailrace for fish.
Response: We will assess potential monitoring requirements for water
temperature, stream flow, and fish presence in the tailrace in the EIS.
Comment: NMFS states that the effects of tailrace flows on fish migration
and stranding should be evaluated in the EIS.
Response: We revised the scoping document to include effects of project
operation and facilities on fish stranding and migratory cues.
Comment: NMFS states that future South Fork Battle Creek Restoration
actions will enable anadromous fish to access the project’s bypassed reach up to
Angel Falls.
Response: We revised the scoping document to include the Battle Creek
Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project as an action to be included in analysis of
cumulative effects.
Comment: NMFS states that due to FERC’s study request for developing
water temperature and sediment transport modeling study plans, the estimated
timing of issuing a REA Notice during January of 2015 is unlikely. Therefore,
NMFS suggests a date of March 2015.
Response: We modified the schedule accordingly.
Comment: NMFS states that they filed the Recovery Plan for the
Evolutionarily Significant Units of Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon
and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and California Central Valley
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steelhead with the Commission for consideration as a Comprehensive Plan on
October 6, 2014.
Response: We revised the scoping document to include this plan.

Comment: NMFS requests modifications/updates to the FERC mailing list.
Response: We modified the mailing list accordingly.
3.0

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with NEPA, the environmental analysis will consider the following
alternatives, at a minimum: (1) the no-action alternative, (2) Rugraw’s proposed action,
and (3) Rugraw’s proposed action with staff modifications (staff alterative).
3.1

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The no-action alternative is license denial. Under the no-action alternative, the
project would not be built and environmental resources in the project area would not be
affected.
3.2 APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL
3.2.1 Proposed Project Facilities
Rugraw proposes to construct the project 1.5 miles west of Mineral, California, on
the South Fork Battle Creek in Tehama County. The project would consist of a diversion
dam, intake structure, fish screen, pipeline, penstock, powerhouse, substation,
switchyard, four multipurpose areas, transmission line, and project access roads from
Route 36 to the diversion dam and from Route 36 to the powerhouse. The 6-foot-high, 2foot-wide, and 94-foot-long diversion dam would be located at river mile 23,
approximately 0.5 RM upstream of the Old State Highway Route 36 Bridge and creating
a 0.5-acre impoundment.
The 18-foot-wide, 8-foot-high, 53-foot-long intake structure would include nine
five by eight-foot perforated flat panel fish screens. Once water enters the intake, it
would travel through a 48-inch-diameter, 7,258-foot-long, low-pressure pipeline and then
into a 36-inch-diameter, 5,230-foot-long, high-pressure penstock. Water would then
enter a 50 by 50-foot powerhouse with a single multi-jet vertical Pelton-type turbine and
would be closed-coupled to a synchronous generator with a capacity of 5 megawatts.
The project bypass reach would be approximately 2.4 miles long.
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The water would then exit the powerhouse at atmospheric pressure into the tailrace
within the powerhouse foundation. The tailwater would then enter a buried concrete box
culvert (8 by 6 by 70-foot) and exit to the stream by cascading 9 feet to the rock-strewn
streambed over existing large boulders.
A new, enclosed, and security-fenced substation would be located approximately
500 feet west-southwest of the powerhouse. Underground conduits from the powerhouse
to the substation would convey generated power. The substation would disturb an
approximate area of 50 by 50-foot.
A new 12-mile-long, 60-kV transmission line would connect the powerhouse
substation to a switchyard adjacent to the Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) 60kV Volta-South transmission line in the town of Manton, California.
A security-fenced switchyard would be located approximately 300 feet east of the
point of interconnection. The switchyard would disturb an area of approximately 40 by
35-foot, including a 10 by 10-foot concrete block building. An approximately 0.1 mile
aerial 12-kV line would connect to the existing PG&E line.
Rugraw also proposes four multipurpose areas: (1) a construction yard near the
diversion dam; (2) a construction area near the powerhouse; (3) a multipurpose area
near the Old Highway 36 Bridge that would also serve as a helicopter landing site; and
(4) a multipurpose area toward the west end of the proposed project boundary to support
transmission line construction.
3.2.2 Proposed Project Operations
Rugraw would operate the Lassen Lodge Project run-of-river and expects to
maintain the water surface elevation of the proposed 0.5 acre-reservoir at +/-0.5 inches
throughout the normal operating range with no storage capacity.
Rugraw proposes to release a minimum flow of 13 cfs to the bypass reach. All
flows greater than the minimum would be diverted by the project intake up to the
maximum capacity of the turbine (95 cfs). Stream flows greater than the combined
turbine capacity and minimum flow would proceed unimpeded by the project through the
bypass reach.
3.2.3 Proposed Environmental Measures
Rugraw, working with the consulted entities, has identified measures to protect
and enhance environmental resources of the project area. Rugraw proposes to operate the
Lassen Lodge Project with the environmental protection and enhancement measures
described below.
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Geologic and Soil Resources
• Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention control plan as
part of final design.
• Construct the project in the dry season (April through October).
• Use best management practices to minimize the erosion of soils in construction
areas and limit the transport of sediment from the construction site to the
stream, including:
o
o
o
o

