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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC  20426
April 18, 2011
OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2246-058 – California
Yuba River Hydroelectric Project
Yuba County Water Agency
Subject:  Scoping Document 2 for the Yuba River Hydroelectric Project
To the Party Addressed:


The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) is currently reviewing the Pre-Application Document submitted by the Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) for relicensing the Yuba River Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2246).  The Yuba River Project facilities are located on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada in Yuba, Sierra,

and Nevada Counties, California, on the main stems of the Yuba River, the North Yuba River, the Middle Yuba River, and Oregon Creek (a tributary to the Middle Yuba River).  Portions of the Yuba River Project occupy lands of the Plumas and Tahoe National Forests.    
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 a new 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 January 4, 2011, Scoping Document 1 (SD1), we disclosed our preliminary view of the scope of environmental issues associated with the Yuba River Project.  Based on verbal comments that we received at the scoping meetings that were held on February 2, 2011 in Marysville, California, and written comments we received throughout the scoping process, we prepared the enclosed Scoping Document 2 (SD2).  We appreciate the participation of government agencies, non-government organizations, and the general public in the scoping process.  The enclosed SD2 for the project serves as a guide to the issues and alternatives to be addressed in the EIS.  Key changes from SD1 to SD2 are identified in bold, italicized type.   
SD2 is being distributed to both YCWA’s distribution list and the Commission’s official mailing list (see section 9.0 of the attached SD2).  If you wish to be added to or removed 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 identify the following on the first page:  Yuba River Hydroelectric Project No. 2246-058.


If you have any questions about SD2, the scoping process, or how Commission staff will develop the EIS for this project, please contact Alan Mitchnick at (202) 502-6074 or alan.mitchnick@ferc.gov.  Additional information about the Commission’s licensing process and the Yuba River Project may be obtained from our website, www.ferc.gov, or YCWA’s licensing website, http://www.ycwa-relicensing.com/default.aspx.
Enclosure:  Scoping Document 2
cc:
Mailing List
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SCOPING DOCUMENT 2
Yuba River Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2246-058
1.0  INTRODUCTION TC "1.0  INTRODUCTION" \f C \l "1" 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC), under the authority of the Federal Power Act (FPA),
 may issue licenses for terms ranging from 30 to 50 years for the construction, operation, and maintenance of non-federal hydroelectric projects.  On November 5, 2010, Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) filed a Pre-Application Document (PAD) and Notice of Intent to seek a new license for Yuba River Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2246).
   

The Yuba River Project facilities are located on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada, on the main stems of the Yuba River, the North Yuba River, the Middle Yuba River, and Oregon Creek (a tributary to the Middle Yuba River) in Yuba, Sierra, and Nevada Counties, California (figure 1).  Portions of the Yuba River Project occupy lands of the Plumas and Tahoe National Forests.  The project passes flow through Englebright dam, operated by the Corps of Engineers. 

The Yuba River Project has an authorized installed capacity of 361.9 megawatts (MW).  The average annual generation of the Yuba River Project is 1,267,061 megawatt-hours (MWh) (2004-2008).  A detailed description of the project is provided in section 3.0.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
 the Commission’s regulations, and other applicable laws require that we independently evaluate the environmental effects of relicensing the Yuba River Project as proposed, and also consider reasonable alternatives to the licensee’s proposed action.  At this time, 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.  The EIS preparation will be supported by a scoping process to ensure identification and analysis of all pertinent issues.

[image: image2]
Figure 1.  Location of the Yuba River Project XE "Figure 1.  Location of the Boundary Project"  (Source:  Yuba River Project PAD, 2010).
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 and proposed studies; (4) a request for comments and information; (5) a proposed EIS outline; and (6) a preliminary list of comprehensive plans that 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, including existing information and study needs; and 

· determine the resource areas and potential issues that do not require detailed analysis during review of the project.
2.2   SCOPING MEETINGS AND WRITTEN COMMENTS

We conducted two scoping meetings (afternoon and evening) on March 2, 2011 in Marysville, California.  The scoping meetings were announced in local newspapers and in the Federal Register.  The afternoon meeting was attended by about 30 agency and non-governmental organization (NGO) representatives.  The evening meeting was attended by about 11 agency, tribal, and NGO representatives and about 20 members of the public.  A court reporter recorded comments made during the scoping meetings.
  In addition, an environmental site review was conducted on February 1, 2011.
Besides the oral comments received at the scoping meetings, the following entities filed written comments on Scoping Document 1 (SD1):
	Commenting Agency
	Filing Date

	
	

	United Auburn Indian Community  of the Auburn Rancheria
	February 1, 2011

	Gold Coast Fly Fishers
	February 18, 2011

	Cordua Irrigation District
	February 23, 2011

	California Department of Fish and Game (Cal Fish and Game)
	March 3, 2011

	Tom J., Janet M., Myles, and Peyton Scott
	March 3, 2011

	Elizabeth and Christopher Burton
	March 4, 2011

	National Park Service
	March 4, 2011

	Forest Service
	March 4, 2011

	California Water Resources Board
	March 7, 2011

	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
	March 7, 2011

	Foothills Water Network 
	March 7, 2011

	Yuba County Water Agency
	March 7, 2011

	National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
	March 7, 2011

	Yuba County Fish and Game Commission
	March 7, 2011

	Camptonville Community Service District
	March 7, 2011

	Terrence and Anita Hansen
	March 7, 2011

	Paul and Lottie Dixon
	March 7, 2011

	Randy and Cathy Bodhaine
	March 7, 2011

	Paul and Maggie Phillipson
	March 7, 2011

	Emerald Cove Marina
	March 7, 2011

	Carl and Heidi Kurashewich
	March 8, 2011

	Ronald C. Fye
	March 8, 2011

	Gary Watts
	March 8, 2011

	Tom & Sue Gardner
	March 8, 2011

	Lyman and Faye Gandy
	March 9, 2011

	Ray Byers and Family
	March 9, 2011

	Dalton and Kathye Collier
	March 9, 2011

	Keith A. Torgerson
	March 9, 2011

	Feather River Trout Unlimited
	March 10, 2011

	Dave Billings
	March 11, 2011

	Dick and Karen Hatfield
	March 21, 2011


All comments received are part of the Commission’s official record for the project.  Information in the official file is available for inspection and reproduction at the Commission's Public Reference Room, located at 888 First Street, N.E., Room 2A, Washington, DC 20426, or by calling (202) 502-8371.  Information also may be accessed through the Commission’s eLibrary system using the “Documents & Filings” link on the Commission’s web page at http://www.ferc.gov.  Call (202) 502-6652 for assistance.

