
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

May 13, 2020

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Re: FERC Project No. 77-285; Feasibility Study Report for the Potter
Valley Project

Dear Secretary Bose:

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (Commission)
Notice of Continuation of Relicensing Proceeding,1 Mendocino County Inland
Water and Power Commission, Sonoma County Water Agency, California Trout,
Inc., the County of Humboldt, and Round Valley Indian Tribes (collectively, the
NOI Parties) hereby file the Feasibility Study Report of Potential Licensing
Proposal (Feasibility Study Report, attached hereto as Appendix A) for the Potter
Valley Project (Project). The NOI Parties are extremely pleased to report that the
Feasibility Study Report has identified a potential project for relicensing consistent
with the June 28, 2019 Notice of Intent (NOI)2 to file a license application.

The NOI reflected commitments made by the parties to an Amended
Planning Agreement, including the commitment to undertake a feasibility study of a
potential project proposal for relicensing that would meet the Shared Objectives of a
Two-Basin Solution for the mutual benefit of the Eel River and Russian River
basins. Since the NOI, the Round Valley Indian Tribes signed this agreement
(attached hereto as Appendix B) and has participated fully in the study and
development of the Feasibility Study Report. We respectfully request that the
Commission deem the Round Valley Indian Tribes to be one of the NOI Parties for
the purpose of this filing and all other purposes stated in the Notice of Continuation.

1 “Notice of Continuation of Relicensing Proceeding” (Aug. 1, 2019), eLibrary 20190801-
3060 (Notice of Continuation).
2 “Pre-Application Document and Notice of Intent to File an Application for a New License
for the Potter Valley Project” (June 28, 2019), eLibrary 20190628-5207.
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Following the Commission’s Notice of Continuation, the NOI Parties
undertook an intensive effort over the ensuing months which culminated in the
attached Feasibility Study Report. Major elements of the effort included: issuing a
request for proposals and retaining a consulting firm, Stillwater Sciences, to assist
in reviewing existing information and analyzing alternatives in support of the NOI
Parties’ deliberations; hiring a mediator, CBI West, to facilitate discussion of
alternatives; and working groups which developed potential solutions for each
principal topic covered by the Feasibility Study Report. The NOI Parties have spent
hundreds of hours over the last several months investigating a wide range of
potential Project configurations and elements, evaluating costs and benefits of those
configurations and elements, and evaluating performance towards the Shared
Objectives stated in the Amended Planning Agreement. In addition, the NOI
Parties cooperated with the existing licensee, Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E), in facilitating a study by the California Coastal Commission regard
sediment behind Scott Dam. The NOI Parties initiated discussions with PG&E
regarding potential terms for acquisition of the Project. The NOI Parties cooperated
with the Potter Valley Project Ad Hoc Committee led by Congressman Jared
Huffman.

The Feasibility Study Report is organized to address the key topics identified
in the Amended Planning Agreement. It includes sections on: Regional Entity,
Project Plan, Fisheries Restoration Plan, Application Study Plan, and Financial
Plan. The Application Study Plan describes new and modified studies related to the
proposed project, and it proposes modifications to the Commission’s February 15,
2018 Study Plan Determination in the relicensing proceeding.3 As set forth in the
procedural schedule attached to the NOI as Appendix C, the NOI Parties are
requesting public and Commission staff comment on any recommended
modifications to the Application Study Plan within 45 days of this filing.

The NOI Parties again appreciate the Commission’s ongoing cooperation
and support, and stand ready to answer any questions the Commission may have
regarding the Feasibility Study Report.

3 “Study Plan Determination for the Potter Valley Project” (Feb. 15, 2018), eLibrary
20180215-3070.
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Respectfully submitted,

Grant Davis Janet Pauli
General Manager Chair
Sonoma Water Mendocino County Inland Water and
404 Aviation Boulevard Power Commission
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 P.O. Box 1247
(707) 547-1900 Ukiah, CA 95482

(707) 391-7574

James Russ Curtis Knight
President Executive Director
Round Valley Indian Tribes California Trout
77826 Covelo Road 360 Pine Street, 4th Floor
Covelo, CA 95428 San Francisco, CA 94104
(707) 983-6126 (415) 392-8887

Hank Seemann
Deputy Director-Environmental Services
Humboldt County Public Works Department
1106 Second Street
Eureka, CA 95501
(707) 268-2680

Cc: Service List, P-77-285
Distribution List (attached as Appendix C)

Attachments
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In May 2019, the Mendocino County Inland Water and Power Commission,
Sonoma County Water Agency, California Trout, Inc., and Humboldt County
entered into an Amended Planning Agreement to explore potential terms of a new
license for the Potter Valley Project (Project) to protect fisheries and water supply
in the Eel and Russian River Basins.1 The agreement commits to eight Shared
Objectives for this Two-Basin Solution.2 In June 2019, these parties filed, before
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
seek a new license for the Project. The Round Valley Indian Tribes subsequently
joined the Amended Planning Agreement.3 In October 2019, the parties initiated
the preparation of this Feasibility Study Report to develop a potential licensing
proposal.

The parties investigated a wide range of potential Project configurations and
elements, evaluated costs and benefits of those configurations and elements, and
evaluated performance towards the Shared Objectives based on the best available
information at this time. The Feasibility Study Report now describes a potential
licensing proposal for the Potter Valley Project. This proposal includes: Regional
Entity, Project Plan, Fisheries Restoration Plan, Application Study Plan, and a
Finance Plan.4

The NOI Parties propose to create a new Regional Entity as a special district
authority authorized by the State of California, to allow public agencies and non-
agency stakeholders to serve on the governing board of the entity. The Regional
Entity would have broad authority to undertake the tasks necessary to operate the
Project and generate revenue needed to operate and maintain the Project. The
Feasibility Study Report includes a preliminary Finance Plan that focuses on power
generation and water sales revenue for annual operations and maintenance of the

1 Amended Planning Agreement (May 17, 2019), Appendix A to June 28, 2019 filing,
eLibrary 20190628-5207, Recital H.
2 Amended Planning Agreement, Recital I.
3 In response to the NOI, FERC issued its “Notice of Continuation of Relicensing
Proceeding” (August 1, 2019), eLibrary 20190801-3060. It referred to the four signatories of the
NOI as the “NOI Parties.” On August 6, 2019, the Round Valley Indian Tribes signed the
Amended Planning Agreement and has participated fully in the development of the Feasibility
Study Report. In a May 14, 2020 filing, the original signatories of the NOI requested that FERC
deem Round Valley Indian Tribes to be a “NOI Party.” This Feasibility Study Report refers to the
five entities as NOI Parties.
4 Amended Planning Agreement, section 1.
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Project, as well as a capital funding approach to support modifications to Project
works.

The Project Plan includes continued power generation and water diversions,
but shifts the timing and magnitude of diversions to winter and spring months to
improve and protect fishery resources while maintaining water supply reliability.
The Project Plan includes removal of Scott Dam using methods and on conditions
that minimize risks to the Van Arsdale Diversion and other downstream
infrastructure, as well as sediment management and re-vegetation within the Lake
Pillsbury footprint. Lastly, the Project Plan includes modifications to Van Arsdale
Diversion and Cape Horn Dam to improve power generation, water supply
reliability, and upstream and downstream fish passage; and a new water-supply
pipeline from Lake Mendocino to Potter Valley Irrigation District.5

The Fisheries Restoration Plan is intended to restore volitional anadromous
fish access to the Eel River watershed upstream of Scott Dam and Lake Pillsbury.
Scott Dam removal provides the most effective and reliable means of upstream and
downstream fish passage. The Project Plan will also contribute to fisheries
restoration via the improvements of natural riverine processes within the Lake
Pillsbury footprint and reaches downstream of Scott Dam. Lastly, modifications to
Van Arsdale Diversion and Cape Horn Dam will improve upstream fish passage
efficiency and survival, as well as downstream fish passage efficiency and survival.

The Feasibility Study Report proposes amendments to the approved Study
Plan to reflect the Project Plan. In addition, the NOI Parties propose two additional
studies to further investigate options for Scott Dam removal, as well as the socio-
economic impacts of Scott Dam removal to local communities and tribes.

II. BACKGROUND

The Project is located on the Eel River and the East Branch Russian River in
Mendocino and Lake Counties, California. The Project is approximately 15 miles
northeast of the City of Ukiah. Project features include Lake Pillsbury, a 2,300-acre
storage reservoir impounded by Scott Dam; the 106-acre Van Arsdale Reservoir,
impounded by the Cape Horn Diversion Dam; and a tunnel and penstock across a
natural divide to the Project’s powerhouse located in the headwaters of the Russian
River Basin. The Project stores winter runoff from the upper Eel River Basin and
annually diverts an average of approximately 60,000 acre-feet of Eel River water

5 The pipeline would be a non-licensed Project facility.
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into the Russian River to generate hydroelectric power. The authorized capacity of
the Project under the current license is 9.9 megawatts (MW).6

The Project is licensed to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). The
license expires on April 14, 2022.7 On April 6, 2017, PG&E filed a Pre-Application
Document (PAD) and Notice of Intent (NOI) to formally initiate the relicensing
process for the Project. On January 25, 2019, PG&E withdrew its NOI and PAD
and formally discontinued its efforts to relicense the Project. On January 29, 2019,
PG&E filed a petition for reorganization under Chapter 11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy
Code. On March 1, 2019, FERC issued the Notice soliciting interested potential
applicants other than PG&E to file an NOI and PAD and request to complete the
pre-filing stages of the licensing process.