Limiting soil disturbance to only those area necessary for construction.
Installing silt fences in construction areas.
Applying water to construction area to control wind erosion and dust.
Revegetating disturbed areas as soon as practicable following construction.

Aquatic Resources
Water Quality Resources
• Perform sluicing operations in a manner that will not increase sediment
deposition above background levels in compliance with requirements of the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Cal Fish and Wildlife).
• Design the project intake, penstock, and turbines to prevent air entrainment and
gas supersaturation in the powerhouse discharge waters.
• Cure all concrete before it comes in contact with stream water.
• Avoid all discharges of petroleum products or other construction materials into
surface waters.
• Monitor water temperatures at six locations throughout the project area during
project operations. Proposed locations include: 1) the diversion/intake
structure, 2) the bridge at SR 36, 3) within the bypass reach above the tailrace,
4) within the bypass reach below the tailrace, 5) within the tailrace, and 6) the
wooden bridge at Ponderosa located downstream of Panther Grade. These
locations were chosen to provide data on water temperature within the bypass
reach, in the penstock, at the point of return to South Fork Battle Creek, and
below the project boundary.
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Fisheries Resources
• Consult with the Cal Fish and Wildlife after license submission to design fish
passage elements to be contained within the diversion dam instream bypass
flow channel.
• Construct a control/fish screen structure with a nine, four by eight-foot
perforated flat panel fish screens. The fish screens would have 33 round holes
per square inch and would be automatically cleaned by a travelling screen
cleaner as frequently as necessary to maintain flow and velocity criteria.
• Close the automatic emergency shutoff valve in the event of unanticipated
pipeline rupture to ensure continued flow to the bypassed reach. Closing the
automatic emergency shutoff valve would direct all flows to the bypassed
reach.
• Provide a minimum instream flow of 13 cfs to the bypassed reach at all times
when the project is operating and monitor stream flow at three monitoring
stations to ensure that minimum instream flows are met during project
operations. Two monitoring stations would be within the bypass reach, with
one located at the SR 36 bridge above Angel Falls and the other directly above
the tailrace. The third station would be located downstream of the tailrace after
the mixing of the tailwater and bypass flows.
• Maintain water surface elevation of the project reservoir at +/- 0.5 inches
throughout the normal operating range of the project.
• Operate the project with a ramping rate of no more than a 30-percent reduction
of the existing stream flow per hour for any change in diversion flow, whether
from powerhouse startup or shutdown. Monitor ramping rates during each
event to confirm that criteria are met.
• Maintain un-interrupted flows to the project tailrace in the event of unexpected
project shut-down.
• Perform all in-water work from July 1 to October 15.
• Provide temporary fish passage during construction of the project
diversion/intake structure.
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• Monitor the tailrace during project operations for the presence of anadromous
fish whenever the facility is visited by staff. Consult with Cal Fish and
Wildlife and National Marine Fisheries Service, if anadromous fish are found
to occur repetitively, to provide modifications of the tailrace structure to
discourage fish attraction.
Terrestrial Resources
Botanical Resources
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• Limit ground-disturbing activity and vegetation clearing to the smallest
footprint practicable.
• Delineate the limits of construction, work areas, and multipurpose areas with
flagging, fencing, and/or stakes, and prohibit ground disturbance outside of
these limits.
• Preserve vegetation in place to the extent possible.
• Implement measures to prevent the spread of invasive species and noxious
weeds.
• Avoid sensitive aquatic resources such as streams, wetlands, and ponds to the
extent possible. Use existing stream and wetland crossings where possible.
Where stream or wetland crossings are required, install crossings in
compliance with state guidelines for riparian and terrestrial habitat
connectivity. Reclaim temporarily disturbed stream and riparian habitat
through restoration of preconstruction conditions and riparian plantings and/or
seeding, where applicable, with agency-approved seed mixes.
• Provide training to construction staff regarding laws, regulations, and best
management practices to protect special-status plant species and their habitats.
• Place exclusion fencing around known individuals and populations of specialstatus plant species to restrict access by construction equipment and personnel
during construction.
• Conduct preconstruction surveys for species not surveyed due to project
alignment changes.
• Implement the following measures if special-status plant species are observed
during preconstruction surveys:
Revise project design to avoid impacting individuals and
populations of special-status plant species.
o
Place exclusion fencing around populations of special-status
plant species to protect plants during construction.
o
If project design cannot avoid special-status plant species,
individuals and populations of species that would be impacted would be
transplanted and/or seeds would be collected and sown, in suitable
locations outside the area of project impacts.
o
If transplantation or relocation is not possible, conserve and monitor
o
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existing populations occurring outside the area of project impacts.
• Employ biological monitoring personnel during construction to ensure that
measures to protect biological resources are implemented appropriately.
Wildlife Resources
•