2.3  ISSUES RAISED DURING SCOPING
During the meetings and the following comment period, we received comments on YCWA’s PAD and the Commission’s SD1.  In addition, participants filed study requests.  SD1 was revised to address only comments relating directly to the scope of environmental issues; comments on the applicant’s PAD and study requests are not discussed here but will be considered during study plan development and the ensuing study plan meetings.  This document, SD2, presents our current view of issues and alternatives to be considered in the EIS, and reflects comments suggested during scoping, excluding those indicated below.  

The general concerns raised by participants during scoping are summarized below by topic.  Both oral and written comments are addressed in the summary.  The summary, however, does not include every oral and written comment made during the scoping process.  For instance, we do not address comments that are recommendations for schedule changes, statements of opinion regarding operation of the proposed projects, or minor editorial corrections.  We also have not included comments that are recommendations for license conditions, as these recommendations would be addressed in the EIS.
Information in the Record

Comment:  NMFS recommends that the Commission direct the applicant to place all information referenced and cited in the PAD into the record for this proceeding. 
Response:  This recommendation would be an unreasonable burden on an applicant.  We encourage that only important, relevant resource management plans, such as species recovery plans, be placed in the record for the affected project.
Project Decommissioning Alternative
Comment:  Both NMFS and FWS recommend that the EIS include the alternative of license decommissioning or denial of a new license though neither agency has recommended project retirement.  The Foothills Water Network recommends an ESA no-project alternative be considered.
Response:   Decommissioning could include retiring the project without or without removal of project facilities.  In addressing whether a thorough discussion of decommissioning is warranted in an EIS, Commission staff evaluates different factors relating to the adverse and beneficial effects on a variety of resources and issues (see Interagency Task Force Report on NEPA, 2001).  
Most significantly, staff evaluates whether stakeholders have recommended decommissioning and outlined the expected benefits that might be derived.  No participant, including NMFS or FWS has recommended that the project be retired or provided any environmental rational for retiring and/or removing the project.  Further, no party has expressed interest in assuming regulatory control and supervision of the project facilities.  We provide additional justification for not evaluating a decommissioning alternative in section 3.4.2.
Baseline conditions can be defined differently under the ESA as compared to NEPA.  During informal consultation, Commission staff will work with NMFS on the appropriate design and content of a biological assessment.

Other Alternatives

Comment:  NMFS recommends that staff evaluate the following alternatives:
· Actions taken under the “Habitat Expansion Agreement for Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon and California Central Valley Steelhead (HEA)” to mitigate for any presently unmitigated impacts due to the blockage of fish passage caused by FERC-licensed hydroelectric projects in the Feather River

· Collaborative efforts, such as those underway in the “Yuba Salmon Forum” that have discussed the potential reintroduction of anadromous fishes to the upper Yuba

· Potential future actions taken in the licensing of the Yuba-Bear and the Drum-Spaulding Hydroelectric Projects, which both affect the conditions in existing and potential Yuba River anadromous habitats

Response:  The issues raised by NMFS are not distinct alternatives, but rather potential changes in future conditions.  These issues will be evaluated as part of the cumulative effects analysis, as appropriate.
Comment:  The Foothills Water Network also recommends the following alternatives:
· Comprehensive watershed planning alternative (coordinated operation of Yuba River, Yuba-Bear, and Drum-Spaulding Projects)

· Future water demand alternative

· Anadromous fish reintroduction alternative (fishway passage for Englebright afterbay, Yuba-Bear/Drum-Spaulding Instream Flows, reintroduction)

· Yuba-Bear/Drum-Spaulding returned water alternative
FWS also recommends inclusion of fish passage alternatives, including a combination of passage scenarios at all dams and passage scenarios at a subset of dams.
Response:  Although we do not include these recommendations as distinct alternatives, the effects of these actions will be disclosed in the applicable resource sections of the EIS, as appropriate.

Englebright Dam

Comment:  Foothills Water Network recommends that:
· The license should include all Yuba County Water Agency’s rights and interests

· Englebright dam, reservoir and afterbay should be listed as a project work

· Englebright dam and reservoir should be within project boundary

Feather River Chapter of Trout Unlimited also recommends that project include Englebright dam and reservoir.
Response:  It is premature to address these issues at this time.  Any issues regarding the project boundary and the facilities to be included in a new license are addressed in a Commission order.  In any event, issues associated with Englebright dam and reservoir as they relate to the Yuba River Project can be addressed as part of the relicensing regardless of whether they are project facilities or included in the project boundary. 
Cumulative Analysis
Comment:  Cal Fish and Game recommends that the following cumulative resources be evaluated in the EIS:  aquatic resources; geologic and soil resources; and riparian habitat.  Cal Fish and Game recommends that the geographic scope include the following:  upstream on the North Yuba River above New Bullards Bar reservoir to the confluence of Slate Creek; on the Middle Yuba River upstream of the high water line of Our House diversion Pool;, on Oregon Creek upstream of the influence of deliveries from the Lohman Ridge tunnel;, and downstream on the mainstem of Yuba River to the confluence of the Yuba River with the Feather River.

FWS recommends that the geographic scope include the entire area where effects can be detected, estimated or measured and notes that water temperature changes can be detected on the Feather River.
YCWA recommends the following cumulative resources and scope:

· Channel morphology—Englebright dam to Marysville gage

· Water quantity—Old House diversion dam to Marysville gage

· Water quality—Old House diversion dam to Marysville gage

· Aquatic resources—Englebright dam to Marysville gage

· Riparian vegetation—Englebright dam to Marysville gage

· Anadromous fishes—Englebright dam to Marysville gage
Response:  We revised the scoping document to include riparian vegetation and geologic and soil resources as cumulative resources.  We conclude that the scope recommended by Cal Fish and Game is generally appropriate and modify this scoping document accordingly.
Comment:  For anadromous fish and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), NMFS recommends the following scope:

· Upstream--the potential action area for the project extend throughout the upper Yuba watershed, including the North, Middle, and South Yuba watersheds. 