In 2017, U.S. Representative Jared Huffman convened stakeholders in a
Potter Valley Project Ad Hoc Committee to enable dialogue among stakeholders to
develop recommendations on the terms of any new license for the Project. The Ad
Hoc Committee is comprised of over 25 federal and state resource agencies, PG&E
as licensee, local counties, tribes, and environmental organizations.8 The Ad Hoc
Committee formed two technical working groups to examine fish passage
alternatives at the site of Scott Dam and water supply conditions under various
operations alternatives. The working groups developed information and analysis of
potential solutions to these issues. The Ad Hoc Committee has a charter committed
to reaching a Two-Basin Solution with co-equal goals of improving fish passage
and habitat on the Eel River sufficient to support recovery of naturally reproducing,
self-sustaining and harvestable native anadromous fish populations including
migratory access upstream and downstream at current Project dam locations and
minimizing or avoiding adverse impacts to water supply reliability, fisheries, water
quality, and recreation in the Russian River and Eel River basins.9

6 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 71 FERC ¶ 62,082 (1995).
7 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 25 FERC ¶ 61,010, order denying reh’g, 25 FERC ¶ 61,334 (1983).
8 Ad Hoc Committee participants include: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Cal
Trout, City of Ukiah, Congressman Jared Huffman’s Office, Coyote Valley Band of Pomo Indians,
Friends of the Eel River, Humboldt County, Lake County, Mendocino County, National Marine
Fisheries Service, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association, PG&E, Potter Valley
Irrigation District, the Round Valley Indian Tribes, Russian Riverkeeper, Sonoma County, Sonoma
Water, California State Water Resources Control Board, Trout Unlimited, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Forest Service, and the Wiyot Tribe.
9 See Potter Valley Project, Overview, http://pottervalleyproject.org/overview/ (last visited
April 17, 2020).
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On May 14, 2019, Mendocino County Inland Water and Power Commission,
Sonoma County Water Agency, California Trout, Inc., and Humboldt County
entered into a Planning Agreement to explore pathways to obtain a new license for
the Project. The agreement was later amended to include the Round Valley Indian
Tribes. The Amended Planning Agreement provides that any new license
application for the Project will advance Shared Objectives for a Two-Basin
Solution. These objectives are: (1) minimizing or avoiding adverse impacts to water
supply reliability, fisheries, water quality, and recreation in both basins; (2)
improving fish passage and habitat on the Eel River sufficient to support recovery
of native anadromous fish populations, including passage at existing dam locations;
(3) reliance on best available science and engineering analyses to evaluate options
for restoration, water delivery, and hydroelectric generation under a new license; (4)
collaboration on funding; (5) active participation of tribes and other stakeholders
supportive of the Shared Objectives; (6) economic welfare of both basins; (7)
continued hydroelectric generation; and (8) protecting tribal cultural, economic, and
other interests in both basins.

On June 28, 2019, the signatories to the Amended Planning Agreement filed
an NOI before FERC. The NOI Parties stated an intent that a Regional Entity will
be formed to file a new license application for the Project modified to achieve the
Shared Objectives. The NOI included a Proposed Process Plan and Schedule for the
continued relicensing proceeding for the Project. On August 1, 2019, FERC issued
a “Notice of Continuation of Relicensing Proceeding.” This notice acknowledged
that the NOI Parties will file a Feasibility Study Report on May 14, 2020. On
August 6, 2019, the Round Valley Indian Tribes signed the Amended Planning
Agreement.

Under the Amended Planning Agreement, the NOI Parties have worked
together to prepare this Feasibility Study Report, which describes a Project
modified to promote the Shared Objectives. The parties engaged a consultant team
to assist with related analysis. This report makes recommendations on the
following topics: (1) a description of the Regional Entity that will be formed and
will apply for the new license; (2) a Project Plan showing capital modifications, as
well as operations and maintenance requirements, for the continued delivery of
water and generation of hydroelectric power; (3) a Fisheries Restoration Plan with
measures to be implemented under the new license; (4) an Application Study Plan,
detailing additional studies necessary to develop a new license application; and (5) a
Financial Plan, including the specific sources of initial funding and subsequent
revenues to fund the licensing, capital improvements, and operations and
maintenance of the Project under a new license.



PVP Feasibility Study Report
May 13, 2020

6

III. REGIONAL ENTITY

The NOI Parties believe that the most appropriate way to relicense the
Project is through forming a Regional Entity that will be the successor licensee to
PG&E. This will require state legislation. Creating the Regional Entity as a special
district allows for the legislation specifically to identify representatives of public
agencies and tribes to serve on the governing board and allows the California
Governor or other state official to appoint representatives from the conservation
community and other stakeholders to that governing board.

Once the special district is established, the Regional Entity will have broad
authority to undertake the tasks necessary to operate the Project during the term of
the new license. In addition to having authority to operate and maintain a
hydropower facility, the Regional Entity will have all of the normal authorities
associated with a public agency, including the authority to levy charges or taxes and
the authority to issue revenue bonds and engage in other financing arrangements.
As a public agency, the Regional Entity will be eligible for state and federal
grant/loan programs, as well as being eligible to receive proceeds from state bonds.
The entity will have the capacity to apply for, accept, implement and comply with a
license for this Project.

The NOI Parties propose to have legislation forming the Regional Entity
introduced in the California legislature by January 2021. Under normal
circumstances, that means that the Regional Entity will be organized during the first
quarter of 2022.10 However, the NOI Parties may be able to make the necessary
arrangements for the introduction of legislation during the 2020 legislative session,
which would allow the Regional Entity to be organized during the first quarter of
2021.

IV. PROJECT PLAN

The Project consists of the project works, rights to use lands and waters
within the Project boundary, and the operations and maintenance requirements as
licensed by FERC in 1983.11 The license will expire on April 14, 2022. This section
describes a Project Plan, which consists of the licensed Project as proposed to be
modified to achieve the Shared Objectives. The NOI Parties may modify the

10 California legislation, as a general rule, becomes effective on January 1 of the year after its
enactment, so the Regional Entity would be organized during the first quarter of 2022 if legislation
were enacted during 2021.
11 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 25 FERC ¶ 61,010, order denying reh’g, 25 FERC ¶ 61,334 (1983),
as subsequently amended.
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Proposed Project as they undertake further studies and proceed towards
development of a new license application, as appropriate to advance the Shared
Objectives. As stated in the NOI, they are undertaking this work as a proxy for a
Regional Entity, which will be the applicant for any new license.

The NOI Parties commit to the removal of Scott Dam as the only feasible
fish passage option, and further commit to continued diversion of Eel River water as
the only feasible option to provide a reliable Russian River water supply to meet
hydropower generation and other beneficial public uses of water.

Plan Elements

The NOI Parties have developed a Project Plan that includes the following
elements.

 Scott Dam Removal

 Lake Pillsbury Sediment Management

 Lake Pillsbury Vegetation Management

 Van Arsdale Diversion Modifications

 Cape Horn Dam Fish Passage Modifications

 Revised Operational Plan, including instream flow schedule below Cape
Horn Dam, seasonal Potter Valley Project diversion schedule, and
associated changes in instream flows on the East Branch Russian River.

Other actions will be studied by the NOI Parties to achieve the Shared Objectives of
the Two-Basin Solution, to be implemented through a cooperative agreement
outside of the new FERC license.

The following provides more detail on each of the above Project elements,
which will be refined through the Study Plan process and development of the new
license application.

Scott Dam Removal

The NOI Parties will conduct detailed studies to analyze the potential effects
of Scott Dam removal and address uncertainties around Scott Dam removal and
water supply reliability. Once those uncertainties are resolved, the Project Plan
proposes to remove Scott Dam in a phased process that is integrated with the Lake
Pillsbury Sediment Management Plan. Such removal will remove the primary water
storage components of the Potter Valley Project, and will be implemented in
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coordination with infrastructure modifications to ensure continued power generation
and water supply reliability for the Potter Valley Irrigation District. In addition,
such removal will be implemented in coordination with implementation of Forecast
Informed Reservoir Operations (FIRO) on Lake Mendocino in the Russian River
Basin, and approval by the California State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) on alternative minimum instream flows on the Russian River.

The specific details and schedule of Scott Dam removal and the water
diversion schedule will be refined by results from additional water supply analyses
and engineering studies conducted under the FERC Study Plan (AQ 12) and by the
NOI Parties outside of the FERC Study Plan.