Conduct preconstruction surveys for migratory birds within 100 feet of the
project (disturbance area) if disturbance would occur during the nesting season
(typically April 15 to July 31). If an active nest (containing eggs or young) of
a bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is found during
either preconstruction surveys or construction activities, identify the nest to
species, mark inconspicuously, and implement a 100-foot buffer with
vegetation left in place until any young have fledged.

• Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting migratory birds, raptors, bald
eagles, osprey, American peregrine falcons, prairie falcons, golden eagles, and
northern goshawks and implement appropriate buffers to protect active nests
during nesting season or until young have fledged.
• Design and construct the transmission line in compliance with current Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee guidance to reduce impacts to avian
species.
• Conduct preconstruction surveys for species not surveyed due to project
alignment changes.
• Avoid in-water work and/or construction in riparian areas during the time that
egg masses of foothill yellow-legged frogs are present (typically mid-April
through mid-May). Conduct preconstruction surveys for juvenile and adult
foothill yellow-legged frogs immediately prior to construction if in-water work
would occur during the breeding season (mid-March to August, depending on
local water conditions). If egg masses are found, delay construction until eggs
have hatched. If juveniles or adults are found within the project reach or 500
feet downstream, relocate individuals outside of the project area (e.g., outside
of the area of impact, immediately upstream of the project area). Avoid
collecting rocks from in-water environments between March 1 and August 31
to avoid disturbing foothill yellow-legged frogs, and minimizing disturbance to
pools and slow runs.
• Avoid ground-disturbing activity on or near talus slopes to protect Sierra
Nevada red fox and American pika.

17

• Avoid potential bat roosting habitat, including rock crevices, cliffs, and snags.
Threatened and Endangered Species
• Avoid ponds identified as potentially suitable breeding habitat for California
red-legged frogs by at least 200 feet, and implement best management
practices to prevent and minimize construction stormwater-related erosion and
sedimentation. Should ground-disturbing activity be required within 200 feet
of ponds identified as potentially suitable breeding habitat for the California
red-legged frog, avoid these activities between November 15 and April 30, and
avoid ground disturbance within 50 feet of ponds identified as potentially
suitable breeding habitat.
Land Use
• Construct new roads only when no feasible alternative exists.
• Limit access roads to a one-lane width of 12 feet whenever possible.
• Restore vegetation directly removed or disturbed during project construction as
appropriate in accordance with California forestry regulations and best
practices.
• Reforest temporary access roads per landowner recommendation when they are
no longer required.
Cultural Resources
• Implement a historic properties management plan to resolve any potential
project-related adverse effects to cultural resources that may be eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.
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Aesthetic Resources
• Remove all paint or discoloring agents applied to rocks or vegetation prior to
or during construction activities (indicating limits of survey or construction
activity) upon completion of construction activities.
• Trimming and clearing of overstory vegetation for access, pole locations, or
conductor clearance will use a ‘feathering’ method to give a natural
appearance.
• Use wooden poles to support proposed transmission line to blend with
surrounding vegetation and reduce contrast.
• Use helicopters for construction in specific areas to reduce impacts to ground
surface.
3.3 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION
Commission staff will consider and assess all alternative recommendations for
operational or facility modifications, as well as protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures identified by us, the agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the public.
4.0 SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS AND SITE-SPECIFIC RESOURCE
ISSUES
4.1