· Downstream--the potential action area for the project extend through the lower Yuba River watershed to the confluence of the Feather River, the lower Feather River, the lower Sacramento River, and through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to the San Francisco Bay.
The Foothills Water Network recommends that reintroduction of Chinook salmon in the Upper Yuba River Basin be included with the following scope:

· On the North Yuba upstream of New Bullards Bar at River Mile 50.8 (Loves Falls)
· On the Middle Yuba River to the natural barrier at RM 34.5

· Downstream of the project extending to the San Francisco Bay Delta
Response:  We revised the scoping document to include anadromous fish and EFH as cumulatively affected resources.  The scope recommended by the NMFS for anadromous fish and EFH is generally appropriate, as discussed below.

Anadromous fish currently are absent from the Yuba River Basin upstream of Englebright dam and would not be affected by the project.  However, actions occurring upstream of Englebright dam have the potential to affect anadromous fish and their habitat downstream of Englebright dam, in combination with the potential effects of the proposed project.  Therefore, we include the upper Yuba River Basin within the geographic scope to the extent necessary to understand the potential interaction of upstream actions and the project on anadromous fish populations and habitat downstream of Englebright dam.

The project also has the potential to effect anadromous fish habitat and populations downstream of Englebright dam.  Upstream and downstream actions throughout the Yuba River Basin and downstream to San Francisco Bay can affect the number of returning adults to Englebright dam and the condition of those individuals, in combination with project-specific effects.  We include the recommended geographic scope to the extent necessary to understand effects to the existing fish runs and how the project would contribute to those effects.
Even though the potential project-specific effects on EFH are restricted to the habitat directly and indirectly effected by the project-- both upstream and downstream of Englebright dam--other actions upstream and downstream of Englebright dam have the potential to affect the quality of EFH throughout the geographic scope.  Understanding the effects of those potential actions would allow us to place project-specific effects on EFH in their proper perspective.

The expanded scope does not imply that project-related effects extend significantly beyond the Yuba River basin but rather that actions occurring in the Upper Yuba River Basin and downstream to the San Francisco Bay affect the same anadromous fish population and EFH that may be cumulatively affected by the project. We would anticipate that the level of analysis to be broad and may be based largely on existing information.  We also note that the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis is not the same as the geographic scope of needed studies.  Study scope would be determined individually for each study.  We request that stakeholders assist the Commission staff in identifying reasonably foreseeable actions within the geographic scope.
Based on the above discussion, we modify this scoping document to include the geographic scope for the cumulative analysis as recommended by NMFS.  

Comment:  Cal Fish and Game and the Yuba County Fish and Game Commission recommend that mule deer be evaluated as a cumulative resource.  
Response:  We have modified the scoping document accordingly.
Comment:  The California State Water Control Board recommends that staff remain open to including additional resources through the study plan determination process.  
Response:  In reviewing the study results and preparing the EIS for the Yuba River Project, staff will also examine each of the resources being considered for cumulative effects analysis and determine if there is new or pertinent information available.  Where new and relevant information concerning cumulatively affected resources have been developed, staff will modify the scope as appropriate.

Recreation at New Bullards Bar Reservoir

Comment:  Many members of the public provided comments supporting the current level of boating use at New Bullards Bar reservoir.  Others recommended allowing more and larger houseboats at the reservoir or additional facilities.  
Response:  Recreational impacts associated with use of New Bullards Bar reservoir will be addressed as part of our environmental review of the project.
Additional Resource Issues

Comment:  Cal Fish and Game recommends the Commission consider the following additional issues:
· Effects of project operation and maintenance on habitat for aquatic resources, including fish, amphibians, and benthic macroinvertebrates.

· Effects of the project on channel conditions, changes in channel morphology and sediment regimes, specifically as it relates to fish spawning gravel.

· Effects of project facilities and operation on native trout fry emergence timing and spawning success in various water year types.

· Effects of project facilities and operation on genetic diversity in above-barrier populations.
Response:  We have modified the scoping document accordingly to include these resource issues.  

Comment:  NMFS recommends that the Southern distinct population segment of the North American green sturgeon and its critical habitat and Chinook salmon and steelhead critical habitat be evaluated.
Response:  We have modified the scoping document accordingly to include these resources.  
Comment:  The Camptonville Community Service District recommends that the EIS evaluate the effects of visitors increased fire hazards, medical emergencies, hazardous materials incidents, increased traffic and trash.  
Response:  We will consider the effects of the project on public services in the Socioeconomics section of the EIS and have modified the scoping document.
Comment:  The Cordua Irrigation District recommends that the EIS evaluate the effects of the water temperature of project releases on rice production and waterfowl food supply. 
Response:  Changes in project operation that may result from relicensing could potentially affect water temperature and have associated effects on resources other that fish and aquatic organisms.  We have modified the scoping document to address this issue.
3.0  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES TC "3.0  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES" \f C \l "1" 
In accordance with NEPA, the environmental analysis will consider the following alternatives, at a minimum:  (1) the no-action alternative, (2) the applicant's proposed action, and (3) alternatives to the proposed action.  
3.1   NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no-action alternative, the Yuba River Project would continue to operate as required by the current project license (i.e., there would be no change to the existing environment).  No new environmental protection, mitigation, or enhancement measures would be implemented.  We use this alternative to establish baseline environmental conditions for comparison with other alternatives.
3.1.1   Existing Project Facilities TC "3.1.1   Existing Project Facilities" \f C \l "1"  (figure 2)
New Colgate Development

The New Colgate development consists of the following existing facilities:  (1) the 70-foot-high, 368-foot-long Our House diversion dam with a storage capacity of 280 acre-feet, located on the Middle Yuba River 12.0 miles upstream of its confluence with the North Yuba River; (2) the 12.5-foot-high by 12.5-foot-wide, 19,410-foot-long Lohman Ridge diversion tunnel that conveys a maximum flow of 860 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the Middle Yuba River to Oregon Creek; (3) the Log Cabin diversion dam, a 105-foot-radius, concrete arch dam on Oregon Creek that has a drainage area of 29.1 square miles and a maximum spillway capacity of 12,000 cfs and a storage capacity of 90 acre-feet; (4) the 6,107-foot-long Camptonville diversion tunnel, with the capacity to convey 1,100 cfs of water to New Bullards Bar reservoir on the North Yuba River; (5) the 645-foot-high New Bullards Bar dam located on the North Yuba River about 2.3 miles upstream of its confluence with the Middle Yuba River, with an actual release capacity of 1,250 cfs; (6) the New Bullards Bar reservoir, a storage reservoir on the North Yuba River formed by New Bullards Bar dam, with a surface area of  4,790 acres; (7) the New Bullards Bar dam overflow-type spillway with a width of 106 feet and a crest elevation of 1,902 feet; (8) the 5.2-mile-long New Colgate Power tunnel and penstock, with a maximum flow capacity of 3,500 cfs; (9) the New Colgate Powerhouse, an aboveground, steel-reinforced, concrete powerhouse located adjacent to the Yuba River containing two Pelton type turbines with a total actual measured capacity of 340 MW; (10) the New Colgate switchyard, located adjacent to the New Colgate powerhouse; (11) recreation facilities on New Bullards Bar reservoir, including Emerald Cove Marina, 
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Figure 2.  Project facilities for the Yuba River Project (Source:  YCWA).  