Lake Pillsbury Sediment Management Plan

Preliminary analyses indicate that up to 12 million cubic yards (yd3) of
sediment stored within Lake Pillsbury could be readily transported downstream by
the Eel River in the absence of active sediment management. To reduce risk of
sediment deposition in Van Arsdale Reservoir and interruption of service by the
Van Arsdale Diversion, the NOI Parties may propose to implement removal of
erodible sediment within Lake Pillsbury during or before Scott Dam removal.

The Lake Pillsbury Sediment Management Plan will be conducted in
coordination with removal of Scott Dam. It may include the following measures.
As the crest of Scott Dam is incrementally lowered over a phased period, the Eel
River will begin downcutting through the sediments stored behind Scott Dam, and
the sediment will be naturally transported downstream to the remaining pool behind
Scott Dam. A sediment dredging program may be implemented to relocate these
sediments to a stable spoils area on the north side of the reservoir with each phased
reduction in Scott Dam height. Over the phased period, sediment may be removed
and stockpiled within the Lake Pillsbury footprint to reduce potential downstream
transport of sediment once Scott Dam is fully removed.

Additional sediment transport studies are proposed in the FERC Study Plan
to refine the Lake Pillsbury Sediment Management Plan (AQ 12). In combination
with FERC Study Plan results and input from regulatory and resource management
agencies, a final description of the proposed Lake Pillsbury Sediment Management
Plan will be included in the new license application. Naturally produced sediments
from the watershed upstream of Scott Dam will naturally route downstream once
Scott Dam is fully removed.

Lake Pillsbury Vegetation Management Plan

Once Scott Dam is removed and Lake Pillsbury is dewatered, the former
inundation area of Lake Pillsbury will likely require some degree of revegetation to
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help stabilize remaining sediments and reclaim the sediment spoils area. The
specifics of the Lake Pillsbury Vegetation Management Plan will be developed
based on studies and input from regulatory and resource management agencies. The
Lake Pillsbury Vegetation Management Plan will be implemented following
completion of Scott Dam removal.

Van Arsdale Diversion Modifications

Van Arsdale Diversion is currently limited to a maximum diversion of
approximately 240 cubic feet per second (cfs) due to a derated fish screen. The
Project Plan will implement modifications (which may include infrastructure
replacement) to increase the diversion capacity to approximately 300 cfs to improve
water supply reliability to the Russian River, along with power generation capacity,
while improving reliability of fish passage. Modifications may occur early in the
implementation process, and may include redesigning the fish screen to achieve
approximately 300 cfs diversion capacity and redesigning the fish bypass pipe to
comply with National Marine Fisheries Service’s criteria.

Cape Horn Dam Fish Passage Modifications

The Cape Horn Dam fish ladder currently provides fish passage for
anadromous salmonids, and recent modifications now allow passage for Pacific
lamprey. Downstream fish passage is provided via the existing downstream fishway
for flows up to 124 cfs; higher flows spill over the face of the dam, with a varying
proportion of downstream migrating fish also spilling across the dam. The Project
Plan includes modifications to the upstream fish ladder, which may include
infrastructure replacement. In addition, the NOI Parties will study potential
modifications in downstream fish passage, and depending on the results of those
studies, may design and implement modifications that will improve downstream
fish passage. These modifications may occur early in the implementation process.

Revised Project Operations Plan

With the removal of Scott Dam and Lake Pillsbury storage, the NOI Parties
propose to amend the Project Operations Plan to reflect a seasonal diversion from
the Eel River to the Russian River basin. The amended Project Operations Plan will
remedy the derated fish screen at Van Arsdale Diversion facility to increase
diversion capacity and will focus diversions to winter and spring months when Eel
River unimpaired flows are higher and potential ecological impacts to the Eel River
due to approximately 300 cfs flow diversion are the lowest. This amended plan will
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be similar to Water Supply Scenario 2 developed by the Ad Hoc Committee12 and
refined based on results from the studies, consultations with resource agencies and
tribes, state and federal regulatory agencies, and negotiated Federal Power Act
section 4(e) terms and conditions from applicable resource agencies.

V. FISHERIES RESTORATION PLAN

The NOI Parties propose to develop and implement several actions that will
improve and protect fishery resources on the Eel River basin while preserving
fishery resources in the Russian River basin. This Fisheries Restoration Plan
describes actions to be undertaken by the Regional Entity within the Project
boundary or otherwise under authority of the new license.

The Fisheries Restoration Plan includes: (1) restoration of anadromous fish
access to habitat upstream of Scott Dam via removal of Scott Dam; (2) management
of sediment and vegetation in the Lake Pillsbury footprint to restore historic riverine
and riparian habitat along the Eel River, and minimizing impacts to aquatic
resources downstream of Scott Dam; (3) restoration of natural physical and
biological processes within the reservoir footprint and reaches downstream of Scott
Dam via removal of Scott Dam and additional restoration actions; (4) modifications
to Cape Horn Dam to improve upstream and downstream fish passage; and (5)
modifications to Van Arsdale Diversion infrastructure to reduce risk of fish
entrainment.

In addition to these restoration actions under the new license, the NOI Parties
propose to investigate additional restoration opportunities within the Eel River
watershed (and excluded from obligations of the new license). Combined, these two
components of the Fisheries Restoration Plan are intended to improve fishery
populations within the entire watershed, and benefit tribal, commercial, and
recreational fisheries.

Within the Project boundary, Scott Dam removal will provide anadromous
salmonids unimpeded access to more than 300 miles of historically available habitat
upstream of Scott Dam. Scott Dam removal, Lake Pillsbury sediment and
vegetation management, and additional restoration actions will also restore physical
and ecological processes that will improve aquatic habitat conditions in the Eel
River within the reservoir footprint and reaches downstream. In addition,
modifications to upstream and downstream fish passage facilities at Cape Horn
Dam, along with modifications to Van Arsdale Diversion, will contribute further to

12 See http://pottervalleyproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Water-Supply-Modeling-
Grp-Combined-Deliverables_Final.pdf.
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fisheries restoration. While restoring anadromous fish access to the watershed
upstream of Scott Dam, restoration of the reservoir footprint to a riverine condition,
and additional modifications to Van Arsdale Diversion and Cape Horn Dam will go
a long way in leveraging the benefits of restoring access to historically available
habitat upstream, additional comprehensive watershed restoration efforts will be
needed for Eel River salmon and steelhead populations to substantially increase fish
populations to levels that fully utilize available habitat, sustain tribal, commercial,
and recreational fisheries, and restore and protect cultural resource values.

VI. APPLICATION STUDY PLAN

In January 2019, PG&E suspended implementation of its study plan13 as
approved by FERC.14 Studies were at various stages of completion as described in
our NOI.15 The Approved Study Plan includes: eleven Aquatic Resources studies,
two Cultural Resources studies, three Land Resources studies, three Recreation
Resources studies, and three Terrestrial Resources studies. With the exception of
AQ 6, the NOI Parties propose to complete the remaining FERC-approved studies,
with some modifications based on the Project Plan. In addition, the NOI Parties
propose two new studies to fill information gaps as appropriate to evaluate the
Project Plan: AQ 12 (Scott Dam Removal Assessment) and SE 1 (Socio-Economic
Effects of Scott Dam Removal). The Application Study Plan is intended to address
uncertainties in potential impacts of the Project Plan on beneficial public uses.

The NOI Parties propose to implement the Application Study Plan between
May 2020 and December 2021,16 although the actual schedule will be dependent on
the NOI Parties securing funding and coordination with regulatory agencies.

Status of Approved Study Plan

As shown in the NOI Appendix B, the following is the status of the
Approved Study Plan.

13 PG&E, “Revised Study Plan” (January 16, 2018), eLibrary 20180116-5131.
14 FERC, “Study Plan Determination for the Potter Valley Project” (February 15, 2018),
eLibrary 20180215-3070, Appendix B.
15 NOI Parties, “Pre-Application Document and Notice of Intent to File an Application for a
New License for the Potter Valley Project” (June 28, 2019), eLibrary 20190628-5207.
16 June 28, 2019 filing, Appendix C.
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AQ 1 - Hydrology and Project Operations Modeling X X X IP IP O

AQ 2 -Water Temperature IP X IP IP IP O

AQ 3 -Water Quality X X IP O

AQ 4 - Fluvial Processes and Geomorphology X X X IP O

AQ 5 - Instream Flow X X X IP IP O

AQ 6 - Lake Pillsbury Fish Habitat X X O O

AQ 7 - Fish Passage IP X IP IP O

AQ 8 - Fish Entrainment IP X X IP O

AQ 9 - Fish Populations X IP X IP O

AQ 10 - Special Status Amphibians and Aquatic Reptiles X X X IP O

AQ 11 - Special Status and Invasive Aquatic Mollusks X X X IP

CUL 1 – Cultural Resources X X IP O O

CUL 2 – Tribal Resources X X X O O

LAND 1 – Roads and Trails Assessment IP X X IP IP

LAND 2 – Visual Resource Assessment X X O O O

LAND 3 – Hazardous Fuels Assessment X O O O O

REC 1 – Recreation Facility Assessment IP IP O O O

REC 2 – Reservoir Recreation Opportunities IP O O O

REC 3 –Whitewater Boating X X X X O

TERR 1 – Botanical Resources X X X IP O

TERR 2 –Wildlife Resources X X X IP IP

blank - not applicable
X - Study Element/Activity Complete
IP - Study Element/Activity In Progress
O - Study Element/Activity Outstanding

Modifications to Approved Study Plan

The Project Plan envisions Scott Dam removal as well as other major
modifications, which envision a different future Project than PG&E proposed in its
Pre-Application Document. This necessitates amendments to the Approved Study
Plan. The following section provides details for each study with regard to specific
revisions to that Study Plan. In addition, some of the proposed study amendments
below address information needs unique to the NOI Parties, and thus may expand
beyond the minimum of what FERC requires and approved for PG&E.