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

According to the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations for
implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. 1508.7), a cumulative effect is the effect on the
environment that results from the incremental effect of the action when added to other
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time, including hydropower and other land and water development activities.
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4.1.1 Resources That Could Be Cumulatively Affected
Based on our review of the license application and preliminary staff analysis, we
have identified water resources (water quality and temperature) and fisheries resources
(resident and anadromous fish and related habitat) as having the potential to be
cumulatively affected by the proposed project in combination with other activities in the
Battle Creek basin.
The following actions are in progress in the Battle Creek basin and may
contribute to cumulative effects:
• Sierra Pacific Industries owns the land surrounding the proposed project area
and manages it for timber harvest.
• PG&E operates the Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project No. 1121 on the
mainstem Battle Creek and the North and South Forks of Battle Creek,
including three diversion dams on South Fork Battle Creek downstream of the
proposed Lassen Lodge Project.
• The interagency Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project will
restore approximately 48 miles of salmonid habitat in the Battle Creek basin and
includes plans to remove or install fish passage at the three diversion dams
located downstream of the proposed project on South Fork Battle Creek.
4.1.2 Geographic Scope
Our geographic scope of analysis for cumulatively affected resources is defined by
the physical limits or boundaries of: (1) the proposed action's effect on the resources, and
(2) contributing effects from other hydropower and non-hydropower activities within the
Battle Creek Basin, specifically the removal (Coleman Diversion Dam and South
Diversion Dam) and modification (Inskip Diversion Dam) of dams on the South Fork
Battle Creek. Because the proposed action can affect resources differently, the
geographic scope for each resource may vary.
The geographic scope for aquatic resources would be the South Fork Battle Creek
from the upstream extent of the project reservoir downstream to its confluence with the
North Fork Battle Creek. We chose this geographic scope because: (1) the project affects
water quality and sediment movement within the project area and areas downstream to
the confluence with the North Fork Battle Creek; and, (2) the project influences the
ability of salmon and steelhead to utilize historical habitat within the project area.
4.1.3 Temporal Scope
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The temporal scope of our cumulative effects analysis in the EIS will include a
discussion of past, present, and future actions and their effects on each resource that
could be cumulatively affected. Based on the potential term of an original license, the
temporal scope will look up to 50 years into the future, concentrating on the effect to the
resources from reasonably foreseeable future actions. The historical discussion will, by
necessity, be limited to the amount of available information for each resource. The
quality and quantity of information, however, diminishes as we analyze resources further
away in time from the present.
4.2

RESOURCE ISSUES

In this section, we present a preliminary list of environmental issues to be
addressed in the EIS. We have identified these issues, which are listed by resource area,
by reviewing the license application and the Commission’s record for the Lassen Lodge
Project. This list is not intended to be exhaustive or final, but contains those issues raised
to date that could have substantial effects. After the scoping process is complete, we will
review this list and determine the appropriate level of analysis needed to address each
issue in the EIS. Those issues identified by an asterisk (*) will be analyzed for both
cumulative and site-specific effects.
4.2.1 Geologic and Soil Resources
• Effects of project construction on erosion and sedimentation of project lands
and waters.
4.2.2 Aquatic Resources
• Effects of project construction activities (e.g., in-water work and excavation)
on water quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, and turbidity levels
around the project construction site.*
• Effects of project construction activities on the potential release of
contaminants (e.g., fuel, lubricants, and other wastes) into project waters.
• Effects of project construction activities (e.g., in-water work and excavation)
on resident and anadromous fish and aquatic habitat, including critical
habitat and essential fish habitat, downstream of the project construction
site.*
• Effects of project operation on water quality, including temperature, in the
South Fork Battle Creek.*
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• Effects of project operation on the sediment transport regime in South Fork
Battle Creek.*
• Effects of project operation, including ramping during startup and shutdown
and minimum flow releases, on resident and anadromous fish and aquatic
resources in the South Fork Battle Creek.*
• Effects of project operation and facilities on upstream and downstream fish
passage, including entrainment, turbine mortality, stranding, and migratory
cues.
4.2.3 Terrestrial Resources
• Effects of project construction, operation, and maintenance on vegetation
communities (habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation) and associated
wildlife species.
• Effects of project construction, operation, and maintenance and recreational
use on the spread of invasive plant species.
• Effects of construction activities and project operation on wetland and riparian
communities.
• Effects from disturbance of local wildlife populations, including special-status
species, from noise, construction activity, and vehicle (including helicopters)
use.
• Effects on special-status wildlife species, including foothill yellow-legged
frogs, from construction, operation, and maintenance of the project.
• Effects of the proposed transmission line on the potential electrocution and
collisions of raptors and other bird species.
4.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species
• Potential impacts to listed species from construction, operation, and
maintenance of the project including the threatened California red-legged frog,
endangered Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, threatened
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and associated critical habitat,
threatened California Central Valley steelhead and associated critical
habitat, and Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon, which is considered a
Species of Concern.*
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4.2.5 Recreation and Land Use
• Effects of project construction and operation on existing recreational
opportunities.
• Effects of project construction on county roads and state highways.
• Effects of project construction of new permanent and temporary roads on
current land use practices.
4.2.6 Cultural Resources
• Effects on cultural resources that are eligible or potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places.
4.2.7 Aesthetic Resources
• Effects of project construction, operation, and maintenance on aesthetic
resources in the vicinity of the project, including noise from the proposed
transmission line.
4.2.8 Socioeconomics
• Effects of the project on the local economy of Tehama County, California,
including tourism.
4.2.9 Developmental Resources
• Effects of any proposed or recommended protection, mitigation, and
enhancement measures on the Lassen Lodge Project economics.
5.0 EIS PREPARATION SCHEDULE
At this time, we anticipate the need to prepare a draft and final EIS. The draft EIS
will be sent to all persons and entities on the Commission’s service and mailing lists for
the Lassen Lodge Project. The EIS will include our recommendations for operating
procedures, as well as environmental protection and enhancement measures that should
be part of any new license issued by the Commission. All recipients will then have 30
days to review the draft EIS and file written comments with the Commission. All
comments on the draft EIS filed with the Commission will be considered in preparation
of the Final EIS.
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The major milestones, including those for preparing the EIS, are as follows:
Major Milestone
Scoping Meetings
Scoping Document 2 Issued (if necessary)
Ready for Environmental Analysis Notice Issued
Deadline for Filing Comments, Recommendations and
Agency Terms and Conditions/Prescriptions
Draft EIS Issued
Comments on Draft EIS due
Final EIS Issued