Hornswoggle Group Camp, Schoolhouse Family Camp, Dark Day Campground, Dark Day Boat Ramp, Garden Point Campground, Madrone Cove Campground, and Cottage Creek Boat Ramp; and (12) appurtenant facilities and features include access roads.

New Bullards Bar Minimum Flow Development

The New Bullards Bar Minimum Flow Development consists of the following existing facilities:  (1) the 70-foot long, 12-inch-diameter New Bullards minimum flow powerhouse penstock with a maximum flow capacity of 6 cfs; (2) the New Bullards minimum flow powerhouse, containing a single Pelton turbine with a capacity of 150 kilowatts (kW) at a flow of 5 cfs; (3) the New Bullards minimum flow transformer, located adjacent to the New Bullards minimum flow powerhouse; and (4) appurtenant facilities and features, including access roads.
Narrows 2 Development

The Narrows 2 Development consists of the following existing facilities:  (1) the Narrows 2 powerhouse penstock, a tunnel that is 20 feet in diameter and concrete lined in the upper 376 feet, and 14 feet in diameter and steel lined for the final 371.5 feet, with a maximum flow capacity of 3,400 cfs; (2) the Narrows 2 flow bypass, a valve and penstock branch off the main Narrows 2 penstock that provides the capability to bypass flows of up to 3,000 cfs around the Narrows 2 powerhouse during times of full or partial powerhouse shutdowns; (3) the Narrows 2 powerhouse, an indoor powerhouse located at the base of the Corps of Engineer’s Englebright dam, consisting of one vertical axis Francis turbine with a capacity of 55 MW at a head of 236 feet and flow of 3,400 cfs; (4) the Narrows 2 powerhouse switchyard, located adjacent to the powerhouse; and (5) appurtenant facilities and features, including access roads.

3.1.2   Existing Project Operations
Besides generating power, YCWA operates the project to supply water, control floods, provide recreational opportunities, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat.  Our House and Log Cabin diversion dam impoundments do not store water and YCWA uses them to divert water to New Bullards Bar reservoir during spring high flows.  As the project’s only storage reservoir, New Bullards Bar reservoir captures winter and spring runoff from rain and snowmelt.  Normally, the reservoir reaches its peak storage at the end of the spring runoff season, and then is gradually drawn until its lowest elevation is reached in mid-winter.  Though the reservoir elevation varies seasonally, the reservoir elevation does not undergo substantial daily changes.  To control floods, YCWA must reserve pool space in New Bullards Bar reservoir from October through April that, depending on runoff, can limit storage.  For power, YCWA operates New Colgate powerhouse for peaking and ancillary services and both the New Bullards minimum flow and Narrows 2 powerhouses as base load facilities.

The average total inflows to New Bullards Bar reservoir from the North Yuba River and diversions from the Middle Yuba River and Oregon Creek are about 1,200,000 acre-feet per year, and have ranged from a low of 163,000 acre-feet in 1977 to a high of 2,800,000 acre-feet in 1982.  To estimate yearly water availability, YCWA begins by using California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 120 forecasts in January each year and continually updates the estimate throughout the spring runoff period.  Estimates of available water supply are compared to estimates of required releases, consumptive demands, and target levels for fall storage to provide a level of drought protection for the following year.  

Since 2006, YCWA has operated the project to conform to a unique set of agreements:  the Lower Yuba River Accord (Yuba Accord).  The Yuba Accord is a comprehensive, consensus-based program to protect and enhance aquatic habitat in the Yuba River downstream of the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ Englebright dam. The Yuba Accord flow schedules were developed to improve aquatic habitat during high flow years and use a "balancing of resources” approach to provide habitat for drier conditions. 
3.2   APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL
The proposed action is to continue to operate and maintain the Yuba River Project, and implement certain environmental protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures.  YCWA proposes no new developments or changes in project operation at this point in the licensing process.  The current license for the project expires on April 30, 2016.
3.2.1   Proposed Project Facilities and Operations
No new or upgraded facilities, structural changes, or operational changes to the Yuba River Project during the term of the new license are proposed at this time.  

3.2.2   Proposed Environmental Measures 

YCWA identified measures to protect and enhance environmental resources of the project area.  YCWA proposes to continue operating the Yuba River Project with the environmental protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures described below.
YCWA proposes to continue to release minimum flows consistent with the Lower Yuba River Accord.

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 (PM&E) measures identified by the Commission, the agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the public.  

3.4   ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

At present, we propose to eliminate the following alternatives from detailed analysis in the EIS.

3.4.1   Non-power License
A non-power license is a temporary license the Commission would terminate whenever it determines that another governmental agency is authorized and willing to assume regulatory authority and supervision over the lands and facilities covered by the non-power license.  At this time, no governmental agency has suggested a willingness or ability to take over the project.  No party has sought a non-power license, and we have no basis for concluding that the Yuba River Project should no longer be used to produce power.  Thus, we do not consider a non-power license a reasonable alternative to relicensing the project.

3.4.2   Project Decommissioning

Decommissioning of the project could be accomplished with or without dam removal.  Either alternative would require denying the relicense application and surrender or termination of the existing license with appropriate conditions.  No party has suggested project decommissioning would be appropriate in this case.
The project provides a viable, safe, and clean renewable source of power to the region.  Under a decommissioning alternative, the project would no longer be authorized to generate power--the project generates an average of about 1,267 gigawatthours annually (2004-2008 data).  The project also provides other important benefits.  New Bullards Bar reservoir provides important recreational benefits and project facilities provide flood control and water delivery benefits.

Further, there would be significant costs involved with retiring the project and/or removing any of the project’s facilities.   If the project facilities were removed as part of the decommissioning alternative, significant impacts would result as well.