AQ 1 - Hydrology and Project Operations Modeling. No changes to Approved
Study Plan except:
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 Conduct the Indicators of Hydrologic Alteration (IHA) analysis for a
Project Plan that includes Scott Dam removal.

 Conduct the flood frequency analysis for a Project Plan that includes
Scott Dam -removal.

 Re-evaluate ramping rates downstream of Cape Horn Dam for a Project
Plan that includes Scott Dam removal.

 Modify the existing HEC-ResSim Water Balance Operations Model to
incorporate Scott Dam removal and modified Van Arsdale Diversion.

 Perform calibration and validation as necessary. Develop an operations
scenario for Project operations upon Scott Dam removal.

AQ 2 -Water Temperature. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Conduct multiple regression approach or the HEC-RAS water
temperature model to characterize water temperature conditions with
Scott Dam removal and modified Van Arsdale Diversion.

 Use the river water temperature model to evaluate river water
temperatures reflecting Scott Dam removal and revised Project operations
for water diversion timing. Use the existing Lake Pillsbury CE-QUAL
water temperature model to model different boundary conditions for with
and without dam scenarios.

AQ 3 -Water Quality. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Evaluate the effects of Scott Dam removal on water quality by using
results from water temperature modeling (AQ-2) to interpret changes to
water quality parameters.17

AQ 4 - Fluvial Processes and Geomorphology. No proposed changes to Approved
Study Plan.

AQ 5 - Instream Flow. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

17 Restricted access and other safety considerations caused by wildfires resulted in data gaps
during summer sampling period. Therefore, NOI Parties must determine whether existing
information will be sufficient for completing the study and acceptable with agency/stakeholders, or
whether additional data collection is needed. If additional data collection is required, it is uncertain
whether wildfires may have caused water quality conditions to change to the extent that a complete
resampling would be required.
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 Run the PHABSIM model using new hydrology scenarios results (AQ-1)
developed to reflect Scott Dam removal and modified Van Arsdale
Diversion, and produce habitat time series analysis using the new
hydrology scenarios.

 Re-produce as necessary the fish stranding and stage change analysis
incorporating using new hydrology scenarios results (AQ-1) developed to
reflect Scott Dam removal.

 Re-model the effective spawning habitat at each instream flow study site
using the new hydrology scenarios.

 Re-model FYLF habitat vs flow relationships using new hydrology
scenarios.

AQ 6 - Lake Pillsbury Fish Habitat. Propose deletion of this study because the
Project Plan proposes to eliminate Lake Pillsbury.

AQ 7 - Fish Passage. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Evaluate improved upstream and downstream fish passage alternatives
(including conceptual designs, costs and estimated efficacy) at Cape Horn
Dam.

 Eliminate field sampling activities related to the assessment of
downstream anadromous fish passage at Cape Horn Dam and
downstream passage of adult steelhead kelts at Cape Horn Dam because
the Project Plan proposes to implement structural and operational
modifications at Cape Horn Dam that improve downstream fish passage.

 Eliminate field sampling activities (operation of sonar array in the
mainstem Eel River) related to enumeration of adult salmon escapement.

AQ 8 - Fish Entrainment. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Evaluate the effects of revised diversion patterns (seasonal diversions
based on the results of AQ-1 and AQ-5), on potential fish entrainment
risk at Van Arsdale Diversion or alternative diversion structure.

AQ 9 - Fish Populations. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Develop conceptual model that integrates life history, habitat
requirements, and distribution of non-native pikeminnow with those of
native fish and aquatic species to identify prey vulnerabilities and
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predator hot spots to inform effective suppression techniques and/or
reduced predation rates.

 Summarize information on pikeminnow suppression and eradication
techniques, effectiveness, and cost.

AQ 10 - Special Status Amphibians and Aquatic Reptiles. No proposed changes
to Approved Study Plan.

AQ 11 - Special Status and Invasive Aquatic Mollusks. No proposed changes to
Approved Study Plan.

CUL 1 – Cultural Resources. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Modify the Area of Potential Effects to include areas potentially impacted
by Scott Dam removal.

CUL 2 – Tribal Resources. No changes to Approved Study Plan except:

 Modify the Area of Potential Effects to include areas potentially impacted
by Scott Dam removal.

LAND 1 – Roads and Trails Assessment. No changes to Approved Study Plan
except:

 Modify extent of study area to include any new roads or trails required
for Scott Dam removal.

LAND 2 – Visual Resource Assessment. No changes to Approved Study Plan
except:

 Characterize changes in landscape character under Scott Dam removal
and post-dam viewsheds.

LAND 3 – Hazardous Fuels Assessment. No proposed changes to Approved
Study Plan, except:

 Analyze mitigation for lost water sources for fire-fighting.

REC 1 – Recreation Facility Assessment. No proposed changes to Approved
Study Plan.

REC 2 – Reservoir Recreation Opportunities. No proposed changes to
Approved Study Plan.
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REC 3 –Whitewater Boating. No proposed changes to Approved Study Plan

TERR 1 – Botanical Resources. No proposed changes to Approved Study Plan.

TERR 2 –Wildlife Resources. No proposed changes to Approved Study Plan.

Proposed New Studies

The NOI Parties propose two new studies related to elements of the Project
Plan.

AQ 12 — Scott Dam Removal Assessment. Evaluate the potential effects of Scott
Dam removal, including (1) the geomorphic and ecological tradeoffs of different
approaches to Scott Dam removal and associated sediment management; (2)
revegetation in the Lake Pillsbury footprint, and (3) effects on downstream riverine
ecology and infrastructure. There are approximately 20 million cubic yards of
sediment stored in Lake Pillsbury, of which approximately 12 million cubic yards is
considered susceptible to mobilization and transport downstream as Scott Dam is
removed.

 Collect LiDAR and bathymetry data to support Eel River modeling
efforts. If recently flown LiDAR data is not sufficient quality for
modeling needs, conduct low flow terrestrial LiDAR flight and ground
survey of cross sections (bathymetry) from Scott Dam downstream to
the Middle Fork Eel River confluence for use in hydraulic and sediment
transport modeling.

 Conduct one dimensional (1D) hydraulic and sediment transport
modeling (DREAM-2) to evaluate fate of coarse sediment released from
removal of Scott Dam. Compute natural sediment supply rates for Lake
Pillsbury based on historic reservoir sedimentation, and estimate natural
sediment supply rates at Dos Rios, Fort Seward, and Scotia gages;
compare to future sediment supply rates with Scott Dam removed.

 Estimate suspended sediment concentrations expected in the Eel River
resulting from Scott Dam removal.

 Evaluate the biological impacts of high suspended sediment
concentration and duration (intra- and inter-annual) resulting from Scott
Dam removal and compare with background concentrations.

 Evaluate the potential geomorphic effects of Scott Dam removal by
developing two dimensional (2-D) or three dimensional (3-D)
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morphodynamic model at select sites to better understand potential
effects of sediment deposition on channel morphology, bank stability,
flooding, and aquatic habitat conditions. Information from 1D model
will provide input to 2-D or 3-D model.

 Using sediment transport model results, work with resource agencies and
stakeholders to develop a preferred approach for managing Lake
Pillsbury sediment, and refine engineering designs for the preferred
approach.

 Refine evaluation of Scott Dam removal options based on suspended
sediment assessment, sediment transport modeling, and the preferred
sediment management approach.

 Depending on (1) model predictions of suspended sediment
concentrations for different dam decommissioning and sediment
management options, (2) comparisons with background sediment supply
from the upper Eel River watershed, and (3) discussions with resource
agencies, evaluate the need for downstream biological mitigation
measures during the dam removal and sediment management process
(off-stream rearing, creating refugia from high suspended sediment
concentrations, temporary supplemental fish propagation).

SE 1 — Socio-Economic Effects of Dam Removal. Evaluate the socio-economic
effects of Scott Dam removal on communities around Lake Pillsbury, Van Arsdale
Reservoir, and the lower Eel River. Evaluation would focus primarily on changes to
property values (Lake Pillsbury), potential remediation of effects of sedimentation
on residences immediately below Van Arsdale Reservoir, and potential remediation
of effects of sedimentation on water intake systems in the lower Eel River. The
potential economic effects on tribal interests, recreation, and other activities will
also be considered.