Target Date
November 2014
January 2015
May 2015
July 2015
November 2015
December 2015
February 2016

If Commission staff determines that there is a need for additional information or
additional studies, the issuance of the Ready for Environmental Analysis notice could be
delayed. If this occurs, all subsequent milestones would be delayed by the time allowed
for Rugraw to respond to the Commission’s request.
6.0 PROPOSED EIS OUTLINE
The preliminary outline for the Lassen Lodge Project EIS is as follows:
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF FIGURES
LIST OF TABLES
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Application
1.2 Purpose of Action and Need for Power
1.3 Statutory and Regulatory Requirements
1.3.1 Federal Power Act
1.3.1.1 Section 18 Fishway Prescriptions
1.3.1.3 Section 10(j) Recommendations
1.3.1.4 Section 10(a) Recommendations
1.3.2 Clean Water Act
1.3.3 Endangered Species Act
1.3.4 Coastal Zone Management Act
1.3.5 National Historic Preservation Act
1.3.7 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
1.3.8 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Other statutes as applicable

24

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

1.4 Public Review and Comment
1.4.1 Scoping
1.4.2 Interventions
1.4.3 Comments on the Application
1.4.4 Comments on Draft EIS
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 No-action Alternative
2.2 Proposed Action
2.2.1 Proposed Project Facilities
2.2.2 Project Safety
2.2.3 Proposed Project Operation
2.2.4 Proposed Environmental Measures
2.2.5 Modifications to Applicant’s Proposal—Mandatory Conditions
2.3 Staff Alternative
2.4 Staff Alternative with Mandatory Conditions (as appropriate)
2.5 Other Alternatives (as appropriate)
2.6. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
3.1 General Description of the River Basin
3.2 Scope of Cumulative Effects Analysis
3.2.1 Geographic Scope
3.2.2 Temporal Scope
3.3 Proposed Action and Action Alternatives
3.3.1 Geologic and Soil Resources
3.3.2 Aquatic Resources
3.3.3 Terrestrial Resources
3.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species
3.3.5 Recreation and Land Use
3.3.6 Cultural Resources
3.3.7 Aesthetic Resources
3.3.8 Socioeconomics
3.4 No-action Alternative
DEVELOPMENTAL ANALYSIS
4.1 Power and Economic Benefits of the Project
4.2 Comparison of Alternatives
4.3 Cost of Environmental Measures
4.4 Air Quality (as needed)
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Comparison of Alternatives
5.2 Comprehensive Development and Recommended Alternative
5.3 Unavoidable Adverse Effects
5.4 Recommendations of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
5.5 Consistency with Comprehensive Plans
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6.0 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (OR OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT)
7.0 LITERATURE CITED
8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS
APPENDICES
A--License Conditions Recommended by Staff
B--Response to Comments on the Draft EIS
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7.0 COMPREHENSIVE PLANS
Section 10(a)(2) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. section 803(a)(2)(A), requires the
Commission to consider the extent to which a project is consistent with federal or state
comprehensive plans for improving, developing, or conserving a waterway or waterways
affected by a project. The staff has preliminary identified and reviewed the plans listed
below that may be relevant to the Lassen Lodge Project. Agencies are requested to
review this list and inform the Commission staff of any changes. If there are other
comprehensive plans that should be considered for this list that are not on file with the
Commission, or if there are more recent versions of the plans already listed, they can be
filed for consideration with the Commission according to 18 CFR section 2.19 of the
Commission’s regulations. Please follow the instructions for filing a plan at
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-info/licensing/complan.pdf.
The following is a list of comprehensive plans currently on file with the
Commission that may be relevant to the Lassen Lodge Project:
California Advisory Committee on Salmon and Steelhead Trout. 1988. Restoring the
balance: 1988 annual report. Sausalito, California.
California Department of Fish and Game. 2010. Final hatchery and stocking program
environmental impact report/environmental impact statement. Sacramento,