Retirement would also foreclose any opportunity to add environmental enhancements to the existing project.  Further, in this case, environmental objectives in large part can likely be met without decommissioning the project.

NMFS notes that several events could occur in the foreseeable future that might resurrect the issue of decommissioning or the removal of project facilities.  Staff will evaluate this information as it becomes available and may modify the range of alternatives throughout the licensing process.


Therefore, based on the information provided thus far, we conclude that decommissioning is not a reasonable alternative that needs to be evaluated throughout the NEPA process.  Excluding the project retirement alternative in the EIS does not prejudge the Commission’s decision on whether to issue a license for the project or preclude the Commission from denying a license for the project.  Staff will reevaluate the merits of a decommissioning alternative, as appropriate, as new information is developed throughout the licensing process.
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 (50 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, diversions for irrigation and drinking water supply, past mining activities, and other land and water development activities, including agriculture, timber, grazing, recreation, and residential.
There are approximately 46 major dams and reservoirs in the Yuba River Basin, with a combined storage capacity of about 1,350,000 acre-feet.  Thirty-eight of these dams are located upstream of the project (Pre-Application Document, pages 3-14- 3-15).  Other major FERC projects in the basin include PG&E’s Drum-Spaulding Project No. 2310 (expiring April 30, 2013) and Narrows Project No. 1403 (expiring January 31, 2023); Nevada Irrigation District’s Yuba-Bear Project No. 2266 (expiring April 30, 2013); South Feather Water and Power Agency’s State Creek Development, Project No. 2088 (expired March 31, 2009); and YCWA’s Deadwood Creek Project No. 6780 (expiring August 31, 2038).  The Corps of Engineers operates Englebright and Daguerre Point dams.
4.1.1   Resources that could be Cumulatively Affected

Based upon scoping meetings and the comments we received on SD1, on information in the Pre-Application Document, and preliminary staff analysis, we anticipate water resources and aquatic resources, including anadromous fish, EFH, geologic and soil resources, riparian vegetation, and mule deer as resources with the potential to be cumulatively affected by the continued operation and maintenance of the Yuba River Project.  

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 Yuba River Basin.  Because the proposed action would affect the resources differently, the geographic scope for each resource may vary.
For water and aquatic resources (with the exception of anadromous fish),  riparian vegetation, and geologic and soil resources, we define the geographic scope as extending upstream on the North Yuba River above New Bullards Bar reservoir to the confluence of Slate Creek, on the Middle Yuba River upstream of the high water line of Our House diversion pool, on Oregon Creek upstream of the influence of deliveries from the Lohman Ridge tunnel and downstream on the main stem Yuba River to the mixing zone of the Yuba River and the Feather River.  
· At this time, we have tentatively determined a cumulative geographic scope for anadromous fish and EFH that includes the Yuba River Basin downstream to the confluence with the Feather River, the lower Feather River, to the lower Sacramento River, and through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to the San Francisco Bay. 
For mule deer, the scope for the cumulative analysis is the range of the migratory Downieville/Nevada City and Bucks Mountain/Mooretown deer herds.
4.1.3   Temporal Scope


The temporal scope of our cumulative effects analysis in the EIS will include a discussion of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and their effects on each resource that could be cumulatively affected.  Based on the potential term of a new license, the temporal scope will look 30 to 50 years into the future, concentrating on the effect on 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 identified these issues, which are listed by resource area, by reviewing the PAD and the Commission’s record for the Yuba River Project, along with verbal and written comments provided during scoping.  This list is not intended to be exhaustive or final, but contains those issues raised to date that could have substantial effects.  

4.2.1   Geologic and Soils Resources

· Effects of project operation and maintenance on soil erosion, slope failures, and shoreline erosion at project reservoirs and stream reaches
· Effects of any project-related changes in streamflow and sediment delivery to project stream reaches on stream geomorphic processes and reservoir bathymetry
· Potential effects of runoff from project roads and other hard surface runoff on erosion and sediment transport
· Potential effects of the use of project spillways and dam outlet facilities on soil erosion
· Effect of project operations on large woody debris distribution and recruitment
· Effects of project-related recreation on soil compaction or erosion
4.2.2   Aquatic Resources

· Effects of project operation on the quantity and timing of streamflow in project-affected reaches, including water storage, spillage, peaking operations, and ramping rates
· Potential effects of project operation and maintenance on water quality, water temperature, and water quantity in project reservoirs and project-affected stream reaches and its effect on water supply demands, and other resources
· Effects of project operation on amphibian and aquatic reptile habitat in project reservoirs


· Effects of project operation on foothill yellow-legged frog populations and distribution, including changes in channel morphology and sediment regimes, flow patterns and fluctuations, and water temperature


· Effects of project operation on western pond turtle populations and distribution, including changes in channel morphology and sediment regimes, water temperature, upland habitat conditions, water flow patterns, and riparian vegetation

· Effects of project operation and maintenance on fish populations in project reservoirs and project-affected stream reaches, including special status species
· Effects of project operation, including releases from project facilities on aquatic habitat, including benthic macroinvertebrate populations, special-status amphibian populations, special-status mollusk populations, aquatic reptiles, and fish, including native trout fry emergence timing and spawning success in various water year types in receiving streams
· Effects of retention of sediment in project reservoirs and project flows on channel morphology and sediment regimes on downstream fish spawning habitat, special-status fish populations, and benthic macroinvertebrate populations
· Potential effects of project-related changes in the recruitment and movement of large woody debris on aquatic resources and their habitat

· Potential effects of impediments (passage barrier and flows) to fish passage and migrations, for spawning and thermal refugia, and out migration, including special status fish species
· Potential effects of project operations on stranding or displacement of fish
· Effects of entrainment at project diversions and intakes on fish populations
· Effects of the project on non-native species, including hatchery stocked populations of trout, and their effect on native species such as wild trout
· Effects of the project on essential fish habitat

4.2.3   Terrestrial Resources

· Effects of project operation, maintenance activities, and recreational use on special status and state-listed wildlife species, including northern goshawk, osprey, golden eagle, California spotted owl, California black rail, and bat species


· Effects of project operation, maintenance activities, and recreational use on bald eagle nesting, roosting, perching, and foraging and consistency of the project with National Bald Eagle Protection Guidelines

· Effects of project facilities on migratory deer winter habitat and migratory corridors


· Effects of project operation, maintenance activities, and recreational use on special status and state-listed plant species


· Effects of project operation, maintenance activities, and recreational use on the presence and spread of noxious weeds