Estimated Cost

Studies

Project Plan

FERC-

Approved

Proposed

Modifications

Existing Studies

AQ 1 - Hydrology and Project Operations Modeling $272,000 $770,000

AQ 2 -Water Temperature $502,000 $40,000

AQ 3 -Water Quality $389,000 $40,000

AQ 4 - Fluvial Processes and Geomorphology $581,000 $0

AQ 5 - Instream Flow $445,000 $0

AQ 6 - Lake Pillsbury Fish Habitat $ 0 $0
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AQ 7 - Fish Passage $1,431,000 $42,000

AQ 8 - Fish Entrainment $48,000 $25,000

AQ 9 - Fish Populations $142,000 $185,000

AQ 10 - Special Status Amphibians and Aquatic Reptiles $425,000 $0

AQ 11 - Special Status and Invasive Aquatic Mollusks $77,000 $0

CUL 1 – Cultural Resources $350,000 $60,000

CUL 2 – Tribal Resources $107,000 $25,000

LAND 1 – Roads and Trails Assessment $112,000 $29,000

LAND 2 – Visual Resource Assessment $113,000 $24,000

LAND 3 – Hazardous Fuels Assessment $148,000 $0

REC 1 – Recreation Facility Assessment $207,000 $0

REC 2 – Reservoir Recreation Opportunities $96,000 $0

REC 3 –Whitewater Boating $96,000 $0

TERR 1 – Botanical Resources $192,000 $0

TERR 2 –Wildlife Resources $231,000 $0

New Studies

AQ 12 – Dam Removal $ 1,073,000

SE 1 - Socio-Economic Effects of Dam Removal $ 180,000

Totals $5,964,000 $2,493,000

Grand Totals: $8,457,000

VII. FINANCIAL PLAN

The NOI Parties propose the Project Plan to achieve co-equal goals of
improving fish passage and habitat on the Eel River and avoiding adverse impacts
to water supply reliability, fisheries, water quality, and recreation in the Russian
River and Eel River basins. In total, the project elements go well beyond achieving
the benefits of hydroelectric generation, and seek to find a balance of fisheries and
water supply benefits. As a result, the NOI Parties anticipate that financing and
ongoing funding for this Project will include not just the revenue from power
generation, but also contributions from other revenue sources in accordance with
the benefits to fisheries and water supply. The parties further anticipate that the
Project Plan will be implemented through a new license application as well as a
separate cooperative agreement that will run between the NOI Parties, resource
agencies and other stakeholders as appropriate to advance the Two-Basin Solution.

The NOI Parties include three local agencies, a non-profit organization, and
one sovereign tribal nation. The Regional Entity’s board will likely include
representatives of most or all of those NOI Parties, as well as other critical
stakeholders. Additionally, the Regional Entity will be structured with the authority
to levy charges or taxes and the authority to issue revenue bonds and engage in
other financing arrangements.
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Potential Costs

The NOI Parties will need to negotiate purchase of the facilities from the
current owner and licensee, PG&E. At this time, PG&E is actively participating in
the relicensing process being undertaken by the NOI Parties and has acknowledged
that, if FERC does not issue a new license to the NOI Parties or Regional Entity,
PG&E will be responsible for decommissioning the Project.

In a recent California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) rate case
application, PG&E requested the establishment of a decommissioning reserve for its
hydroelectric system. This was based on a conceptual estimate of the anticipated
costs to decommission a number of small projects, including the Potter Valley
Project.18

Transfer of the Project to the NOI Parties would relieve PG&E of a
substantial financial obligation for decommissioning. NOI Parties anticipate that
any asset transfer transaction would also include either (a) performance of in-kind
actions by PG&E, which will directly reduce capital costs for the NOI Parties, or (b)
a cash payment by PG&E to the NOI Parties for relief of specific current
obligations and liabilities of PG&E with regards to decommissioning. Any such
transaction will be subject to approval by the California Public Utilities
Commission19 and FERC.20

The NOI Parties do not have direct experience with the cost of operations of
the Project. Instead, the NOI Parties are relying on historic operations cost data that
has been provided by PG&E, and then adjusting costs depending on potential
modifications to project facilities and operations. Depending on the final
configuration of facilities, operations modes and license terms, an annual cost of
$5,000,000 to $10,000,000 (in 2020 dollars) is expected for steady-state ongoing
operations costs.

As described elsewhere in this document, the NOI Parties are evaluating
substantial changes to current Project works. Cost estimates associated with these
changes, including anticipated timing and impact mitigation, are preliminary at this
time with large uncertainties associated with the costs. As described above, specific
implementation may be associated with any new license application or with a
parallel cooperative agreement, which could have bearing on the timing and
magnitude of costs.

18 General Rate Case 2020-2022, CPUC A.18-12-009.
19 Public Utilities Code § 851.
20 16 U.S.C. §§ 807, 808.
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Preliminary estimates of direct capital costs in 2020 dollars for the proposed
licensed Project facilities range from $100,000,000 to $400,000,000.

Funding Sources

At this stage of planning, the NOI Parties are evaluating sources for funding
the Project. The first funding need is the cost of completing the relicensing process
including studies, estimated to exceed $10 million.

Since the Project will include major modifications to several current Project
works, the capital funding requirements will be substantial and will likely accrue in
the early years after licensing. At this juncture, the project components that will be
necessary to implement the Project are at the conceptual design level only, with
substantial uncertainty around the final design and capital cost. Additionally,
depending on cost, sequencing and timing for implementation, Project
modifications may be included in the new license application. For that reason, the
NOI Parties are identifying multiple capital funding sources that will be further
investigated and accessed to support modifications to Project works. Such potential
funding sources include but are not limited to:

 A purchase-and-sale agreement with PG&E, including terms that take
into consideration the transfer of the outstanding liabilities associated
with decommissioning of the Project;

 State and/or federal funding that reflects the value of a cooperative
agreement advancing a Two-Basin Solution;

 If necessary, bond funds backstopped by local revenue streams expressly
implemented to support capital funding for the Project; and

 Congressional appropriation to implement a settlement of the
unadjudicated federal water and fishing rights claims of the Round Valley
Indian Tribes. The Round Valley Indian Tribes are considering whether
to seek a resolution of such claims as part of the actions the NOI Parties
may take to improve fisheries within the Project boundary, and additional
actions such parties may take to improve fisheries in the Eel River
watershed.

The NOI Parties anticipate that local revenues associated with continued
operation of the Project will be utilized for ongoing operational costs for the
Project, including O&M, safety and reliability upgrades through time, appropriate
reserves and provision for major maintenance through time. The NOI Parties
further anticipate that, as may be authorized in the legislation establishing the
Regional Entity, potential sources for such revenues include:
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 Generation revenue from continued operation of the Project;

 Water sales revenue for inter-basin transferred water; and, if necessary,

 Local assessments, levies and other charges related to Project services.

During the term of the study period prior to the filing of the license application,
additional study and design work will refine the facility designs, costs, and funding
streams for Project implementation and operations.
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO AMENDED PLANNING AGREEMENT TO UNDERTAKE 
FEASIBILITY STUDY OF A POTENTIAL LICENSING PROPOSAL FOR THE  

POTTER VALLEY PROJECT  

The "Amended Planning Agreement to Undertake Feasibility Study of a Potential 
Licensing Proposal for the Potter Valley Project" (June 18, 2019) (Amended Planning 
Agreement) is hereby amended by this First Amendment. 

TERMS OF AGREEMENT 

1. The Amended Planning Agreement is amended to add the Round Valley Indian 
Tribes as a Party. 

2. All other terms remain in effect. 

First Amendment to the Amended Planning Agreement 
Page 1 of 2 





Date: July , 2019 

Date: July , 2019 

Date: July , 2019 

Date: July , 2019 

fAus  • 
Date: .1-ttly , 2019 

CALIFORNIA TROUT, INC. 

By: 
Curtis Knight 
Executive Director 

MENDOCINO COUNTY INLAND 
WATER & POWER COMMISSION 

By: 
Janet K. F. Pauli 
Chair, Board of'Commissioners 

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 

By: 
David Rabbitt, 
Chair, Board of Directors 

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT 

By: 
Rex Bohn 
Chairperson, Board of Supervisors 

ROUND VALLEY INDIAN TRIBES 

By: 
0 Russ ne 
Pre 'dent, Round Valley Indian Tribes 

First Amendment to the Amended Planning Agreement 
Page 2 of 2 
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Organization Name Street Address City, State, Zip Email
Alletta Belin
Consulting, LLC

Letty Belin letty.belin@gmail.com

American Whitewater John Simpkin 5020 La Mesa Road Placerville, CA
95667

johnmsimpkin3@gmail.com

American Whitewater Dave Steindorf 4 Baroni Drive Chico, CA 95928 dave@americanwhitewater.org
Bear River Band of
the Rohnerville
Rancheria

Josefina Cortez 266 Keisner Road, Loleta, CA 95551 josefinacortez@brb-nsn.gov

Big Valley Rancheria
of Pomo Indians

Philip Gomez 2726 Mission
Rancheria Road

Lakeport, CA
95453

Big Valley Rancheria
of Pomo Indians

Michael Gomez 2726 Mission
Rancheria Road

Lakeport, CA
95453

Cahto Tribe Sonny Elliot environmental@cahto.org
California American
Water Company