California. January 2010.
California Department of Fish and Game. 2007. California wildlife: Conservation
challenges, California’s wildlife action plan. Sacramento, California. 2007.
California Department of Fish and Game. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. National
Marine Fisheries Service. Bureau of Reclamation. 1988. Cooperative agreement
to implement actions to benefit winter-run Chinook salmon in the Sacramento
River Basin. Sacramento, California. May 20, 1988. 10 pp.
California Department of Fish and Game. 1990. Central Valley salmon and steelhead
restoration and enhancement plan. Sacramento, California. April 1990.
California Department of Fish and Game. 1993. Restoring Central Valley streams: A
plan for action. Sacramento, California. November 1993.
California Department of Fish and Game. 1996. Steelhead restoration and management
plan for California. Sacramento, California. February 1996.
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California Department of Fish and Game. 2003. Strategic plan for trout management: A
plan for 2004 and beyond. Sacramento, California. November 2003.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. California aquatic invasive species
management plan. Sacramento, California. January 18, 2008.
California Department of Water Resources. 1983. The California water plan: projected
use and available water supplies to 2010. Bulletin 160-83. Sacramento,
California. December 1983.
California Department of Water Resources. 1994. California water plan update.
Bulletin 160-93. Sacramento, California. October 1994. Two volumes and
executive summary.
California State Water Resources Control Board. 1995. Water quality control plan
report. Sacramento, California. Nine volumes.
California State Water Resources Control Board. 2011. Water quality control plan for
the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary. Sacramento,
California. December 13, 2006.
California - The Resources Agency. 1989. Upper Sacramento River Fisheries and
Riparian Habitat Management Plan. Sacramento, California. January 1989.
Forest Service. 1992. Lassen National Forest land and resource management plan.
Department of Agriculture, Susanville, California.
National Marine Fisheries Service. 2014. Recovery Plan for the Evolutionarily
Significant Units of Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon and Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and California Central Valley steelhead.
Sacramento, California, July 2014.
National Park Service. The Nationwide Rivers Inventory. Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C. 1993.
State Water Resources Control Board. 1999. Water quality control plans and policies
adopted as part of the State comprehensive plan. April 1999.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1990. Central Valley habitat joint venture
implementation plan: a component of the North American waterfowl management
plan. February 1990.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2001. Final restoration plan for the anadromous fish
restoration program. Department of the Interior, Sacramento, California. January
9, 2001.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Canadian Wildlife Service. 1986. North American
waterfowl management plan. Department of the Interior. Environment Canada.
May 1986.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. n.d. Fisheries USA: the recreational fisheries policy of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Washington, D.C.
8.0 MAILING LIST
The list below is the Commission’s official mailing list for the Lassen Lodge
Project (FERC No. 12496). If you want to receive future mailings for the Lassen Lodge
Project from the Commission and are not included in the list below, please send your
request by email to efiling@ferc.gov or by mail to: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A, Washington, DC
20426. All written and emailed requests to be added to the Commission’s mailing list
must clearly identify the following on the first page: Lassen Lodge Project No. 12496002. You may use the same method if requesting removal from the mailing list below.
Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp to be notified
via email of new filings and issuances related to this or other pending projects. For
assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll
free at 1-866-208-3676, or for TTY, (202) 502-8659
Mailing List
Party