· Effects of project operation and maintenance on wetlands, meadows, and riparian habitat

4.2.4   Threatened and Endangered Species
· Effects of project-related maintenance activities on elderberry plants and associated effects on the valley elderberry longhorn beetle

· Effects of project operation on California red-legged frog habitat and populations (and effects from warmwater fish) within a 1-mile area around project developments and project-affected reaches
· Effects of project operation and maintenance on listed plant species (Stebbins’ morning glory, Pine Hill flannelbush, Layne’s ragwort, Hartweg’s golden sunburst) and invertebrates (vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp) 

· Effect of project operations on spring-run Chinook salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon and their designated critical habitats
4.2.5   Recreation and Land Use
· Effects of project facilities and operations on public access to project waters, existing recreational opportunities, and future recreational opportunities within the project area
· Effects of water levels in project reservoirs on recreation (angling, boating)
· Effects of project operations on quality and availability of flow-dependent recreation opportunities, including whitewater boating, angling, and swimming

· Adequacy of existing recreation facilities (including accessible facilities) to meet current and future recreational demand

· Effects of the project operations and maintenance on the condition and use of roads within the project area

· Effects of project operations on wildfire risk and fire management

4.2.6   Cultural Resources
· Effects of the project on historic, archeological, and traditional cultural resources that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
4.2.7   Aesthetic Resources
· Effects of project operations, maintenance activities, and project recreation use on aesthetic resources, including reservoirs and downstream reaches, within the project area
4.2.8  Socioeconomics
· Effect of the project on local public services

4.2.9   Developmental Resources

· Economics of the project and alternatives, and the effects of any recommended environmental measures on the project’s economics
5.0   Proposed Studies

Depending upon the findings of studies completed by YCWA and the recommendations of the consulted entities, YCWA will consider, and may propose certain other measures to enhance environmental resources affected by the project as part of the proposed action.  YCWA’s initial study proposals are identified by resource area in table 1.  Detailed information on YCWA’s initial study proposals can be found in the PAD, as modified by YCWA’s February 11, 2011 filing.  Further studies may need to be added to this list based on comments provided to the Commission and YCWA from interested participants, including Indian tribes.
Table 1.  YCWA’s Initial Study Proposals (Source:  PAD).
	Study Number
	Study Name

	GEOLOGY AND SOILS  

	1.1
	Channel Morphology Upstream of Englebright Reservoir 

	1.2
	Channel Morphology Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	WATER RESOURCES  

	2.1
	Hydrologic Alteration 

	2.2
	Water Balance/Operations Model 

	2.3
	Water Quality 

	2.4
	Bioaccumulation 

	2.5
	Water Temperature Monitoring 

	2.6
	Water Temperature Model 

	AQUATIC RESOURCES  

	3.1
	Aquatic Macroinvertebrates Upstream of Englebright Reservoir 

	3.2
	Aquatic Macroinvertebrates Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	3.3
	Special-Status Aquatic Mollusks 

	3.4
	Special-Status Amphibians – Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog Surveys 

	3.5
	Special-Status Amphibians – Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog Habitat Modeling 

	3.6
	Special-Status Turtles – Western Pond Turtle 

	3.7
	Reservoir Fish Populations 

	3.8
	Stream Fish Populations Upstream of Englebright Reservoir 

	3.9
	Stream Fish Populations Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	3.10
	Fish Instream Flow Upstream of Englebright Reservoir 

	3.11
	Fish Entrainment 

	WILDLIFE RESOURCES  

	4.1
	Special-Status Wildlife – California Wildlife Habitat Relationships 

	4.2
	Special-Status Wildlife – Bats 

	BOTANICAL RESOURCES  

	5.1
	Special-Status Plants 

	WETLAND, RIPARIAN AND LITTORAL HABITATS  

	6.1
	Riparian Habitat Upstream of Englebright Reservoir 

	6.2
	Riparian Habitat Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	6.3
	Wetlands 

	THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND FULLY PROTECTED SPECIES 

	7.1
	Endangered Species Act (ESA) ESA-Listed Plants 

	7.2
	Narrows 2 Powerhouse Intake 

	7.3
	ESA-Listed Amphibians – California Red-Legged Frog 

	7.4
	ESA-Listed Wildlife – Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

	7.5
	California ESA(CESA)-Listed Plants 

	7.6
	CESA-Listed and Fully Protected Wildlife – California Wildlife Habitat Relationships 

	7.7
	CESA-Listed and Fully Protected Wildlife – Bald Eagle 

	7.8
	ESA/CESA-Listed Salmonids Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	7.9
	North American Green Sturgeon Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	7.10
	Instream Flow for Steelhead and Chinook Salmon Downstream of Englebright Dam 

	RECREATIONAL RESOURCES  

	8.1
	Recreation Use and Visitor Surveys 

	8.2
	Recreational Flow 

	LAND USE  

	9.1
	Primary Project Roads and Trails 

	AESTHETIC RESOURCES  

	10.1
	Visual Quality 

	CULTURAL RESOURCES  

	12.1
	Historic Properties 

	TRIBAL RESOURCES  

	13.1
	Native American Traditional Cultural Properties 


6.0  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 Yuba River Project.  The EIS will include our recommendations for operating procedures, as well as PM&E measures that should be part of any license issued by the Commission.  All recipients will then have 60 days to review the 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.
The major milestones, including those for preparing the EIS, are as follows:


Major Milestone






Target Date

Director’s Study Plan Determination



September 16, 2011

License Application Filed





April 2014

Ready for Environmental Analysis Notice Issued

June 2014

Deadline for Filing Comments, Recommendations, and


    Agency Terms and Conditions/Prescriptions


August 2014

Draft EIS Issued






February 2015

Comments on Draft EIS Due




April 2015
Deadline for Filing Modified Agency Recommendations
June 2015

Final EIS Issued






September 2015

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 YCWA to respond to the Commission’s request.  A copy of YCWA’s process plan, which has a complete list of relicensing milestones for the Yuba River Project, including those for developing the license application, is attached as appendix B to this SD2.

7.0  PROPOSED EIS OUTLINE
The preliminary outline for the Yuba River Project EIS is as follows:
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8.0 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 and state comprehensive plans for improving, developing, or conserving a waterway or waterways affected by a project.  The staff has preliminarily identified and reviewed the plans listed below that may be relevant to the Yuba River 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 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 (as of January 2011) with the Commission that may be relevant to the Yuba River Project.  