Margaret di
Genova

Margaret.DiGenova@amwater.com

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Allan Renger allan.renger@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Curtis Milliron curtis.milliron@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Dave Kajtaniak david.kajtaniak@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Scott Bauer scott.bauer@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Scott Harris scott.harris@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Matt Myers 601 Locust Street Redding, CA
96001

matt.myers@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Scott Monday scott.monday@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Eric Larson Eric.Larson@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Tina Bartlett 601 Locust Street Redding, CA
96001

Tina.Bartlett@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Curt Babcock 601 Locust Street Redding, CA
96001

curt.babcock@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Tony Labanca 50 Ericson Ct Arcata, CA 95521 tony.labanca@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Gordon Leppig 2nd Street Eureka, CA 95501 Gordon.Leppig@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife-
Retired

Scott Downie sdownie@suddenlink.net

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife-
Retired

Larry Week leweek1@aol.com

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife-
Retired

Alan Grass 17850 Van Arsdale
Road

Potter Valley, CA
95469

al_grass@hotmail.com

California Land
Stewardship Institute

Laurel Marcus 550 Gateway Drive
#108

Napa, CA 94558 laurelm@fishfriendlyfarming.org

mailto:scott.bauer@wildlife.ca.g


DISTRIBUTION LIST

2
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California Sportfishing
Protection Alliance

Chris Shutes blancapaloma@msn.com

California State
Assembly

Tom Weseloh tom.weseloh@sen.ca.gov

California State
Coastal Conservancy

Michael Bowen mbowen@scc.ca.gov

California State Parks Jay Harris jharris@parks.ca.gov
California State Parks Wes Smith Wes.Smith@parks.ca.gov
California State Parks Patrick Vaughan pvaug@parks.ca.gov
California Trout Darren Mierau dmierau@caltrout.org
California Trout Curtis Knight cknight@caltrout.org
California Trout Walter “Redgie”

Collins
rcollins@caltrout.org

Center for Ecosystem
Management and
Restoration

Gordon Becker becker@cemar.org

City of Cloverdale* David Kelly dkelley@ci.cloverdale.ca.us
City of Healdsburg* David Mickaelian mcuriel@ci.healdsburg.ca.us;

dmickaelian@ci.healdsburg.ca.us
City of Petaluma* Peggy Flynn citymgr@ci.petaluma.ca.us
City of Rio Dell Kyle Knopp knoppk@cityofriodell.ca.gov
City of Rohnert Park* Darrin Jenkins admin@rpcity.org;

dajenkins@rpcity.org
City of Santa Rosa
Water*

Linda Reed 69 Stony Circle Santa Rosa, CA
95401

lreed@srcity.org

City of Santa Rosa
Water*

Jennifer Burke jburke@srcity.org

City of Santa Rosa* Sean McGlynn CMOffice@srcity.org;
smcglynn@srcity.org

City of Sonoma* Carol Giovanatto cgiovanatto@sonomacity.org;
carolg@sonomacity.org

City of Ukiah* Sage Sangiacomo ssangiacomo@cityofukiah.com
Congressional
Representative Office

Heather Gurewitz P.O. Box 2208 Fort Bragg, CA
95437

heather.gurewitz@mail.house.gov

Congressional
Representative Office

Jenny Callaway 999 Fifth Avenue,
Suite 290

San Rafael, CA
94901

jenny.callaway@mail.house.gov

Congressional
Representative Office

John Driscoll 317 Third St.,
Suite 1

Eureka, CA 95501 john.driscoll@mail.house.gov

Conservation &
Natural Resources
Group, LLC

Steve Johnson steve@cnrgcalifornia.com

Constellation Brands Thomas Gore 910 Lytton Station
Road

Geyserville, CA
95441

tom.gore@cbrands.com

Coyote Valley Band of
Pomo Indians

Michael Hunter P.O. Box 39 Redwood Valley,
CA
95470-0039

tribalgovernment@coyotevalley-
nsn.gov

District Representative
Senator Mike McGuire

Danielle Bradley danielle.bradley@sen.ca.gov

Dunnewood Vineyards George Phelan P.O. Box 268 Ukiah, CA 95482 george.phelan@cbrands.com
Eel River Recovery
Project

Barbara
Domanchuk

bad@humboldt1.com

Eel River Recovery
Project

Pat Higgins phiggins@humboldt1.com

mailto:carolg@sonomacity.org
mailto:john.driscoll@mail.house


DISTRIBUTION LIST

3

Organization Name Street Address City, State, Zip Email
Eel River Recovery
Project

David Sopjes ferndalescience@yahoo.com

Eel River Recovery
Project

Diane Higgins 4joy@suddenlink.net

Eel River Recovery
Project

Dottie & Graham
Russell

grussell@cheetah.com

Eel River Watershed
Improvement Group

Ruth Goodfield info@erwig.org

Elem Indian Colony
of Pomo Indians

Agustin Garcia P.O. Box 757 Lower Lake, CA
95457

Elem Indian Colony
of Pomo Indians

Thomas Brown P.O. Box 757 Lower Lake, CA
95457

Environmental
Protection Agency

Will Duncan duncan.will@epa.gov

Federal Energy
Regulatory
Commission

John Aedo john.aedo@ferc.gov

Federal Energy
Regulatory
Commission

Timothy Konnert timothy.konnert@ferc.gov

Friends of the Eel
River

David Keller 1327 1 Street Petaluma, CA
94952

dkeller@eelriver.org

Friends of the Eel
River

Scott Greacen P.O. Box 4945 Arcata, CA 95518 scott@eelriver.org

Friends of the Eel
River

Tryphena Lewis tryphena@asis.com

Friends of the Eel
River

Melvin Kreb floodplain@asis.com

Friends of the Eel
River

Ellison Folk 396 Hayes Street San Francisco, CA
94102

folk@smwlaw.com

Friends of the Eel
River/Native Fish
Society

Samantha Kannry skannry@gmail.com

Friends of the River Ronald Stork 1418 20th Street Sacramento, CA
95811

rstork@friendsoftheriver.org

Friends of Van Duzen
River

Sal Steinberg steinberg.sal@gmail.com

GANDA David Menasian dmenasian@garciaandassociates.com
GANDA/California
Department of Fish &
Wildlife

Beb Ware 11500 Oat Gap Road Potter Valley, CA
95469

bebandlinda@wildblue.net

GANDA/Local
Resident

Rick Todd ricktodd@wildblue.net

Garcia and Associates Jen Riddell jriddell@garciaandassociates.com
Garcia and Associates Elizabeth

Harreschou
elizabeth.harreschou@gmail.com

Guidiville Band of
Pomo Indians

Merline Sanchez P.O. Box 339 Talmage, CA
95481

Habematotel Pomo of
Upper Lake

Sherry Trella P.O. Box 516 Upper Lake, CA
95485

executive_secretary@upperlakepom
o.com

Humboldt County
Administrative Offer

Amy Nilsen cao@co.humboldt.ca.us

Humboldt County
Board of Supervisors

Estelle Fennell efennell@co.humboldt.ca.us

mailto:grussell@cheetah.com
mailto:info@erwig.org
mailto:cao@co.humboldt.ca
mailto:efennell@co.humboldt.c
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Humboldt County
Board of Supervisors

Rex Bohn rbohn@co.humboldt.ca.us

Humboldt County
Public Works*

Hank Seemann 1106 Second Street Eureka, CA
95501

hseemann@co.humboldt.ca.us

Humboldt County
Public Works*

Craig Tucker craig@suitsandsigns.com

Humboldt County
Resource
Conservation District

Jill Demers jillhcrcd@yahoo.com

Humboldt County
Resource
Conservation District

Doreen Hansen dhhcrcd@gmail.com

Humboldt State
University

Terry Roelofs Terry.Roelofs@humboldt.edu

Humboldt State
University

Emily Cooper ejc485@humboldt.edu

Humboldt State
University River
Institute

Dr. Alison
O'Dowd

1 Harpst Street Arcata, CA
95521

Alison.ODowd@humboldt.edu

Humboldt State
University River
Institute

Bill Trush William.Trush@humboldt.edu

Humboldt University Richard Gienger rgrocks@humboldt.net
InterTribal Sinkyone
Wilderness Council

Hawk Rosales P.O.Box 1523 Ukiah, CA
95482

Koi Nation Lower
Lake Rancheria

Darin F. Beltran P.O. Box 3162 Santa Rosa, CA
95402

Lake County Board
of Supervisors

Eddie Crandell Eddie.Crandell@lakecountyca.gov

Lake County*
Administrative
Officer

Carol Huchingson Carol.Huchingson@lakecountyca.go
v

Lake Pillsbury
Homesite Association

Frank Lynch 26831 Madrone
Drive

Cloverdale, CA
95425

lake6lynch@yahoo.com

Lake Pillsbury
Homesite Association
(LPHA)

Susan Berger 17 Lone Oak Court Petaluma, CA
94952

sue.berger@comcast.net

Lake Pillsbury
Homesite Association
(LPHA)