Primary Person or
Counsel
of Record to be Served

Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation

Adv. Council on Hist.
Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Ave,
NW, Suite 803
Old Post Office Building
Washington, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA 20004
UNITED STATES
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Other Contact to be
Served

American Whitewater

Dave Steindorf
California Stewardship Dir.
American Whitewater
4 Baroni Drive
Chico, CALIFORNIA
95928-4314
UNITED STATES

Battle Creek Working
Group

Elisabeth Rossi
License Coordinator
Pacific Gas and Electric
Company
PO Box 770000
San Francisco,
CALIFORNIA 94177
UNITED STATES

Tricia Parker
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service
10950 Tyler Rd
Red Bluff, CALIFORNIA
96080

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Thomas Dang
General Engineer
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
958251846
UNITED STATES

Amy Dutschke
Regional Director
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825

California Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Mike Berry
Senior Fish Biologist
601 Locust Street
Redding, CALIFORNIA
96001
UNITED STATES

Curtis Milliron
Manager
California Department of
Fish and Wildlife
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001
Phone: (530) 225-2300

California Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Matt Myers
California Department of
Fish and Wildlife
601 Locust Street
Redding, CALIFORNIA
96002

Stephen G Puccini
California Department of
Fish and Wildlife
1416 9th St Fl 12
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814-5510
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UNITED STATES

Sacramento

California Department of
Water Resources

Mark Cowin
Director
1416- 9th Street, Room
1115-1
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
UNITED STATES

Jim Canaday
Senior Environmental
Scientist
California Department of
Water Resources
1001 I St
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814

California Hydropower
Reform Coalition

Keith Nakatani
Director
436 14th St
Suite 801
Oakland, CALIFORNIA
94612
UNITED STATES

California Office of the
Attorney General

Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite1740
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
UNITED STATES

California Public Utilities
Commission

California Trout

CA. Public Utilities Comm.
California Public Utilities
Commission
505 Van Ness Ave
San Francisco,
CALIFORNIA 94102-3214
San Francisco
Curtis Knight
Conservation Manager
PO Box 650
Mt. Shasta, CALIFORNIA
96067-0650
UNITED STATES
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California Office of Historic Milford Donaldson
Preservation
State Historic Preservation
Officer
1416 9th Street
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
UNITED STATES
Chico Paddlers

Tracy McConachie
President
P.O. Box 1881
Chico, CALIFORNIA
95927
UNITED STATES

California Sportfishing
Protection Alliance

Chris Shutes
California Sportfishing
Protection Alliance
FERC Projects Director
1608 Francisco Street
Berkeley, CA 94703

Enterprise Rancheria of
Maidu Indians

Art Angle
2133 Monte Vista Ave.
Oroville, CA 95966

Friends of the River

Ronald Martin Stork
Friends of the River
1418 20th Street
Suite 100
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95811

Friends of the River

Kelly L. Catlett
Contact/Addr No Longer
Valid

Greenville Rancheria of

Lacie Miles
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Maidu Indians

EPA
P.O. Box 279
Greenville, CALIFORNIA
95947
UNITED STATES

Tehama County

Sean Moore, AICP
Director of Planning
444 Oak Street
Courthouse Annex, Room I
Red Bluff, CA 96080

Bill Goodwin
Tehama Country Dept of
Admin.
Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric
Project
727 Oak Street
Red Bluff, CALIFORNIA
96080

Tehama County

Dennis Garton
Supervisor, District 3
POBox 250 (727 Oak St.)
Red Bluff, CA 96080

Gary Antone, PE, PLS
Director of Public Works
9380 San Benito Ave.
Gerber, CA 96035

Maidu Pit River-Atsugewi

Beverly Ogle
Member
29855 Plum Creek Rd
Paynes Creek,
CALIFORNIA 960759701
UNITED STATES

NOAA

NOAA Fisheries Service,

Kathryn L Kempton
Attorney-Advisor
NOAA Office of General
Counsel – West Coast
Region
501 W. Ocean Blvd., Ste.
#4470
Long Beach, CALIFORNIA
90802
Steve Edmondson
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William Foster

West Coast Region

FERC Branch Supervisor
NOAA Fisheries Service,
West Coast Region
777 Sonoma Ave Ste 325
Santa Rosa, CALIFORNIA
95404
UNITED STATES

Office of the Governor of
California

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Governor of California
Office of the Governor of
California
State Capitol Building
Suite 1173
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
Elizabeth Diamond
Legal Secretary
Pacific Gas and Electric
Company
PO Box 7442
San Francisco,
CALIFORNIA 94120
UNITED STATES

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Redding Racheria

Fishery Biologist
NOAA Fisheries Service,
West Coast Region
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5100
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814-4708

Annette Faraglia
Attorney
PO Box 7442
San Francisco,
CALIFORNIA 94120-7442
James Hayward
Culture Resource Program
2000 Redding Rancheria
Road
Redding, CALIFORNIA
96001
UNITED STATES
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RUGRAW, INC.