California Advisory Committee on Salmon and Steelhead Trout. 1988.  Restoring the balance: 1988 annual report.  Sausalito, California.  84 pp.

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.  115 pp. 

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. February 1996.  234 pp.

California Department of Parks and Recreation.  1998.  Public opinions and attitudes on outdoor recreation in California. Sacramento, California.  March 1998.

California Department of Parks and Recreation.  California Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP).  Sacramento, California.  April 1994. 

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.  268 pp. 

California Department of Water Resources.  1994.  California water plan update. Bulletin 160-93. Sacramento, California.  October 1994.  Two volumes and executive summary. 

California Department of Water Resources.  2000.  Final programmatic environmental impact statement/environmental impact report for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program.  Sacramento, California.  July 2000.  CD Rom, including associated plans. 

California State Water Resources Control Board.  1995.  Water quality control plan report.  Sacramento, California.  Nine volumes. 

California - The Resources Agency.  Department of Parks and Recreation.  1983. Recreation needs in California.  Sacramento, California.  March 1983.

Forest Service.  1988.  Plumas National Forest land and resource management plan. Department of Agriculture, Quincy, California.  August 26, 1988.

Forest Service.  1990.  Tahoe National Forest land and resource management plan. Department of Agriculture, Nevada City, California.  March 1990.

National Park Service.  1982.  The nationwide rivers inventory.  Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.  January 1982.

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.

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.  Undated.  Fisheries USA:  the recreational fisheries policy of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Washington, D.C.

0.0 MAILING LIST

The list below is the Commission’s official mailing list for the Yuba River Project (FERC No. 2246) (as of March 31, 2011).  If you want to receive future mailings for the Yuba River Project 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 mailing list must clearly identify the following on the first page:  Yuba River Project No. 2246-058.  You may use the same method if requesting removal from the mailing list below.

Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/esubscribenow.htm 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
	Contact and Address

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

	Appeal Democrat, The
	Harold Kruser
Appeal Democrat, The
PO Box 431
Marysville, California 95901-0431

	California Fish & Game Commission
	FERC Contact
California Fish & Game Commission
Attn: Environmental Services Division
1416 9th St
Sacramento, California 95814-5511

	California Public Utilities Commission
	Chairman

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave
San Francisco, California  94102-3214

	California Salmon and Steelhead Association
	Bob Baiocchi
Private Consultant
California Salmon and Steelhead Association
PO Box 1035, 96103

	House of Representatives
	Wally Herger
House of Representatives
Washington, District of Columbia 20515

	Institute for Policy Research
	H Paul Friesema
Institute for Policy Research
227 Scott Hall
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois 60208-1006

	
	Nevada County Local Agency Formation Com
Executive Officer
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, California 95959

	
	Nevada County Resource Center
Coordinator
113 Presley Way, Suite 1
Grass Valley, California 95945

	
	Nevada Irrigation District
1036 West Main Street
Grass Valley, California 95945

	Northwest Power Planning Council
	Suite 1100
851 SW 6th Ave
Portland, Oregon 97204-1337

	Office of the Governor of California
	Governor of California
RE: FERC Projects
Office of the Governor of California
State Capitol Building
Sacramento, California 95814

	Pacific Gas and Electric Company
	Elizabeth Diamond
Legal Secretary
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PO Box 7442
San Francisco, California 94120

	
	Sierra County Local Agency Formation Com
Executive Officer
P.O. Box 530
Downieville, California 95936

	
	Sierra Nevada Conservancy
Executive Director
11521 Blocker Drive, Suite 205
Auburn, California 95603

	US Bureau of Land Management
	Larry Weitzel
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
California State Office
2800 Cottage Way Ste W1834
Sacramento, California 95825-1886

	US Army Corps of Engineers
	Commander
US Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District Office
1455 Market St, #1760
San Francisco, California 94103

	Water Resources Control Board
	Jeffrey Parks
Senior Environmental Scientist
Water Resources Control Board
1001 I St
Sacramento, California 95814

	Yuba County
	Yuba County Local Agency Formation Comm.
Commission Clerk
825 Ninth Street, Suite B
Marysville, California 95901

	Yuba County Fish and Game Commission
	Deborah L Byrne
Chair, Yuba County Fish and Game
Yuba County Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 589
Marysville, California 95901

	Yuba County Resource Center
	Yuba County Resource Center
Conservation District Director
1511 Butte House Road, Suite B
Yuba City, California 95993

	Yuba County Water Agency
	Nancy Jones
Yuba County Water Agency
1402 D St
Marysville, California 95901-4226

	Yuba County Water Agency
	Donald R. Frost
Yuba County Water Agency
1402 D St
Marysville, California 95901-4226

	Yuba County Water Agency
	Donn A Wilson
Yuba County Water Agency
1402 D St
Marysville, California 95901-4226

	Yuba County Water Agency
	Curt Aikens
General Manager
Yuba County Water Agency
1220 F Street
Marysville, California 95901

	Yuba County Water Agency
	Anne Schneider
Downey Brand LLP
555 Capitol Mall Fl 10
Sacramento, California 95814-4504

	
	Hallwood Irrigation District
Post Office Box 1349
Marysville, California 95901

	
	Browns Valley Irrigation District
9370 Browns Valley School Road
Post Office Box 6
Browns Valley, California 95918

	
	Brophy Water District
1190 Civic Center Boulevard
Yuba City, California 95993

	
	Cordova Irrigation District
Post Office Box 1111
Marysville, California 95901

	
	Dry Creek Mutual Water
Company
Post Office Box 813
Wheatland, California 95692

	
	Ramirez Water District
1528 Starr Drive, S-A
Yuba City, California 95993

	
	South Yuba Water District
Post Office Box 8
Rio Oso, California 95677

	
	Wheatland Water District
Post Office Box 404
Wheatland, California 95962

	
	Browns Valley Irrigation District
9370 Browns Valley School Road
Post Office Box 6
Browns Valley, California 95918

	
	Kyle Self
Chairperson
Greenville Rancheria of Maidu Indians
P.O. Box 279
Greenville, California 95947

	
	Davis Keyser
Chairperson
United Auburn Indian Community
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, California 95603

	
	Waldo Walker
Chairperson
919 U.S. Highway 395 South
Gardnerville, NEW YORK 89410

	
	Glenda Nelson
Tribal Chairperson
1940 Feather River Blvd, Suite B
Oroville, California 95965