Kris Patalano 317 Alden Court Windsor,CA
95492

patalak@comcast.net

Lake Pillsbury Ranch Carolyn Winn Caretakers@wildblue.net
Lake Pillsbury Ranch Jill Clarkson clarksonbk@hughes.net
Lake Pillsbury Resort-
-Biagi Bros., Inc

Mark C. Carnell,
CPA

787 Airpark Road Napa, CA 94558

Lake Pillsbury Resort-
-Biagi Bros., Inc

Mike and Maryann info@lakepillsburyresort.com

Laytonville Rancheria Richard J. Smith P.O. Box 1239 Laytonville, CA
95454

chairman@cahto.org

Manchester-Point
Arena Rancheria

Jaime Cobarrubia P.O. Box 623 Point Arena, CA
95468

manptarena@hughes.net

Manchester-Point
Arena Rancheria

Florence Silva P.O. Box 237 Point Arena, CA
95468

mailto:jillhcrcd@yahoo.com
mailto:dhhcrcd@gmail.com
mailto:ejc485@humboldt.edu
mailto:rgrocks@humboldt.net
mailto:sue.berger@comcast.net
mailto:patalak@comcast.net
mailto:Caretakers@wildblue.net
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Mendocino County
Chief Executive
Officer

Carmel J. Angelo ceo@co.mendocino.ca.us

Mendocino County
Farm Bureau

Devon Jones 303-C Talmage Road Ukiah, CA 95482 admin@mendofb.org

Mendocino County
Farm Bureau

Frost Pauli 303-C Talmage Road Ukiah, CA 95482 fpauli@pauliranch.com

Mendocino County
Inland Water and
Power Commission

Candace Horsley P.O. Box 1247 Ukiah, CA 95482 iwpc@mendoiwpc.com

Mendocino County
Inland Water and
Power Commission

Janet Pauli P.O. Box 1247 Ukiah, CA 95482 pauli@mendoiwpc.com;
jpauli@pauliranch.com

Mendocino County
Resource
Conservation District

Janet Olave janet.olave@mcrcd.org

Mendocino County
Resource
Conservation District

Joseph Scriven joe.scriven@mcrcd.org

Mendocino County
Resource
Conservation District

Patricia Hickey Patricia.Hickey@mcrcd.org

Mendocino County
Russian River Flood
Control and Water
Conservation
Improvement District

Elizabeth
Salomone

151 Laws Avenue,
Suite D

Ukiah, CA 95482 DistrictManager@rrfc.net

Mendocino County
Russian River Flood
Control and Water
Conservation
Improvement District

John Reardan john@flightrail.com

Mendocino County
Water Agency

Sarah Dukett duketts@co.mendocino.ca.us

Mendocino County
Water Agency*

501 Low Gap Road,
Rm 1090

Ukiah, CA 95482 ceo@co.mendocino.ca.us

Mendocino County*
Board of Supervisors

Carre Brown 501 Low Gap Road,
Rm 1090

Ukiah, CA 95482 carrebrown@pacific.net;
browncj@co.mendocino.ca.us

Mendocino Redwood
Company

Mike Miles mmiles@hrcllc.com

Mendocino Voice Sarah Reith sreith@mendovoice.com
Middletown
Rancheria

Jose Simon III P.O. Box 1035 Middletown, CA
95461

Middletown
Rancheria

Stephanie L. Reyes P.O. Box 1035 Middletown, CA
95461

Mishewai-Wappo of
Alexander Valley

Scott Gabaldon P.O. Box 1086 Santa Rosa, CA
95402

scottg@mishewalwappotribe.com

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Joseph Dillon joseph.j.dillon@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Bob Coey bob.coey@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Joshua Fuller 777 Sonoma Avenue
Room 325

Santa Rosa, CA
95404

joshua.fuller@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Kathryn Kempton 501 West Ocean
Boulevard Ste 4470

Long Beach, CA
90802

Kathryn.kempton@noaa.gov

mailto:fpauli@pauliranch.com
mailto:iwpc@mendoiwpc.com
mailto:jpauli@pauliranch.com
mailto:janet.olave@mcrcd.org
mailto:joe.scriven@mcrcd.org
mailto:sreith@mendovoice.com
mailto:bob.coey@noaa.gov
mailto:joshua.fuller@noaa.gov
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National Marine
Fisheries Service

Tom Holley 650 Capitol Mall,
Suite 5-100

Sacramento, CA
95814

thomas.holley@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Dan Wilson Dan.wilson@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Matt Goldsworthy 1655 Heindon Road Arcata, CA
95521

matt.goldsworthy@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Clarence Hostler clarence.hostler@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

David White david.k.white@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Irma Lagomarsino irma.lagomarsino@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Jeffrey Jahn jeffrey.jahn@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Steve Edmondson Steve.Edmondson@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Julie Weeder julie.weeder@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Leah Mahan Leah.Mahan@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Tom Daugherty Tom.Daugherty@noaa.gov

National Marine
Fisheries Service

Charlotte Ambrose charlotte.ambrose@noaa.gov

National Park Service Barbara Rice 333 Bush Street San Francisco, CA
94104

Native Fish Society Mark Sherwood 813 7th Street, Suite
200A

Oregon City, OR
97045

mark@nativefishsociety.org

Native Fish Society Conrad Gowell 813 7th Street, Suite
200A

Oregon City, OR
97045

conrad@nativefishsociety.org

Native Fish Society Jake Crawford 813 7th Street, Suite
200A

Oregon City, OR
97045

jake@nativefishsociety.org

North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control
Board

Bryan McFadin 5550 Skylane Blvd,
Ste. A

Santa Rosa, CA
95403

bryan.mcfadin@waterboards.ca.gov

North Marin Water
District

Drew McIntire dmcintire@nmwd.com

Noyo River Indian
Community

P.O. Box 91 Fort Bragg, CA
95437

NRCS-USDA Erin Kile erin.kile@ca.usda.gov
Pacific Watershed
Associates

Todd Kraemer toddk@pacificwatershed.com

PG&E-Retired Gene Geary ralphgeary@gmail.com
PG&E-Retired Missy Brosnan melissabrosnan@comcast.net
Pinoleville Pomo
Nation

Lenora L. Williams 500 B Pinoleville
Drive

Ukiah, CA
95482

lenora@pinoleville-nsn.gov

Pinoleville Pomo
Nation

Ilena Pegan 500 B Pinoleville
Drive

Ukiah, CA
95482

IlenaP@pinoleville-nsn.gov

Potter Valley
Irrigation District

Guinness
McFadden

P.O. Box 186 Potter Valley,
CA 95469

guinness@pacific.net

Potter Valley
Irrigation District

Janet Pauli P.O. Box 186 Potter Valley,
CA 95469

jpauli@pauliranch.com;
jpauli@pottervalleywater.org

mailto:Dan.wilson@noaa.gov
mailto:wilson@noaa.gov
mailto:david.k.white@noaa.gov
mailto:jeffrey.jahn@noaa.gov
mailto:julie.weeder@noaa.gov
mailto:der@noaa.gov
mailto:Leah.Mahan@noaa.gov
mailto:dmcintire@nmwd.com
mailto:ralphgeary@gmail.com
mailto:jpauli@pauliranch.com
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Potter Valley
Irrigation District*

Steve Elliott P.O. Box 186 Potter Valley,
CA 95469

selliott@pottervalleywater.org

Potter Valley Tribe Salvador Rosales 2251 S. State Street Ukiah, CA
95482

pottervalleytribe@pottervalleytribe.co
m

Potter Valley Tribe Gregg Young 2251 S. State Street Ukiah, CA
95482

pvtepadirector@pottervalleytribe.com

Redwood Valley
County Water
District*

Marvin Talso P.O. Box 399 Redwood Valley,
CA 95470

talsofarm@pacific.net

Redwood Valley
Rancheria of Pomo

Debra Ramirez P.O. Box 969 Ukiah, CA 95482 debrarv1@gmail.com

Rice Forks
Association

Nancy Horton bearco2@att.net

Riverbend Sciences Eli Asarian eli@riverbendsci.com
Robinson Rancheria of
Pomo Indians

E.J. Crandell P.O. Box 4015
1545 E. Hwy 20

Nice, CA 95464 webmaster@rrcbc-nsn.gov

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Erica Costa ccosta@berkeywilliams.com

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Scott McBain scott@mcbainassociates.com

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Curtis Berkey 2030 Addison Street,
Ste 410

Berkeley, CA
94704

cberkey@berkeywilliams.com

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

James Russ 77826 Covelo Road Covelo, CA
95428

president@council.rvit.org;
james.russ@rvihc.com

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Kathleen Willits 77826 Covelo Road Covelo, CA 95428 katwillits@rvit.org

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Carlino Bettega vicepresident@council.rvit.org

Round Valley Indian
Tribes

Lewis Whipple secretary@council.rvit.org

Russian River
Watershed
Conservation Council

Douglas McIlroy 400 Aviation Blvd,
Ste 500

Santa Rosa, CA
95403

dmcilroy@rodneystrong.com

Russian Riverkeeper Don McEnhill don@russianriverkeeper.org
Salmon Restoration
Federation