Arthur Hagood
Synergics Energy Services,
LLC
191 Main Street
Annapolis, MARYLAND
21401
UNITED STATES

RUGRAW, INC., A
CALIFORNIA CORP.

Thomas Keegan
Director, Aquatic Sciences
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, CALIFORNIA
95677
UNITED STATES

Rugraw, LLC

Charles Kuffner
Managing Partner
Rugraw, LLC
70 Paseo Mirasol
Tiburon, CALIFORNIA
94920
UNITED STATES

Shasta Paddlers

KEVIN LEWIS
C. DIRECTOR
6069 Hornbeck Ln
Anderson, CALIFORNIA
960074864
UNITED STATES

Sierra Club - Mother Lode
Chapter

Terry Davis
801 K Street
Suite 2700
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
UNITED STATES

Sierra Pacific Industries,

Mike Mitzel
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Inc.

Lassen District Manager
P.O. Box 496014
Redding, CALIFORNIA
96049-6014
UNITED STATES

State Water Resources
Control Board (CA)

Susan Monheit
Senior Environmental
Scientist
1001 I Street, 14th Floor
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95814
UNITED STATES

State Water Resources
Control Board (CA)

Michelle Lobo
Environmental Scientist
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95812-2000

The Nature Conservancy

THOMAS HOWARD
Director
PO Box 2000
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95812-2000
Sacramento

Rich Reiner
500 Main Street
Chico, CALIFORNIA
95928

Trout Unlimited

Brian Johnson
Staff Attorney
2239 5th Street
Berkeley, CALIFORNIA
94710
UNITED STATES

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

Colonel William J. Leady,
P.E.
Commander, Sacramento
District
1325 J Street
Sacramento, California
95814
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Commander
U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers
SAN FRANCISCO
DISTRICT OFFICE
1455 Market St, #1760
San Francisco,

CALIFORNIA 94103
San Francisco
U.S. Bureau of Land
Management

James Keena
2800 Cottage Way, Suite
#W-1623
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825
UNITED STATES

U.S. Bureau of Land
Management

Lenore R. Thomas
BLM CA State Office
2800 Cottage Way, #W1834
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825-1886
Bob Abbey
Director
1849 C Street NW, Rm.
5665
Washington, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA 20240

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Donald Glaser
Regional Director
Mid-Pacific Region
Federal Office Building
2800 Cottage Way, MP-100
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825-1898
UNITED STATES
U.S. Department of
Commerce

U.S. Department of Interior

John Bryson
Secretary
1401 Constitution Ave NW
Washington, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA 20230
Patricia Port
Regional Environmental
Officer
333 Bush St, Ste 515
San Francisco,
CALIFORNIA 94104
UNITED STATES
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U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Jared Blumenfeld
Administrator
U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency
Region 9: Pacific Southwest
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Jennifer Curtis
U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency
US EPA Alaska Operations
Office
222 West 7th Avenue #19
Anchorage, ALASKA
99513

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Deborah Giglio
Senior Biologist
2800 Cottage Way
Room W-2605
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825
UNITED STATES

Jeremiah Karuzas
2800 Cottage Way, room
W-2605
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Amy Fesnock
2800 Cottage Way, Room
W-2605
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA
95825-1846

U.S. Geological Survey

Anne Kinsiger
Western Regional Director
U.S. Geological Survey
2130 Southwest 5th Avenue
Portland, OREGON 97201

U.S. Senate

Barbara Boxer
Senator
U.S. Senate
112 Hart Senate Office Bldg
Washington, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA 20510

USDA Forest Service

Randy Moore
Regional Forester, PSW
Region
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Harv Forsgren
Regional Forester
Intermountain Region 4

1323 Club Dr
Vallejo, CALIFORNIA
94592
UNITED STATES
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324 25th Street
Ogden, UTAH 84401