	
	Jim Edwards
5 Tyme Way
Oroville, California 959669115

	
	Steve Santos
Chairperson
125 Mission Ranch Blvd
Chico, California 959262175

	
	Stacy Dixon
Susanville Indian Rancheria
P.O. Box U1745 Joaquin Street
Susanville, California 96130

	
	Nicholas Fonseca
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, California 95682

	
	Jessie Raeder
Organizer and Board Secretary SalmonAid
427 Fell Street
San Francisco, California 94102


APPENDIX A
STUDY PLAN CRITERIA

18 CFR Section 5.9(b)

Any information or study request must contain the following:

1.
Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the information to be obtained; 

2.
If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the agencies or Indian tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied; 

3. 
If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public interest considerations in regard to the proposed study; 

4.
Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study proposal, and the need for additional information; 

5.
Explain any nexus between project operations and effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied, and how the study results would inform the development of license requirements; 

6.
Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information, and a schedule including appropriate filed season(s) and the duration) is consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and 

7.
Describe considerations of level of effort and cost, as applicable, and why proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet the stated information needs. 

APPENDIX B
PROCESS PLAN AND SCHEDULE

	Yuba River Project Preliminary Process Plan and Schedule 

	(shaded milestones are unnecessary if there are no study disputes; if due date falls on a weekend or holiday, the due date is the following business day)

	Responsible Entity
	Pre-Filing Milestone
	Date
	FERC Regulation

	Applicant
	File NOI/PAD with FERC
	11/5/10
	5.5, 5.6

	FERC
	Notice of Commencement of Proceeding & SD1 issued
	1/4/11
	5.8

	FERC
	Scoping and Environmental Site Review
	2/2/11
	5.8(b)(viii)

	FERC
	Tribal Meeting
	4/25-27/11
	5.7

	All stakeholders
	NOI/PAD/SD1 comments due
	3/7/11
	5.9

	FERC
	Issue SD2 if needed
	4/19/11
	5.1

	Applicant
	File Proposed Study Plan
	4/19/11
	5.11(a)

	All stakeholders
	Study Plan Meeting
	5/19/11
	5.11(e)

	All stakeholders
	Study Plan Comments due
	7/18/11
	5.12

	Applicant
	File Revised Proposed Study Plan
	8/17/11
	5.13(a)

	All stakeholders
	Revised Proposed Study Plan Comments due
	9/1/11
	5.13(b)

	FERC
	Director's Study Plan Determination
	9/16/11
	5.13(c)

	Mandatory Cond. Agency
	Any Study Disputes due
	10/6/11
	5.14(a)

	Study Determination Panel
	Third Panel Member selected
	10/21/11
	5.14(d)(3)

	Study Det. Panel
	Panel Convenes
	10/26/11
	5.14(d)

	Applicant
	Applicant Comments on Study Dispute due
	10/31/11
	5.14(j)

	Study Det. Panel
	Technical Conference held
	11/5/11
	5.14(j)

	Study Det. Panel
	Panel Finding Issued
	11/25/11
	5.14(k)

	FERC
	Director's Study Dispute Determination
	12/15/11
	5.14(l)

	Applicant
	First Study Season
	Spring/
Summer 2012
	5.15(a)

	Applicant
	Initial Study Report
	9/15/12
	5.15(c)(1)

	All stakeholders
	Initial Study Report Meeting
	9/30/12
	5.15(c)(2)

	Applicant
	Initial Study Report Meeting Summary
	10/15/12
	5.15(c)(3)

	All stakeholders
	Study Disputes/Request to Modify Study Plan due
	11/14/12
	5.15(c)(4)

	All stakeholders
	Responses to Disputes/Study Requests
	12/14/12
	5.15(c)(5)

	FERC
	Directors Study Plan Determination
	1/13/13
	5.15(c)(6)

	Applicant
	Second Study Season
	Spring/
Summer 2013
	5.15(a)

	Applicant
	Updated Study Report due
	9/15/13
	5.15(f)

	All stakeholders
	Updated Study Report Meeting
	9/30/13
	5.15(f)

	Applicant
	Updated Study Report Meeting Summary
	10/15/13
	5.15(f)

	All stakeholders
	Study Disputes/Request to Modify Study Plan due
	11/14/13
	5.15(f)

	All stakeholders
	Responses to Disputes/Study Requests
	12/14/13
	5.15(f)

	FERC
	Directors Study Plan Determination
	1/13/14
	5.15(f)

	Applicant
	Preliminary Licensing Proposal due
	12/1/13
	5.16(a)

	All stakeholders
	Comments on Preliminary Licensing Proposal
	3/1/14
	5.16(e)

	Applicant
	License Application filed
	4/30/14
	5.17

	Applicant
	Public Notice of License Application filing
	5/14/14
	5.17(d)(2)

	
	
	
	

	Responsible Entity
	Post-Filing Milestone
	Date
	FERC Regulation

	FERC
	Tendering Notice of new application
	5/14/14
	5.19

	FERC
	Director's Additional Studies Determination/Deficiencies
	5/30/14
	5.19(e); 5.20(a)(2)

	FERC
	Ready for Environmental Analysis and Application Acceptance
	6/29/14
	5.22

	All stakeholders
	Comments, Interventions, Recommendations, prescriptions due
	8/28/14
	5.23(a)

	Applicant
	Requests Section 401 Certification
	8/28/14
	5.23(b)

	Applicant
	Reply Comments due
	10/12/14
	5.23(a)

	FERC
	Issue Draft EIS
	2/24/15
	5.25

	All stakeholders
	Comments on EIS due
	4/25/15
	5.25(c)

	Agencies
	Modified 4(e) Conditions and Fishway Prescriptions
	6/24/15
	5.25(d)

	FWS/NMFS
	ESA biological opinion(s) as needed
	7/9/15
	ESA

	FERC
	Issue Final EIS
	9/22/15
	5.25(e)


� 16 U.S.C. § 791(a)-825(r).�


� The current license for the Yuba River Project was issued with an effective date of May 1, 1966, for a term of 50 years and expires on April 30, 2016. �


	� National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (Pub. L. 91-190. 42 U.S.C. § 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 94-83, August 9, 1975, and Pub. L. 97-258, § 4(b), Sept. 13, 1982).


� The transcripts are available at: � HYPERLINK "http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID=12567075" ��http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID=12567075� (afternoon); and � HYPERLINK "http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID=12575354" ��http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID=12575354� (evening).
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