Dana Stolzman srf@calsalmon.org

Salt River Ecosystem
Restoration

Steve Allen Steve.Allen@ghd.com

Santa Rosa Chamber
of Commerce

Jonathan Coe jonathanc@santarosachamber.com

Scotts Valley Band of
Pomo

Donald Arnold 1005 Parallel Drive Lakeport, CA
95453

Scotts Valley Band of
Pomo

Joann Wright 1005 Parallel Drive Lakeport, CA
95453

Scotts Valley Band of
Pomo

Shannon Ford 1005 Parallel Drive Lakeport, CA
95453

Shebelna Band of
Mendocino Coast
Pomo Indians

Charlie Fales 19101 Olsen Lane Fort Bragg, CA
95437

Sherwood Valley
Rancheria Band of
Pomo Indians

Josh Maize 190 Sherwood Hill
Drive

Willits, CA 95490 svtepdirector@gmail.com

mailto:bearco2@att.net
mailto:eli@riverbendsci.com
mailto:russ@rvihc.com
mailto:srf@calsalmon.org
mailto:svtepdirector@gmail.co
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Organization Name Street Address City, State, Zip Email
Sherwood Valley
Rancheria Band of
Pomo Indians

Melanie Rafanan 190 Sherwood Hill
Drive

Willits, CA 95490 svrchairman@yahoo.com

Sherwood Valley
Rancheria Band of
Pomo Indians

Tina Sutherland 190 Sherwood Hill
Drive

Willits, CA 95490 svbp.thpo@gmail.com

Sonoma County Adam Brand Adam.Brand@sonoma-county.org
Sonoma County
Alliance

Brian Ling ceo@sonomacountyalliance.com

Sonoma County Board
of Supervisors

James Gore James.Gore@sonoma-county.org

Sonoma County Farm
Bureau

Tawny Tesconi tawny@sonomafb.org

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Pam Jeane 404 Aviation Blvd Santa Rosa, CA
95403

pam.jeane@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Don Seymour 404 Aviation Blvd Santa Rosa, CA
95403

Donald.Seymour@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Brad Sherwood Brad.Sherwood@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

David Manning 404 Aviation Blvd Santa Rosa, CA
95403

david.manning@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Justin Smith jpsmith@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Chris Delaney cdelaney@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Todd Schram tschram@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Jessica Martini-
Lamb

jessicam@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County Water
Agency*

Grant Davis Grant.Davis@scwa.ca.gov

Sonoma County West
Coast Watershed

Katherine Gledhill kgledhill@westcoastwatershed.com

State Water Resources
Control Board

Parker Thaler parker.thaler@waterboards.ca.gov

State Water Resources
Control Board

Joelle Geppert joelle.geppert@waterboards.ca.gov

State Water Resources
Control Board

Rebecca Fitzgerald RFitzgerald@waterboards.ca.gov

Steiner Environmental
Consulting

Park Steiner parksteiner@pacific.net

Stillwater Sciences Abel Brumo abel@stillwatersci.com
Stillwater Sciences Dennis Halligan dennis@stillwatersci.com
The Nature
Conservancy

Monty Schmitt monty.schmitt@TNC.ORG

The Nature
Conservancy

Tara Moberg tmoberg@TNC.ORG

The Nature
Conservancy

Elizabeth Forsburg eforsburg@TNC.ORG

Town of Scotia* Mark Richardson mrichardson@townofscotia.com
Town of Windsor* Ken MacNab 8400 Windsor Road,

#100
Windsor, CA
95492

kmacnab@townofwindsor.com

Travel World Center Dan York dan.y@twc-ca.org
Trout Unlimited Brian Johnson bjohnson@tu.org

mailto:pam.jeane@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:Brad.Sherwood@scwa.c
mailto:david.manning@scwa.ca
mailto:jpsmith@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:cdelaney@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:tschram@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:jessicam@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:parksteiner@pacific.net
mailto:abel@stillwatersci.com
mailto:dennis@stillwatersci.com
mailto:bjohnson@tu.org
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Trout Unlimited Lisa Bolton LBolton@tu.org
Trout Unlimited Matt Clifford mclifford@tu.org
Trout Unlimited Chandra Ferrari cferrari@tu.org
UC Cooperative
Extension

Glenn McGourty 890 N. Bush Street Ukiah, CA 95482 gtmcgourty@ucanr.edu

UC Davis Peter Moyle pbmoyle@ucdavis.edu
UC Davis Ron Yoshiyama rmyoshiyama@ucdavis.edu
United Winegrowers
for Sonoma County

Bob Anderson 731 South Fitch
Mountain Rd

Healdsburg, CA
95448

b.anderson@comcast.net

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Wade L. Eakle Wade.L.Eakle@usace.army.mil

US Bureau of Land
Management

David Fuller dfuller@blm.gov

US Bureau of Land
Management

Zane Ruddy jruddy@blm.gov

US Dept. of Agriculture Jonathan Shultz jon.shultz@ca.usda.gov
US Fish and Wildlife
Service

Steve Kramer Steve_Kramer@fws.gov

US Fish and Wildlife
Service

Nick Hetrick nick_hetrick@fws.gov

US Forest Service April Hargis ahargis@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Frank Aebly faebly@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Derrick Bawdon dbawdon@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Carolyn Cook cacook@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Karen Kenfield kkenfield@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Brett Harvey bharvey@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Dennis Smith dennissmith@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Ryan Mikulovsky rmikulovsky02@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Katy Rich kdrich@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Victor Aguirre-

Orozco
vaguirreorozco@fs.fed.us

US Forest Service Robert Taylor rgtaylor@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Hilda Kwan hkwan@fs.fed.us
US Forest Service Michelle Zuro-

Kreimer
mzurokreimer@fs.fed.us

US Forest Service Dawn Alvarez dalvarez@fs.fed.us
Valley of the Moon
Water District*

Alan Gardner P.O. Box 280 El Verano, CA
95433

agardner@vomwd.org

VTN-Retired Rick Kruger krugerr@easystreet.net
Wailaki Tribe Louis Hoaglin Sr. P.O. Box 684 Laytonville, CA

95454
Western Fishes
Lamprey Project

Stewart Reid WesternFishes@opendoor.com

Westshore Campers
Association

Donna Stolz donnastolz@comcast.net

Westshore Campers
Association

Stacy Ledou mortoys@comcast.net

Wiyot Tribe Ted Hernandez 1000 Wiyot Drive Loleta, CA 95525 ted@wiyot.us
Wiyot Tribe Michelle Vassel 1000 Wiyot Drive Loleta, CA 95525 michelle@wiyot.us
Wiyot Tribe Eddie Koch eddie@wiyot.us
Wiyot Tribe Vincent DiMarzo vincent@wiyot.us
Wiyot Tribe Thomas Torma tom@wiyot.us
Yuki/Wailaki Deborah Hull S/B 78921 Wosheth

Way
Covelo, CA
95428

Debb_hutt@yahoo.com

mailto:LBolton@tu.org
mailto:mclifford@tu.org
mailto:cferrari@tu.org
mailto:gtmcgourty@ucanr.edu
mailto:pbmoyle@ucdavis.edu
mailto:rmyoshiyarna@ucdavis.e
mailto:b.andersson@comcast.n
mailto:dfuller@blm.gov
mailto:jruddy@blm.gov
mailto:jon.shultz@ca.usda.gov
mailto:nick_hetrick@fws.gov
mailto:ahargis@fs.fed.us
mailto:faebly@fs.fed
mailto:dbawdon@fs.fed
mailto:cacook@fs.fed.us
mailto:kkenfield@fs.fed.us
mailto:bharvey@fs.fed.us
mailto:dennissmith@fs.fed
mailto:rmikulovsky02@fs.fed.us
mailto:kdrich@fs.fed.us
mailto:rgtaylor@fs.fed.us
mailto:hkwan@fs.fed
mailto:dalvarez@fs.fed.us
mailto:donnastolz@comcast.net
mailto:ted@wiyot.us
mailto:vincent@wiyot.us
mailto:tom@wiyot.us
mailto:Debb_hutt@yahoo.com
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Bob Seyms bseyms@gmail.com
Jason Hartwick speyburn@gmail.com
Dave Lucas 2256 Rice Fork Road bassfishinagain@gmail.com
Bobby Gaston nsixty2@gmail.com
Pam and Richard
Respari

vacationista@comcast.net

Susan Knopf 460 Todd Road Ukiah, CA 95482 smknopf@yahoo.com
Kevin Boles kctgboles4@gmail.com
Paul Zellman paul@paulzellman.com
AI White 6800 Old River Road Ukiah, CA 95482 alw@saber.net
Don and Karol
Chase

dkchase@comcast.net

* Entities that are believed to be interested in, or affected by, the NOI.

mailto:nsixty2@gmail.com
mailto:smknopf@yahoo.com
mailto:kctgboles4@gmail.com
mailto:paul@paulzellman.com
mailto:alw@saber.net
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